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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR.

g HE translation of this first part of Dr. Meyer's

W Commentary on John has been executed from the
fifth edition of the original by the Rev. William
Urwick, already known as the translator of several
works published by the Messrs. Clark. It has, however,
been revised and carried through the press by myself at the
request of Dr. Dickson, who, with the assent of the publisher,
had asked me to join him in the editorship of the series. In
order to secure as great uniformity as possible between this
volume and the two already edited by Dr. Dickson, that
gentleman was kind enough to read the proofs of the first
few sheets, and I also had the benefit of his judgment and
experience upon some points of difficulty that occurred in
the earlier pages. References have been made not only to
Dr. Moulton’s translation of Winer's Grammar of New Testa-
ment Greek (published by Messrs. Clark), but also to the
translation of Alex. Buttmann's Grammar (New Testament
Greek), by Professor Thayer, of the Theological Seminary,
Andover, which has recently appeared. These references, it
is hoped, will be useful to students of the original. A list
of exegetical works upon the Gospel of John will be prefixed
to the second volume, which will complete the Commentary
upon the Gospel

F. CROMBIE.

St. MARY'S COLLEGE,
StT. ANDREWS, 3d August 1874,



PREFACE.

g HE Gospel of John, on which I have now for the

¥ fifth time to present the result of my labours,
still at the present day continues to be the sub-
ject—recently, indeed, brought once more into the
very foreground—of so much doubt and dissension, and to
some extent, of such passionate party comtroversy, as to in-
crease the grave sense of responsibility, which already attaches
to the task of an unprejudiced and thorough exposition of so
sublime a production. The strong tendency now prevalent
towards explaining on natural grounds the history of our Lord,
ever calling forth new efforts, and pressing into its service all
the aids of modern erudition, with an analytic power as acute
as it is bold in its free-thinking, meets with an impassable
barrier in this Gospel, if it really proceeds from that disciple
whom the Lord loved, and consequently is the only one that
is entirely and fully apostolic. For it is now an admitted
fact, and a significant proof of the advances which have been
gradually achieved by exegesis, that the pervading supra-
naturalism—clearly stamped on it in all the simplicity of
truth—cannot be set aside by any artifices of exposition.
This, however, does not prevent the work of a criticism, which
obeys the conviction that it is able, and that for the sake of
the right knowledge of the Gospel history it ought, to establish
the non-apostolic origin of the fourth Gospel. Accordingly,
in pursuance of the programme which was traced for it fifty
years ago by Bretschneider, and of the ampler investigations
subsequently added by the criticism of Baur, unwearied efforts
have been made with augmented and more penetrating powers,
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and to some extent also with a cordial appreciation of the
lofty ideas which the Gospel presents, to carry out this project
to completion. Such critical labour submits itself to be tried
by the judgment of scholars, and has its scientific warrant.
Nay, should it succeed in demonstrating that the declaration
of the Gospel's apostolic birth, as written by all the Christian
centuries, is erroneous, we would have to do honour to the
truth, which in this case also, though painful at first, could
not fail to approve itself that which maketh free. There is,
however, adequate reason to entertain very grave doubts of the
attainment of this result, and to refuse assent to the prognosti-
cation of universal victory, which has been too hastily asso-
ciated with these efforts of criticism. Whoever is acquainted
with the most recent investigations, will, indeed, gladly
leave to themselves the clumsy attempts to establish a paral-
lelism between the Gospel of John and ancient fabrications
concocted with a special aim, which carry their own impress
on their face; but he will still be wunable to avoid the
immediate and general duty of considering whether those
modern investigators who deny that it is the work of the
apostle have at least discovered a #ime in which—putting
aside in the meanwhile all the substantive elements of their
proof—the origin of the writing would be historically con-
ceivable. For it is a remarkable circumstance in itself, that
of the two most recent controversialists, who have treated the
subject with the greatest scientific independence, the one
assumes the latest, the other the earliest possible, date. If
now, with the first, I place its composition not sooner than
from 150 to 160, I see myself driven to the bold assertion
of Volkmar, who makes the evangelist sit at the feet of Justin
—a piece of daring which lands me in a historical absurdity.
If T rightly shrink from so preposterous a view, and prefer to
follow the thoughtful Keim in his more judicious estimate of
the ecclesiastical testimonies and the relations of the time,
then I obtain the very beginning of the second century as
the period in which the work sprang up on the fraitful soil of
the church of Asia Minor, as a plant Johannine indeed in
spirit, but post-Johannine in origin. But from this position
also I feel myself at once irresistibly driven. For I am now
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brought into such immediate contact with the days in which
the aged apostolic pillar was still amongst the living, and see
myself transported so entirely into the living presence of his
numerous Asiatic disciples and admirers, that it cannot but
appear to me an absolutely insoluble enigma how precisely
then and there a non-Johannine work—one, moreover, so great
and so divergent from the older Gospels-——could have been
issued and have passed into circulation under the name of
the highly honoured apostle. Those disciples and admirers,
amongst whom he, as the high priest, had worn the wéra-
2oy, could not but know whether he had written a Gospel,
and if so, of what kind; and with the sure tact of sympathy
and of knowledge, based upon experience, they could not but
have rejected what was not a genuine legacy from their
apostle. Keim, indeed, ventures upon the bold attempt of
calling altogether in question the fact that John had his
sphere of labour in Asia Minor; but is not this denial, in
face of the traditions of the church, in fact an impossibility?
It is, and must remain so, as long as the truth of historical
facts is determined by the criterion of historical testimony.
Turning, then, from Volkmar to Keim, I see before my eyes
the fate indicated by the old proverb: 7ov xamwov Peiyovra
els TO mhp éxmimTEw.

The necessary references have been made in the Introduc-
tion to the substantive grounds on which in recent years the
assaults have been renewed against the authenticity of the
Gospel, and there also the most recent apologetic literature
upon the subject has been noticed. After all that has been
said for and against up to the present time, I can have
no hesitation in once more expressing my delight in the
testimony of Luther—quoted now and again with an ironi-
cal smile—that “John's Gospel is the only tender, right, chief
Gospel, and s to be far preferred before the other three, and to be
more highly esteemed.”* In order to make the confession one’s
own, it is not necessary to be either a servile follower of

1 So Luther, in that section of his Preface to the New Testament containing
the superscription, ‘ Which are the right and noblest books of the New Testa-
ment?” This section, however, is wanting in the editions of the New Testament
subsequent to 1539, as also in the edition of the whole Bible of 1534,
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Luther or a special adherent of the immortal Schleiermacher.
I am neither the one nor the other, and in particular I do not
share the individual, peculiar motive, as such, which underlies
the judgment of the former.

Since the publication of the fourth edition of my Com-
mentary (1862), many expository works upon John and his
system of doctrine, and among these several of marked im-
portance, have seen the light, along with many other writings
and disquisitions,! which serve, directly or indirectly, the pur-
pose of exposition. I may venture to hope that the considera-
tion which I have bestowed throughout upon these literary
accessions, in which the one aim is followed with very varying
gifts and powers, has not been without profit for the further
development of my work, probably more by way of antagonism
(especially towards Hengstenberg and Godet) than of agree-
ment of opinion. In our like conscientious efforts after truth
we learn from each other, even when our ways diverge.

The statement of the readings of Tischendorf’s text I was
obliged to borrow from the second edition of his Synopsis,
for the reasons already mentioned in the preface to the fifth
edition of my Commentary on Mark and Luke. The latest
part of his editio ocfava, now in course of appearance, was
published last September, and extends only to John vi 23,
while the printing of my book had already advanced far

1 The essay of Riggenbach, ** Johannes der Apostel und der Presbyter,” in the
Jakrb. f. D. Theologie, 1868, p. 319 ff., came too late for me to be able tonotice
it. It will never be possible, I believe, to establish the identity of the apostle
with the presbyter, and I entertain mo doubt that Eusebius quite correctly
understood the fragment of Papias in reference to this point.—To my regret, 1 was
uneble, also, to take into consideration Wittichen's work, Ueber den geschicht-
lichen Charakter des Evang. Joh. The same remark applies to the third
edition of Ebrard’s Kritik der evangel. Qeschickte, which appeared in 1868, and
in which I regret to observe a renewed display of the old vehemence of passion.
Yenan's Life of Jesus, even as it has now appeared in its thirteenth edition, I
bave, as formerly, left out of consideration.—The first part of Holtzmann’s
dissertation upon **The Literary Relation of John to the Synopties” (Hilgen-
feld's Zeitschrift, 1869, p. 62 f1.) has just been published, and the conclusion is
still to follow. Of course, before the latter appears, no well-founded judgment
can be passed upon this essay of this acute theologian ; but I have doubts
whether it will ever be successfully shown that in the case of the fourth Gospel
there is any dependence of a literary kind upon the Synoptics, especially upon
the Gospel of Luke,
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beyond that point. T may add that the deviations in the text
of this editio octava fromn that of the Synopsis in reference to
the various readings moticed in my critical annotations down
to vi. 23, are not numerous, and scarcely any of them are of
importance exegetically. Of such a nature are those, in par-
ticular, in which this highly meritorious ecritic had in his
Synopsis too hastily abandoned the Recepta,' and has now
returned to it. I would fain think that this may also be the
case in future with many other of the readings which he has
now adopted, where apparently the Cod. Sinait. has possessed
for him too great a power of attraction.”

In conclusion, I have to ask for this renewed labour of
mine the goodwill of my readers,—~I mean such a disposition
and tonme in judging of it as shall not prejudice the rights
of critical truth, but shall yet with kind consideration weigh
the difficulties which are connected with the solution of the
task, either in itself, or amidst the rugged antagonisms of a
time so vexed with controversy as the present. So long as
God will preserve to me in my old age the necessary measure
of strength, I shall continue my quiet co-operation, however
small it may be, in the service of biblical exegesis. This
science has in fact, amid the dark tempests of our theological
and ecclesiastical crisis, in face of all the agitations and
extravagances to the right and left, the clear and lofty
vocation gradually, by means of its results,—which are only
to be obtained with certainty through a purely historical
method, and which are not to be settled by any human con-
fession of faith,—to make such contributions to the tumult of

171, 18, where the Synopsis has posoyerns 0155, the editio octava has restored
s movoysyng wviss: iii. 13, where ¢ dv is 78 olpars was deleted in the Synopsis,
these words have again been received into the text.

2 E.g. with the reading dzvudZsrs in v. 20; in the same way with Qeiy,
which is found only in R of all the Codd. In the great predominance of testi-
monies aga:nst it, 1 regard the former a3 the error of an ancient copyist, while
the latter appears to me as n marginal gloss, quite inappropriate to the strain
of tender feeling in which John speaks of Jesus, which perbaps originated in
a similar monner, as Chrysostom, while reading in the text Zrsxapnzev, says
by way of explanation, ¢ 3i Xpieris @aéyn. Had @siyes been the original reading,
and had it been desired to replace it by a more becoming expression, then
probably iEivverr from v. 13, or &viirde in vi. 3, to which passage w<aw in ver.
15 points Lack, would have most naturally suggested themselves,
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strife a3 must determine the course of a sound development,
and finally form the standard of its settlement and the regula-
tive basis of peace. And what writing of the New Testament
can in such a relation stand higher, or be destined to produce
a more effective union of spirits, than the wondrous Gospel of
John, with its fulness of grace, truth, peace, light, and life ?
Our Lutheran Church, which was born with a declaration of
war and had its confession completed amid controversy from
without and within, has raised itself far too little to the serene

height and tranquil perfection of this Gospel
DR. MEYER.

HANOVER, 18t December 1868



THE GOSPEL OF JOHN,

INTRODUCTION.
SEC. L—BIOGRAPHICAL NOTICE OF JOIIN.

# OHN'S parents were Zebedee, a fisherman on the Sea
of Galilee, probably not of the poorer class (Mark
i 20; Luke v. 10), and Salome (Mark xv. 40; comp.
Matt. xxvii. 56). To his father the evangelists
ascribe no special religious character or personal participation
in the events of the Gospel history; but his mother was one
of the women who followed Jesus even up to His crucifixion
(comp. on xix. 25). To her piety, therefore, it is justly attri-
butable that John's deeply receptive spirit was early fostered
and trained to surrender itself to the sacredly cherished, and
at that time vividly excited expectation of the Messiah, with
its moral claims, so far at least as such a result might be pro-
duced by a training which was certainly not of a learned
character. (Acts iv. 13.) 1If, too, as we may infer from xix.
25, Salome was a sister of the mother of Jesus, his near rela-
tionship to Jesus would enable us better to understand the
close fellowship of spirit between them, though the evangelists
are quite silent as to any early intimacy between the families;
and in any case, higher inward sympathy was the essen-
tial source out of which that fellowship of spirit unfolded
itself. The entrance of the Baptist on his public ministry
—to whom John had attached himself, and whose prophetical
character and labours he has described most clearly and fully—
was the occasion of his becoming one of the followers of Jesus,
of whom he and Andrew were the first disciples (i. 35 f.).
Among these, again, he and Peter, and his own brother James
A
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the clder, brought by himself to Jesus (see on i. 42), formed
the select company of the Lord’s more intimate friends; he
himself being the most trusted of all the one whom Jesus
pre-eminently loved, and to whose filial care e on the
cross entrusted Mary (xix. 26). Hence the ardent, impetuous
disposition, which led the Lord Himself to give to him and
his brother the name Boanerges, and which he exhibited on
more than one occasion (Mark iii. 17, ix. 38 f\; Luke ix. 49 f,
54),—connected even though it was with an ambition which
his mother had fostered by her sensuous Messianic notions,
Matt. xx. 20 ff.; Mark x. 35 ff.),—is by no means to be deemed
of such a character as to be incapable of gradually subjecting
itself to the mind of Jesus, and becoming serviceable to its
highest aims. After the ascension he abode, save perhaps when
engaged on some minor apostolical journey (such as that to
Samaria, Acts viii. 14),at Jerusalem, where Paul met with him
as one of the three pillars of the Christian church (Gal. ii. 1 ff.).
How long he remained in this city cannot, amid the uncertainty
of tradition, be determined ; and, indeed, it is not even certain
whether he had already left the city when Paul was last there.
He is certainly not mentioned in Acts xxi. 18, but neither is
he in Acts xv., though we know from Gal. ii. 1 ff. that he never-
theless was present ; and therefore, as on the occasion of Gal.
1 19, so on that of Acts xxi, he may have been temporarily
absent. In after years he took up his abode at Ephesus (Iren.
Haer. iii. 8. 4; Euseb. iii. 1. 23),% probably only after the

1 On account of his devoted love to the person of the Lord, on which Grotius
finely remarks: ‘‘Quod olim Alexandrum de amicis suis dixisse memorant,
alium esse @iraxrilzvdpor, alium @GiroBacsiria, putem ad duos Domini Jesu apos-
tolos posse aptari, ut Petrum dicamus maxime @iA 5 xpso7ov, Johannem maxime
@iroinoois, . . . quod et Dominus respiciens illi quidem ecclesiam praecipuo
quodam modo, huic autem matrem commendavit.”

2 It is no argument at all against this, that Ignat. ad Ephes. 12 mentions
Paul, but not John; for Paul is mentioned there as the founder of the church
at Ephesus, and as martyr,—neither of which holds good of John. Besides,
this silence is far outweighed by the testimonies of Polycarp in Irenaeus,
Polycrates in Euseb., Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, ete.
To account for these, as Keim in particular now attempts to do (Gesch. J. L
p. 16111 ), by supposing some confusion of John the Presbyler with the Apostle
John, is in my opinion futile, simply because the silence of Papias as to the
apostle’s residence in Asia proves nothing (he does not mention the residence of
any of the Lord’s apostles and disciples, to whom he makes refercnce), and
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destruction of Jerusalem; mot by any means, however, before
Paul had laboured in Ephesus (Rom. xv. 20; 2 Cor. x. 16;
Gal. ii. 7£), although it cannot be maintained with certainty
that he had not even been there before Paul wrote his letter
to the Ephesians: for, in the enigmatic silence of this epistle
ns to all personal references, such a conclusion from the non-
mention of his name is doubtful.

The distinguished official authority with which he was
invested at Ephesus, the spiritual elevation and sanctity
ascribed to him, cannot be better indicated than by the fact
that Polycrates (Euseb. iii. 31, v. 24) not only reckons him
among the peydla ororyeia (great fundamental elements of
the church; comp. Gal. ii. 9), but also calls him iepels 7o
mérakov! medopnrds. Of his subsequent fortunes we have
only untrustworthy and sometimes manifestly false traditions,
amongst the latter of which is one based on Rev. i. 9,7 but un-
known even to Hegesippus (ap. Euseb. iii. 20), of his banish-
ment to Patmos under Domitian (first mentioned by Irenaeus
and Clem. Alex.),—an event said to have been preceded by
others of a marvellous kind, such as his drinking poison at
Rome without injury (see especially the Acta Johannis in
Tischendorf’s Acta Apocr. p. 266 ff.), and his being thrown into
boiling oil, from which, however, he came out “ nihil passus”
(Tertullian), nay, even “purior et vegetior” (Jerome). The
legend is also untrustworthy of his encounter with Cerinthus
in a bath, the falling in of which he is said to have foreseen
and avoided in time (Iren. Haer. iil. 3. 28 ; Euseb. iii 28, iv.
14); it is only indirectly traceable to Polycarp, and betrays

because it seems searcely conceivable that Irenaeus should have so misinter-
preted what Polycarp said tohim in his youth regarding his intimacy with John,
28 to suppose he spoke of the A postle, when in fact he only spoke of the Presbyter
of that name. It is pure caprice to assume that Eusebius *‘ lacked the courage™
to correct Irenaeus. Why so? See, on the other hand, Steitz in the Studien u.
Kritiken, 1868, p. 502 fl.

U The plate of gold worn by the high priest on his forehead. See Ewald,
Alterth. p. 393 f., ed. 3; Knobel on Ex. xxviii. 36. The phrase used by
Polycrates is not to be taken as signifying relationship to a priestly family (xviii.
15 ; Luke i. 36), but as symbolic of high spiritual position in the church, just
as it is also used of James the Lord’s brother in Epiphanius, Haer. xxix. 4.
Compare now also Ewald, Jokann. Schriften, IL. p. 4011,

! See especially Diisterdieck on the Revelation, Introduction, p. 82 ff
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a purpose of glorifying the apostle at the expense of the
heretic, although there may be little ground for the assertion
that it is only what we should expect from the author of the
Apocalypse (Baur, Kanon. Evang. p. 371). The great age to
which John attained, which is variously stated,—according to
Irenaeus, Eusebius, and others, about a hundred years, reaching
down to Trajan’s time,—gave some countenance to the saying
(xxi. 23) that he should not see death ; and this again led to
the report that his death, which at last took place at Ephesus,
was only a slumber, his breath still moving the earth on his
grave {Augustine). In harmony, however, with a true idea of
his character, though historically uncertain, and first vouched
for by Jerome on Gal vi. 10} is the statement that, in the
weakness of old age, he used merely to say in the Christian
assemblies, Filioli, diligite alterutrum. For love was the most
potent element of his nature, which had been sustained by the
truest, deepest, and most affectionate communion in heart and
life with Christ. In this communion John, nurtured in the
heart of Jesus, discloses, as no other evangelist, the Lord’s
innermost life, in a contemplative but yet practical manner,
with a profound idealizing mysticism, though far removed
from all mere fiction and visionary enthusiasm; like a bright
mirror, faithfully reflecting the most delicate features of the
full glory of the Incarnate One (i. 14; 1 John i 1); tender
and humble, yet without sentimentalism, and with the full
and resolute earnestness of apostolical energy. In the centre
of the church life of Asia he shone with the splendour of a
spiritual high-priesthood, the representative of all true Chris-
tian Grosis, and personally a very mapBéuos (“ virgo mente et
corpore,” Augustine) in all moral purity. From the starting-
point of an apostle of the Jews, on which he stands in contrast

1 Earlier attested (Clemens, Quis div. salv. 42) is the equally characteristic
legend (Clement calls it wilor ob pifov, dard dvre Aiyor) of a young man, for-
mely converted by the apostle’s labours, who lapsed and became a leader of
robibers, by whose band John, after his return from Patmos, voluntarily allowed
himsclf to be taken prisoner in order to bring their captain back to Christ,
which he succeeded in doing by the mere power of his presence. The robber
chief, as Clement says, was baptized a second time by his tears of penitence,
Comp. Herder's legend *“der gerettete Jiingling” in his Werke z. schon. Lit
vi, p. 81, ed. 1827,
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(Gal. ii. 9) with the apostle of the Gentiles, he rose to the
purest universalism, such as we meet with only in Paul, but
with a clear, calm elevation above strife and conflict ; as the
last of the apostles, going beyond not only Judaism, but even
Paul himself, and interpreting most completely out ot his own
lengthened, pure, and rich experience, the life and the light
made manifest in Christ. He it is who connects Christianity
in its fullest development with the person of Christ—a legacy
to the church for all time, of peace, union, and ever advancing
moral perfection; among the apostles the true Gnostic, in
opposition to all false Gnosticism of the age; the prophet
among the evangelists, although not the seer of the Apocalypse.
“ The personality of John,” says Thiersch (die Kirche im
apostol. Zeitalt. p. 273), “left far deeper traces of itself in the
church than that of any other of Christ’s disciples. Paul
laboured more than they all, but John stamped his image
most profoundly upon her;” the former in the mighty struggle
for the victory, which overcometh the world ; the latter in the
sublime and, for the whole future of the gospel, decisive cele-
bration of the victory which has overcome it.

SEC. II.—GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPEL.

With regard to the eaternal testimonies, we remark the
following :—

1. Chap. xxi. could only serve as a testimony, if it pro-
ceeded altogether from another hand, or if the obviously
spurious conclusion should be made to include ver. 24. See,
however, on chap. xxi—2 Pet. i. 14 also, and the Gospel of
Mark, cannot be adduced as testimonies; since the former
passage cannot be shown to refer to John xxi. 18 f, while
the second Gospel was certainly written much earlier than the
fourth.

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

1 It is true that Barnabas, 4, quotes, with the formula sicut scriptum est (which
is confirmed, against Credner, by the Greek text of the Codex Sinaiticus), a pas-
sage from Matthew (xx. 16, xxii. 14; not 2 Esdr. viii. 3, as Volkmar maintains).
To find, liowever, in this alone canonical confirmation of the fourth Gospel

(Tischendorf) is too rash o conclusion, since tlie close joint relation of the four,
as composing one fourlold Gospel, caunot be proved so early as the apostolical
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quotation from, or sure trace of any use of, the Gospel. Bar-
nabas 3, 6, 12 (comp. John iii. 14), and other echoes of John
in this confused anti-Judaizing epistle, to which too great
importance is attached by Keim, as well as Herm. Past.
Sitmil. 9, 12 (comp. John x. 7, 9, xiv. 6), Ignat. ad Philad.
(comp. John iii. 8) 9 (comp. John x. 9), ad Trall. 8 (comp.
John vi. 51), ad Magnes. 8 (comp. Jobn x. 30, xii. 49,
xiv. 11), ad Rom. 7 (John vi. 32 ff, vil 38 f), are so
adequately explained by tradition, and the common types
of view and terminology of the apostolical age, that it is
very unsafe to attribute them to some definite written source.
Nor does what is said in Ignat. ad Rom. 7,and ad ZTrall.
8, of Christ's flesh and blood, furnish any valid exception
to this view, since the origin of the mystical conception
of the cap§ of Christ is not necessarily due to its dis-
semination through this Gospel, although it does mnot occur
in the Synoptics (in opposition to Rothe, Anfinge d. Chr.
Kirch. p. 715 ff.; Huther, in Illgen’s Zeitschr. 1841, iv. p. 1 ff.;
Ebrard, Evang. Joh. p. 102; Kritik d. evang. Gesch. ed. 2, p.
840 ff; Tischend Ewald Jahrb. V. p. 188, etc). Hence
the question as to the genuineness of the several epistles
of Iguatius, and their texts, may here be altogether left out
of consideration. Just as little from the testimony of Irenaeus
ad Florin. (ap. Eus. v. 20) to Polycarp, that in all the latter
said of Christ he spoke odpdwva Tals ypadals, may we infer
any use of our Gospel on Polycarp's part, considering the
generality of this expression, which, moreover, merely sets
forth Irenaeus’ opinion, and does not necessarily mean New
Testament writings. When, again, Irenaeus (Her. v. 36.
1 f) quotes an interpretation given by the “presbyter: apos-
tolorum discipuli” of the saying in John xiv. 2 (“In my
Father's house)’ etc.), it must remain doubtful whether these
presbyters knew that saying from our Gospel or from apos-

Fathers; nor do even Justin's citations exhibit any such corpus evangelicum.
Besides, that very remarkable &5 yiyparres makes it probable that the passage
in Matthew may have erroneously appeared to the writer of the epistle as taken
from the Old Testament.—Again, it is incorrect to say (with Volkmar) that the
citation in Barnabas 5 of Ps. xxii. 21 tells against our Gospel, since that citation
has no bearing on the spear-thrust spoken of in xix. 34, but simply refers to
desth ou the cross as such, in contrast with death by the sword.
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tolical tradition, since Irenaeus quotes their opinion simply
with the general words: xai 8id Todro elpnrévar Tov xvpiov.

3. Of indirect but decided importance, on the other hand,
—assuming, that is, what in spite of the doubts still raised
by Scholten must be regarded as certain, that the Gospel
and First Epistle of John are from one author,—is the use
which, according to Euseb. iii. 39, Papias' made of the First
Epistle. Thatin the fragment of Papias no mention is made of
our Gospel, should not be still continually urged (Baur, Zeller,
Hilgenf., Volkmar, Scholten) as a proof, either that he did not
know it, or at least did not acknowledge its authority (see
below, No. 8). Decisive stress may also be laid on Polycarp,
ad Phil. 7 (mas yap s dv uy opohoy ' Incodv Xpiorov év aapxi
ép\vbévar dvrixpiaTos éaTe), as a quotation from 1 John
iv. 3 ; Polycarp's chapter containing it being unguestionably
genuine, and free from the interpolations occurring elsewhere
in the Epistle. It istrue that it may be said, “* What can such
general sentences, which may have circulated anonymously,
prove ! (Baur, Kanon. Evangel. p. 350); but it may be an-
swered that that characteristic type of this fundamental article
of the Christian system, which in the above form is quite
peculiar to the First Epistle of John, points to the evangelist
in the case of no one more naturally than of Polycarp, who
was for so many -years his disciple (comp. Ewald, Johann.
Schriften, IL p. 395). It is nothing less than an unhistorical
inversion of the relations between them, when some - (Bret-
schneider, and again Volkmar) represent John's"Epistle as de-
pendent on Polycarp’s, while Scholten tries to make out a
difference in the application and sense of the respective pas-
sages.

4. It is true that Justin Martyr, in his citations from the
amouvnuovelpata TGV dmooctohwy (“& kaheitar edayyéha,”

U A disciple of the Presbyter John. From the fragments of Papias in Eusebius,
it is abundantly clear that he mentions two diffrrent disciples of the Lord called
Johin,—John the Apastle, and John the Presbyter, who was not one ot the twelve,
but simply a disciple, like Aristion. The attempt to make the Presbyter, in the
quotation from Papias, no other than the Apostle, leads only to useless con-
troversy. See especially Overbeck in Hilgenleld's Zeaschr. 1867, p. 35 fl. ;
Steitz in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 63 fl,, in opposition to Zahn in the Stud.
u. Krit, 1866, pp. 649 1.
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Apol. I. 66), which also served as church lessons! has not
used our canonical Gospels exclusively (the older view, and still
substantially held by Bindemann in the Stud. «. K7it. 1842,
p. 355 ff,, and Semisch, d. apost. Denkw. Justins, 1848 ; also
by Luthardt, Tischendorf, and Riggenbach) ; but neither has he
used merely an “ uncanonical” Gospel (Schwegler), or chiefly
such a one (Credner, Volkmar, Hilgenfeld), as was “a special
recension of that Gospel to the Hebrews which assumed so
many forms” (Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 9). For he used
not only our canonical Gospels, but also in addition other
evangelic writings now lost, which—rightly or wrongly—
he must have looked upon as proceeding from the apostles,
or from disciples of theirs (comp. Tryph. 103: év yap 7ois
dmopvnuovevuasw, & ¢nui Vwd TOVY AmooToON®Y avTod
kal TOv éxeivors mapaxohovlnodvrTwv cvvrteTdybfar);
and hence his variations from our canonical Gospels hardly
agree more than once or twice with the Clementines. His
Apologies certainly belong (see Apol. i 46) to somewhere
about the middle of the second century®> His citations, even
when they can be referred to our canonical Gospels, are gene-
rally free, so that it is often doubtful where he got them. (See
Credner, Beitr.1.p.151 ff.; Frank, in the Wiirtemb. Stud. XVIIL
p. 61 ff.; Hilgenf. Krit. Untersuch. ab. die Evang. Justins,
etc., 1850 ; Volkmar ueber Justin.) From Matthew and Luke
only five are verbally exact. He has also borrowed from
John? and- indeed so evidently, that those who would deny

1 For the course of the discussions upon Justin’s quotations, and the literature
of the subject, see Volkmar, Ueb. Justin d. M. u. 3. Verk. z. una. Evangelien,
1853 ; Hilgenfeld, Evangelien, 1855 ; Volkmay, Urspr. d. Evang. 1866, p. 92 .
See also in particular, Luthardt, Justin d. M. u. d. Joh. Evang., in the Erlanger
Zeitschr. f. Protest. u. K. 1856, xxxi. parts 4-6, xxxii. parts 1 and 2; Ewald,
Jahrb. V1. 59 f. ; Riggenbach, Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Joh. p. 139 fl.

2 The controversy as to the date of the first Apology (Semisch, A.D. 138-139;
Volkmar, about 147 ; Keim, 155-160) need not here be discussed, since in any
case our Gospel s in the same position as the Symoptics, so far as Justin’s use
and estimate of it are concerned.

% He has made most use of Matthew, and then of the Pauline Luke, but also of
Mark. That he has taken very little comparatively from John, seems to be due to
the same reason as his silence in respect of Paul, which is not tantamount to an
exclusion of the apostle of the Gentiles; for he is rich in Pauline ideas, and there
<an be no mistake as to his knowledge of Paul's epistles (Semisch, p. 123 ff.).
4t is probably to be explained by prudential consideration for the antagonism of
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this are in consistency obliged, with Volkmar, to represent John
as making use of Justin, which is an absurdity. See Kein,
Gesch. J. I. p. 137 ff. It is true that some have found in too
many passages references to this Gospel, or quotations from
it (see against this, Zeller, Theol. Jahrb. 1845, p. 600 ff);
still we may assume it as certain, that as, in general, Justin’s
whole style of thought and expression implies the existence of
John's writings (comp. Ewald, Jahrb. V. p. 186 f.), so, in the
same way, must the mass of tkose passages in particular be esti-
mated, which, in spite of all variations arising from his Alex-
andrine recasting of the dogma, correspond with John's doctrine
of the Logos! TFor Justin was conscious that his doctrine, espe-
cially that of the Logos, which was the central point in his
Christology, had an apostolic basis,® just as the ancient church in

the Jewish Christians to Paul’s (and John's) anti-Judaism. In the obvious pos-
sibility of this circumstance, it is too rash to conclude that this Gospel had not
yet won the high suthority which it could not have failed to have, kad it really
been a work of the apostle (Weisse, d. Evangelienfr. p. 129); or even, that ‘“had
Justin known the fourth Gospel, he would have made, not only repeated and
ready, but even preferential use of it. To assume, therefore, the use of only one
passage from it on Justin's part, is really to concede the point” (Volkmar,
@b, Justin, p. 50 f.; Zeller, p. 650). The Clementine Homilies (see hereafter
under 5) furnish an analogous phenomenon, in that they certainly knew and
used our Gospel, while yet borrowing very little from it. The synoptic evangelic
literature was the older and more widely diffused; it had already become
familiar to the most diverse Christian circles (comp. Luke i. 1), when
John’s Gospel, which was so very dissimilar and peculiar, and if not esoteric
(Weizsicker), certainly antichiliastic (Keim), made its appearance. How con-
ceivable that the latter, though the work of an apostle, should only very gra-
dually have obtained general recognition and equal authority with the Synoptics
aniong the Jewish Christians ? how conceivable, therefore, also, that 2 man like
Justin, though no Judaizer, should have hesitated to guote from it in the
same degree as he did from the Synoptics, and the other writings connected
with the Synoptic cycle of narratives? The assumption that ke had no occasion
to refer frequently and expressly to John (Luthardt, op. cit. p. 398) is inadmis-
sible. He might often enough, where he has other quotations, have quoted
quite as appropriately from John.

! See Duncker, d. Logoslehre Justins d. M., Gottingen 1848, and Luthardt ns
above, xxxii. pp. 69 f., 75 ff. ; Weizsicker in the Jakrd. f. D. Theol. 1862, p.
703 fI. ; Tischendorf, wann wurden uns. Ev. verf. p. 31 fI., ed. 4 ; Weizsicker, d.
Theol. d. M, Just., in the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1867, p. 78 ff. Great weight is due
to Justin's doctrine of the incarnation of the Logos (dpol. i. 32, 66; c. Tryph.
100), which is foreign to the system of Philo, etc., and is specially Johannean.

2 Hence his frequent reference to the awopvapowipzra ray dxosriran
On one occasion led to do so casually, because he is speaking directly o1
Peter, he refors definitely to the gwoumponduara oi Wirpov (c. Tryph. 106:
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general, either expressly or as a matter of course, traced the
origin of its doctrine of the Logos to John. It is therefore
unhistorical, in the special case of Justin, merely to point to
an acquaintance with Philo, and to the Logos-speculations
and Gnostic ideas of the age generally (against Zeller, Baur,
Hilgenf, Schelten, and many others), or to satisfy oneself
possibly with the assumption that Paul furnished him with
the premisses for his doctrine (Grimm in the Stud. u. Krit.
1851, p. 687 ff), or even to make the fourth evangelist a
pupil of Justin (Volkmar). It seems, moreover, certain that
Apol. i. 61, xai yap Xpioros elmev: dv p7) dvayevvnbijte,
oU un elcénfnte els Ty Bagikelav TdY ovpavdw. Ot
8¢ kai dblvatov els Tds pfTpas TOY Texovody Tods dmaf
yevvwpévovs €uPivar, ¢avepdy micly éary, is derived from
John iii. 3—5. See especially Semisch, p. 189 ff.; Luthardt,
le. XXXII. p. 93 ff.; Riggenb. p. 166 ff. It is true, some
have assigned this quotation, through the medium of Matt.
xviil 3, to the Gospel to the Hebrews, or some other un-
canonical evangelic writing (Credner, Schwegler, Baur, Zeller,
Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Scholten), or have treated it as a more
original form of the mere oral tradition (see Baur, against
Luthardt, in the Theol. Jakrb. 1857, p. 232). But in the face
of Justin’s free manner of quoting, to which we must attribute
the dvayerv. instead of yewv. dvwfev,—dvwfer being taken,
according to the common ancient view, in the sense of denuo
(comp. also Clem. Recogn. vi. 9),—this is most arbitrary, especi-

perwvopzzhvas abrdy Mivpoy tve wov xorridwy xal yrypi@las by wois &xoprnpporei-
paciy abeos, x.v.A.). Here Credner (Beitr. I p. 132 ; Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 17)
quite correctly referred airos to Mirpov (Lilcke conjectures that adrod is spurious,
or that s&v aworriray is to be inserted, so that airez would refer to Jesus),
but he understood these Zasur. to be the apoeryphal Gospel of Peter,—the more
groundlessly, that the substance of Justin's quotation is from Merk iil 17;
Justin understood by éxouvn. «ob Merpot the Gospel of Mark. So also Luthardt,
op. cit. xxxi, p. 316 l. ; Weiss, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 677 ; Riggenb. end
others ; comp. Volkmar, Urspr. d. Bvang. p. 154. According to Tertullien, c.
Mare. iv. 5, ““ Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cujus interpres
Marcus.” Comp. Irenaeus also, iii. 10. 6, iii. 1. 1. According to this, compared
with what Papias says of Mark, Justip might have expressed himself exactly as
he has done. With respect to the controversy on the subject, see Hilgenfeld,
Krit. Unters. p. 23 ff., and Luthardt, Le.; comp. on Merk, Introduction.
Kotice also how unfavourable the passage secms to the notion that Justin's
Memorials are a compilation (Ewald and others),
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ally when Justin himself gives prominence to the impossibility
of a second natural birth. Moreover, in the second half of the
quotation (o0 w7 elgeld. els 7. Bagil. TV olp.), some re-
miniscence of Matt. xviii. 3 might easily occur ; just as, in fact,
several very ancient witnesses (among the Codices, ¥&*) read
in John lc. Bacielav 7év ovpavdv, the Pseudo-Clemens
(Homal. xi. 26), by quoting the second half exactly in this way,
and in the first half adding after dvayevv. the words t8are {dvre
els Svopa marpos, viod, dylov wredparos, exhibits a free combina-
tion of Matt. xxviil. 19 and xviii. 3. Other passages of Justin,
which some have regarded as allusions to or quotations from
John, may just as fitly be derived from evangelic tradition
to be found elsewhere, and from Christian views generally;
and this must even be conceded of such passages as ¢. Tryph.
88 (John i. 20 ff.), de res. 9 (John v. 27), Apol. I. 6 (John iv.
24), Apol. 1. 22 and e. Tryph. 69 (John ix. 1), ¢. Tryph 17
(John i 4). However, it is most natural, when once we have
been obliged to assume in Justin’s case the knowledge and
use of our Gospel, to attribute to it other expressions also
which exhibit Johannean peculiarities, and not to stop at Apol.
I. 61 merely (against Frank). On the other hand, the remark-
able resernblance of the quotation from Zech. xii. 10 in John xix.
37 and Adpol. 1. 52, leaves it doubtful whether Justin derived
it from John’s Gospel (Semisch, Luthardt, Tisch., Riggenb.), or
from one of the variations of the LXX. already existing at
that time (Grimm, le. p. 692 f.), or again, as is most pro-
bable, from the original Hebrew, as is the case in Rev. i 7.
It is true that the Epistle to Diognetus, which, though not
composed by Justin, was certainly contemporary with and
probably even prior to him, implies the existence of Johns
Gospel in certain passages of the concluding portion, which very
distinctly re-echo John's Logos-doctrine (see especially Zeller,
le. p. 618, and Credner, Gesch. d. neut. Kanon, p. 58 ft); but
this conclusion (chapp. 11, 12) is a later appendix, probably
belonging to the third century at the earliest. Other refer-
ences to our Gospel in the Epistle are uncertain.

5. To the testimonies of the second century, within the
church, the Clavis of Melito of Sardis certainly does not
belong (in Pitra, Spicileg. Solesmense, Paris 1852), since thiy
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pretended xeis, wherein the passages John xv. 5, vi, 54, xii. 24,
are quoted as contained “in Evangelio,” is a much later compila-
tion (see Steitz, Stud. w. Krit. 1857, p. 584 fi.), but they include
the Epistle of the Churches at Vienne and Lyons (Eus. v. 1),
where John xvi. 2 is quoted as a saying of the Lord’s, and the
Spirit is designated the Paraclete: Tatian, Justin’s disciple,
ad Graec. 13, where John i. 5 is cited as 76 elonuévov; chap.
19, where we have indications of an acquaintance with John's
prologue (comp. chap. 5); and chap. 4, wvedua o feos, compared
with John iv. 24; also the Diatessaron of this Tatian! which
is based on the canon of the four Gospels, certainly including
that of John: Athenagoras, Leg. pro Christ. 10, which is based

! According to Theodoret (Haeret. fab. i. 20), who from his account mus!
have known it accurately, and who removed it from his diocese as dangerous, it
was nothing else than a brief summary by way of extract of our four Gospels,
in which the genealogies, and all that referred to Christ as a descendant
of the seed of David, were left out. This account must (see also Semisch,
Tatiani Diatess., Vratisl. 1856) prevail against modern views of an opposite
kind ; it agrees also with wnat is said by Euseb. iv. 29, who, however, did not
himself exactly know the peculiar way in which Tatian had combined the four.
The statement of Epiphanius, Haer. xlvi. 1, ‘“ Many called it x2f "Efpzisv," is,
on the other hand, simply an historical remark, which decides nothing as to the
fact itself. According to the Jacobite bishop of the thirteenth century, Dionysius
Bar-Salibi (in Assemanni Bibl. Orient. i, p. 57 f., ii. p. 159), the Diatessaron
of Tatian, who therefore must have laid chief stress on John, began with the
words, In the beginning was the Word,; he also reports that Ephraem Syms
wrote a commentary on the Diatessaron. Credner (Beitr. 1. p. 446 ff.; Gesch. d.
neut. Kanon, p. 19 fL), whom Scholten follows, combats these statements by
showing that the Syrians had confounded Tatian end Ammonius and their
writings with one another. But Bar-Salibi certainly keeps them strictly apart.
Further, the orthodox Ephraem could write a commentary on Tatian’s Diates-
saron the more fitly, if it was a grouping together of the canonical Gospels.
Lastly, the statement that it began with John i. 1 agrees thoroughly with Theo-
doret’s account of the rejection of the genealogies and the descent from David,
whereas the work of Ammonius cennot have begun with John i, 1, since,
according to Eusebius (see Wetstein, Proleg. p. 68), its basis wag the Gospel of
Matthew, by the side of which Ammonius placed the parallel sections of the
other evangelists in the form of a synopsis. The testimony of Bar-Salibi above
quoted ought not to have been surrendered by Liicke, De Wette, and varijous
others, on the ground of Credner’s opposition. 'What Credner quotes in his
Gesch. d. neut. Kanon, p. 20, from Ebed-Jesu (in Maii Script. vet. nova collect.
x. p. 191), rests merely on a confusion of Tatian with Ammonius on the part
of the Syrians ; which confusion, however, is not to be charged upon Dionysius
Bar-Salibi.  Further, there is the less ground for excluding the fourth Gospel
from the Diatessaron, seeing that Tatian has made use of it in his Oratio ud
Graecos.
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upon & knowledge of John’s prologue and of xvii. 21-23:
Apollinaris, Bishop of Hierapolis, in a Fragment in the Paschal
Chronicle, ed. Dindorf, p. 14 (o Ty drylav mhevpav éxxevrnbels
0 éxxéas ék Tis mhevpds adrob Ta SVo mdhw xabdpoia Hiwp Kal
alpa' Noyov k. mvedua, comp. John xix. 34), where Baur, of
course, takes refuge in a tradition older than our Gospel;
also in another Fragment in the same work (60ev dovudwvws
Té Vopw 1) vonois avTdv xal oracidlew Soxel xat alrovs Td
ebaryyé\a), where, if we rightly interpret it,! John's Gospel
is meant to be included among the elayyéhia: Polycrates of
Ephesus, in Euseb. v. 24, where, with a reference to John
xiii. 23 f.,, xxi 20, he designates the Apostle John as o éml 16
otiifos 100 Kvpiov dvameowv. The Clementine Homilies (ed.
Dressel, Gotting. 1853) contain in xix. 22 an undeniable
quotation from John ix. 2, 3 ;2 as also, in iii. 52, a citation

! The correct explanation is the usual one, adopted by Wieseler, Ebrard,
Weitzel, Schneider, Luthardt, Bleek, Weizsicker, Riggenbach, and many others,
also by Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Scholten: ‘‘and the Gospels, according to them
(in consequence of their asserting that Jesus, according to Matthew, died
on the 15th Nisan), appear to be at variance” (namely, with one another).
This ground of refutation rests on the assumption (whicb, however, is really
erroneous) that there could he no disagreement among the Gospels as to the day
when Jesus died, while there would be such a disagreement if it were correct
that, according to Matthew, Jesus died on the 15th Nisan. Now it is true that
Matthew really has this statement; only Apollinaris does not admit it, but
assumes that both the Symopties and John record the 14th Nisan as the day of
Christ's death, so that on this point harmony reigns among the Gospels, as
in fact, generally, the real disagreement among them had not come to be con-
sciously observed. Comp. Clem. Al in the Chron. Pasch. : rairy car muspir
Tn dxpfiia . . . xai va ayyiriz cwvedd. According to Schwegler (Montanism,
. 194 f.), Baur, Zeller, the sense must be: “ According to their view, the Gospels
are in conflict with the Law.” This, however, is incorrect, because, after having
given prominence to the irreconcilability with the Law, a new point is introduced
with srezsidZes, bearing on the necessary harmony of the Gospels. Moreover,
there is no need whatever, in the case of srasidZuv, of some such addition as i
izvrois or the like, since r& «bayyiria represents a collective totality supposed
to be well known. Comp. Xen. CyTOP. viil. 8. 2, ixe [L;V‘i’ol Kﬁ;a; Eu'!lll:ﬂ"]’!v,
08bs piv abrob ol waidis ierasialov. Often so in Greck ; comp. also Hilgenfeld,
Paschastreit, p. 258.

2 See Uhlhorn in the Goet. gel. Anz. 1853, p. 1810; Volkmar, ein neu
entdeckt, Zeugn. iiber d. Joh. Evang., in the theol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 446 fl. 1n
spite of this clear testimony, however, Volkmar places the date of John's
Gospel and of the Homilies so near each other (150-160 A.p.), that the former
must have been used by the author of the Homilies directly after its origination
‘“as an interesting but unapostolic Novum " (Urspr. d. Evang. p. 63). This
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occurs from John x. 9, 27 (see, against Zeller and Hilgent,
especially Uhlhorn, d. Homil. w. Recogn. des Clem. p. 223);
and after these undoubted quotations, there is no longer any
reason to question a reference also in xi. 26 (compare above,
under 4) to John iii. 3. On the other hand, no great stress
must be laid on the citations in the Recognitions, since this
work is to be placed (in opposition to Hilgenfeld, Merx,
Volkmar) somewhat later, though still in the second century,
and now only exists in the obviously free Latin translation
of Rufinus (Recogn. vi. 9, comp. John iii. 3—5; Recogn. ii 48,
comp. John v. 23; Recogn. v. 12, comp. John viii. 34). The
first Father who quotes our Gospel by nume is Theophilus,
ad Autolye. ii. 31 (iL 22): "Ofev Siddarover 7uds ai dyia
vpapai xai wdvtes of wvevpatopdpor, € dv 'Twdvvns Néyer
év apxh v 0 Aéyos, x.T\. Besides this, according to Jerome
(Ep. 151, ad Aglas.), he composed a work comparing the four
Gospels together, which, like Tatian’s Diatessaron, implies the
recognition of John by the church. Of importance also here
is the testimony of Irenaeus, Haer. iil. 1 (émerra "Twdvwns o
pabnris Tob xuplov, 6 kal éml 16 oTiifos adrod dvameswy, Kai
adros éEédwie To edayyéhov, év 'Edéaep Ths *Aaias Suatpifuwv),
comp. iii. 11. 1, 7, 8,9, v. 10. 3, and especially ap. Eus. v. 8;
partly because in his youth Polycarp was his teacher, and
partly because he was an opponent of Gnosticism, which,
however, could easily find, and did actually find, nutriment
in this very Gospel. Hence the assumption is all the
more natural, that the Gospel so emphatically acknowledged
and frequently quoted by Irenaeus had Polycarp’s communi-
cations in its favour, either directly, in that Polycarp made
Irenacus acquainted with John's Gospel, or at any rate
indirectly, in that he found confirmed by that Gospel what
had been delivered to him by Polycarp as coming from the
apostle’s own mouth respecting the words and works of Jesus,

use manifestly implies dissemination and admitted apostolic authority such
as Matthew and Luke, and a Gospel of Peter, possibly used by him, must have
possessed in the opinion of the author. Comp. Luthardt as above, XXXI. p.
368 . This also tells against Baur, who, in the Theol. Jahrd. 1857, p. 240,
strangely enough thinks to weaken this testimony asa ‘‘casual and external ”
use of the Gospel ; while Scholten (die dltesten Zeug. p. 60 f.), in a precarious
and artificial fashion, raises doubts as to the use itself.
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and which had remained vividly impressed in his recollection
(Epist. ad Florin. in Eus. v. 20).—Finally, here belong, because
we may take it for granted they are not later than the second
century, the Canon of Muratori' and the Canon of the
Syrian church in the Peschito, and in the Fragments of the
Curetonian text. The Itala also, if its origin really falls
within the second century (Lachmann, N. 7. Praef. p. x. 1),
may be quoted among the testimonies of this century.

6. Among the heretics of the second century, besides the
Tatian already referred to, we must name Marcion as a wit-
ness for our Gospel. He rejected, according to Tertullian (c.
Mare. iv. 3), Matthew and John, and, according to the same
writer, de carne Christi 3, John—a fact which implies their
apostolic authority, and that Marcion knew them to be
apostolic,? although Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Scholten, follow-
ing Zeller and Schwegler, assume the contrary. But he re-
jected the non-Pauline Gospels, not on critical grounds, but as
a one-sided adherent of Paul, and, as such, in Tertullian’s
judgment (“widetur™), chose Luke’s Gospel, in order to shape
it anew for the purpose of restoring the pure gospel of Christ,
and in such a way, in fact, that he now “ evangelio scilicet suo
nullum adscribit auctorem,” Tertull. ¢. Mare. iv. 2, by which
he deprived Luke of his canonical position (“ Lucam wvide-
tur elegisse, quem caederet”). To question Tertullian’s credi-
bility in the above passages (Zeller, Baur, Volkmar), though
he too frequently judged with the hostility of a partisan those
whom he opposed, is yet without sufficient warrant, since he
states particularly (c. Mare. iv. 3) how Marcion came to reject
the other canonical Gospels; that is, namely, that he strove,
on the ground of the Epistle to the Galatians (chap. ii), to
subvert the position of those Gospels— quae propria et sub
apostolorum nomine eduntur vel etiam apostolicorum, ut scilicet
fidem, quam illis adimit, suo conferat.” Comp. Weizsicker, p.

1 -Credner erroneously maintains in the Theol. Jakrb. 1857, p. 297, and Gesch.
d. neut. Kanon, p. 158 f., that the Canon Murat. distinguishes John the Evan-
gelist as a simple discipulus Christi from the Apostle. See, on the other hand,
Ewald, Jakrb, 1X. p. 96 ; Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 597.

? Which certainly can be least of all doubted in the case of John's Gospel, of
which Asia was the native country. The rejection of John as one of the twelve
apostles is easily enough explained by Marcion’s anti-Judaizing temper.
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230 ff. (who, however, misunderstands wvidetur in the above
passage), and Riggenb. p. 130 ff. Marcion, therefore, must in
consistency have renounced the gain to Gnosticism with which
John could have furnished him. The opposite course would
have been inconsistent with his Paulinism. Again, that Ter-
tullian understood, by the “ Gospels peculiarly and specially
apostolical,” those of Matthew and John (against Zeller, who,
with Volkmar, understands the apocryphal Gospels of the
Jewish Christians), is clear from ¢. Marc. iv. 2: “ Nobis fidem ex
apostolis Johannes et Matthacus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas
et Marcus.” Further, the Valentinians used our Gospel fully
and in many ways, in support of their fine-spun fancies (Iren.
Haer. iil. 11. 7); indeed, Heracleon, who is not to be rejuve-
nated into a contemporary of Origen,! wrote a commentary on
it (see the Fragments from Origen in Grabe, Spicil. Patr. ii. p.
85 ff); and Ptolemaeus (in Epiphan. Haer. xxxiii. 3 ff) cites
John i 3 as an apostolical sentence, and according to Irenaeus,
i. 8. 5, expressly described John’s prologne as proceeding
from the apostle; and Theodotus also (according to the
extracts from his writings appended to the works of Clem,
Alex.) often quotes the Gospel of John. Whether Valentinus
himself used it, is a question on which also, apart from other
less evident proofs, we are not without very distinct testimony
since the publication of the Philosophumena Origenis, which
were probably composed by Hippolytus; for in the Phuos. vi
35, among the proof-texts used by Valentinus, Jobn x. 8 is
cited : so that the subterfuge, “ The author likes fo transfer the
doctrines of the disciple to the Master” (Zeller, Hilgenfeld,
Volkmar, comp. Scholten), can be of no avail here, where we
have an instance to the contrary lying clearly before us (see
Jacobi in the Deutsch. Zeitschrift, 1851, No. 28 £, 1853, No.
24 f; Ewald, Jakrd. V. p. 200 f). When, therefore, Ter-
tullian says, Praescr. Haer. 38, “ Valentinus integro instru-
mento uti wvidetur,” we may find this videtur in respect of
John’s Gospel simply confirmed by the Philosophumena® (see

' Origen himself (in Joann. ii. c. 8) alleges that Heracleon was esteemed a
trusty disciple (yvdpmos) of Valentinus.

* When Baur and Zeller, on the other hand, lay stress on the fact that among
the texts adduced by the Valentinians in proof of their doctrine of the Aeons,
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further, Bleek, Beitr. I p. 214 ff.; Schneider, p. 27 ff;
Luthardt, le. p. 100 ff.; Tisch. l.c. p. 45 ff.; Riggenbach, p.
118 ff.).—That, again, even Basilides, who is not, however, to
be looked upon as a disciple of the Apostle Matthias (Hofstede
de Groot), used our Gospel,—a point which Baur even, with
unsatisfactory opposition on the part of Hilgenfeld, Volkmar,
and others, concedes,—and that he has employed as proof-
texts in particular John 1 9, ii. 4, is likewise proved by
“the Phil. Orig. vii. 22, 27, with which many of the author’s
errors in other things are quite unconnected.—The Gospel also
was in use among the Naassenes (Philos. Or. v. 6 ff.) and
Peratae (v. 12 ff), who belong to the close of the second
century.—It is true that Montanism had not its original root
in the Gospel of John, but in the doctrine of the Parousia;
still, in its entire relation to the church and its doctrine (see
especially Ritschl, Aitkathol. Kirche, p. 477 ff), and particu-
larly in its ideas of prophecy, its asceticism, and its escha-
tology, it had no occasion to r¢ect our Gospel, though some
have erroneously found some evidence to this effect in Iren-
aeus,! though at the same time dependence on this Gospel
cannot in its case be proved. There was a rejection of the

none occur from John, and hence conclude that the Valentinian system which
Irenacus there describes does not imply the existence of our Gospel at that
time, it is still adverse to their view that Irenaeus immediately, i. 8. 5, addnces
quotations from John out of Ptolemaeus, and in iii. 11. 7 testifies to the most
ample use of our Gospel (*‘plenissime utentes’) on the part of the Valen-
tinians. So, also, the fact that Irenaeus, i. 20. 2, cites among the proof-texts
of the Marcosians none from John, cannot serve to prove that the ¢ Valentinion
system originally stood in no connection with the fourth Gospel.” Zeller, 1845,
p. 635. Assuredly the whole theosophy of Vealentinus was intertwined with,
and grew upon, the ground and soil of John's distinctive theology. ¢ Valentinus
+ « . non ad wmateriam scripturas (as Marcion), sed materiam ad scripturas ex-
cogitavit, et tamen plus abstulit et plus adjecit, auferens proprietates singuloram
quoque verborum et adjiciens dispositiones non comparentium revum.” Tertul-
lian, de praescr. haer. 88. The Valentinian Gnosis, with its Aeons, Syzygies,
and so on, stands related to John's prologue as a product of art and fancy to
what is simple and creative. Attempts to weaken the testimonics of the
Plilosoph. Orig. as to a use of John’s Gospel on the part of Valentinus and
Basilides, have been very unsuccessfully made : Zeller, in the Theol. Jahrd.
1853, p. 144 ff.; Volkmar, ididem, 1854, p. 125 f.; Baur, . p. 269 f.; Hilgenf.
in his Zeitschrift, 1862, p. 452 fl.; Scholten, d. @lt. Zeug. p. 67 ff.; and Volk-
mar, Urspr. uns. Evang. p. 70 fI.

4 This is in answer to Bretschneider, Probab. p. 210ft. The passage in Iren-
aeus, iil. 2. 9, reads thus: “Alii vero, ut donum Spiritus frustrentur, quod in

B



18 THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

Gospel on the part of the Alogi, consequently on that of the
opponents of Montanism (Epiph. Haer. 1i. 3 £), in the interests,
indeed, of dogmatic Antimontanism, though they also adduced
harmonistic reasons; but by this very rejection they furnish
an indirect testimony to the recognition in their day of our
Gospel as an apostolic work, both in the church and among
the Montanists. They ascribed it to Cerinthus, who was yet
a contemporary of John,—a proof how ancient they thought
it, in spite of their rejection of it.

7. Celsus, whom we must certainly not assign, with Volk-
mar, to so late a date as the third century, has been cited as a
witness of the second century standing outside the church,—
all the more important, indeed, because her enemy,—and, from
the Fragments of his work as cited in Origen, we may certainly
Infer that he was to some extent acquainted with the evangelic
tradition and the evangelic writings, for he even alludes to the
designation of the Logos and other peculiar points which are
found in John, especially ¢. Cels. ii. 36, comp. John xx. 27;
¢. Cels. 1. 67, comp. John ii. 18. He assures us that he drew
his objections chiefly from the writings of the Christians (c.
Cels. i 74). Now it is highly probable that the Gospel of
John was also among them, since he (c. Cels. il. 13) expressly

novissimis temporibus secundum placitum patris effusum est in humanum genus,
iilam speciem non admittunt, quae est secundum Johannis evangelium, in qua
Paracletum se missuram Dominus promisit ; sed simul et evangelium et pro-
pheticum repellunt Spiritum, infelices vere, qui psecudoprophetae quidem esse
volunt, prophetiae vero gratiam ab ecclesia repellunt.” He is here speaking of
the opponents of Montanism, who for a polemical purpose did not acknowledge
the characteristic Johannean nature of this Gospel, recognisable by the promise
of the Paraclete; by which course Irenaeus thinks they reject equally both the
Gospel (of John) and the prophetical Spirit also (who, in fact, was to be sent
precisely as the Paraclete),—** truly unhappy men, who indeed ascribe it (the
Gospel) to a false prophet, while they are repelling the grace of prophecy from
the church.”—The passage is not to be regarded, with Neander, as a Montanist
interpolation ; nor must we admit in the last words the conjecture *‘ pseudo-
prophetas” (so Merkel, Aufklirung d. Streitigk. der Aloger, p. 13 ; also Gieseler,
Kirchengesch. 1. i. p. 200, and Tischendorf), or pseudoprophetac esse nolunt (so
Liicke), or pseudoprophetas esse nolunt (so Ritschl). Rather is pseudoprophetae
to be taken as genitive : that ‘“it is the work of a false prophet.” Accordingly
the ““ pseudoprophetae esse volunt' answers to the preceding ‘‘ evangelium . . .
repellunt,” while the ‘‘ prophetiae vero gratiam ™ answers to the * propheticum
repellunt Spiritum.” Hence also we must decline Volkmar's conjecture, that
in Greek )y apspiras stood instead of Yewdempopnras,
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distinguishes the writings of the disciples of Jesus from other
works treating of Him, which he proposes to pass over—A
weighty testimony from the oldest apocryphal literature might
be furnished by the Acta Pilati, which are quoted even by
Justin and Tertullian (see Tischendorf, Evang. apocr. Prolegy.
p- liv. ff), if their original form were satisfactorily determined,
which, liowever, cannot be successfully done. Just as little do
other apocryphal Gospels furnish anything which we may lay
hold of as certain. The labour expended by Tischendorf
therefore leads to no results.

8. By the end of the second century, and from the
beginning of the third, tradition in the church testifies so
clearly and uniformly in favour of the Gospel, that there is
no need of additional vouchers (Clem. Al, Tertull, Hippolyt
Orig., Dionys. Al, etc.). Euseb. iii. 25 places it among the
Homologumena.

From this examination of witnesses, it is clear' that our
Gospel was not merely in use in the church, and recognised by
her as apostolical, from about 170 aA.n. (Hilgenfeld, o.p. 150),
and composed somewhere about 150 A.p. (Hilgenfeld, 120—
140), but that the continuity of the attestations to it, and
their growing extent in connection with the literature of the
church, are as evident as we ever can and do require for the
external confirmation of any New Testament writing. The
continuity in particular goes back, by means of Irenaeus
through Polycarp, and by means of Papias, so far as he
testifies to the use of John's first Epistle, even if not di-
rectly (Iren., Hieron.), yet indirectly (Euseb., Dionys.),—that
is, through the Presbyter John,—to the Apostle himself. That

! Comp. the acknowledgment of Keim, Gesch. J. i. p. 137 : It is used in the
extant literature as early as the Synoptics.”” In opposition both to the usual
determination of the date, which fixes on the last quarter of the first century,
and to the criticism of Baur, Hilgenfeld, and Volkmar, Keim (pp. 146, 155)
assigns the origin of the Gospel to Trajan's time, between A.D. 100 and 117. The
difficulty here is, thet, according to Keim, the Epistle of Barnabas necessarily
implies the use of our Gospel in its time. This epistle, however, he places in
Hadrian’s day, about 120 A.D. In this case, the interval during which the
Gospel had to become known and recognised is much too narrow ; and besides, the
date he assigns to Barnabas is by no means so certain as Keim is disposed to infer
from chap. 4 and 16, Hilgenfeld places it under Nerva ; Ewald and Weizsicker
even in that of Vespasian. The question is, in any case, still uncertain,
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the Fragment of Papias in Euseb. iii. 39 does not mention
John's Gospel, cannot be of any consequence, since it does
not quote any written sources at all from which the author
drew his accounts, but rather describes his procedure as that
of an inquirer after sayings of the apostles and other of the
Lord’s disciples (such as Aristion and John the Presbyter),
and expressly enunciates the principle: od. qdp Ta éx 7w
BiB\iwv TocobTov pe bdekely UmenduBavov, Soov Ta Tapa
Loons pwriis xai pevovons. Papias here throws together the
then existing evangelic writings (rév BtBNiwv), of which there
was a multitude (Luke i 1), all without distinction, mnot
probably some merely apocryphal ones (Tischendorf; Riggen-
bach, p. 115) ; and as he included among them the Gospel of
Matthew and that of Mark, both of which he specially men-
tions subsequently, so he also may have intended to inclnde
the Gospel of John among Tav BiB\iwv, since he manifestly
does not indicate that he has any conception of canonical
Gospels as such (comp. Credner, Beitr. 1. p. 25), and has no
occasion to note the distinction. When, further on, Eusebius
quotes two statements of Papias on the Gospels of Matthew
and Mark, this does not indicate that our Gospel did not exist
in his day (Baur), or was at any rate not recognised by him
(Hilgen., Credner, and Volkmar); but these two statements
are simply made prominent, because they contain something
specially noteworthy as to the origin ' of those Gospels, just as
Eusebius refers to it as specially worthy of remark that Papias
makes use of proofs from two epistolary writings® (1 John

! When, in this statement, Papias intimates in regard to Mark: sfrt y2p
Hroves Tob xupiov ot wapmmodelfasty zbmi, We may observe here a contrast to
other evangelists who had heard the Lord and followed Him ; which was not
the case with Mark, whose credibility depended rather on Peter. Such other
evangelists were Matthew and John.

' Why Eusebius makes this prominent, we cannot tell, since we do not
know on what occasions Papias used these epistolary testimonies. We can hardly
connect this prominent reference with the question of the genuineness of the
epistles, to which the subsequent mention of the Gospel to the Hebrews would
nat at all be appropriate. Probably Eusebius mentions the reference to the two
epistles only as an ezceptional procedure on the part of Papias, who elsewhers
dispenses with the citation of written testimonies, Comp. the passage previously
adduced from the Fragment.—Scholten (d. Gltest. Zeugn. p. 17) very arbitarily,
end without any reason, doubts whether Papias held the epistle to be a work of

the apostle,
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and 1 Peter), and has a narrative which occurs in the Gospel
to the Hebrews! Further, in opposition to the weighty testi-
mony of Justin Martyr, it is incorrectly urged that, if he had
known of John as evangelist, he would not have referred to
him as the author of the Apocalypse with the bare words (c.
Tryph. 81), dvip 715, & dvopa "Iwavvns, els T@dv dmooTorwy Tod
Xpeorob. Justin had, in fact, no occasion at all, in the con-
text of this passage, to describe John as evangelist, and all
the less that to himself it was self-evident that in eis Tév
amooTorwy were included the authors of the dmouvnuoveipara
TGV drocTorwy.

A historical argument specially adduced by some against
our Gospel is derived from the history of the Easter Con-
troversy. See, on the one side, Bretschneider, Prob. 109 f;
Schwegler, Montanism, p. 191 f.; Baur, p. 343 ff, and in the
Theol. Jakrb. 1844, p. 638 ff, 1847, p. 89 ff,, 1848, p. 264 ff.
On the opposite side, Weitzel, d. christl. Passafeier der drei ersten
Jahrb., Pforzheim 1848, and in the Zheol. Stud. w. Krit. 1848,
p- 806 ;—in answer to which, again, Hilgenfeld, in the T#keol.
Jahrb. 1849, p. 209 ff, and in his Galaterbrief, p. 78 f.; Baur,
d. Christenth. d. drei ersten Jahrb. p. 141 ff.; Scholten, d.
Ervang. nach Joh. krit. hist. Untersuch. p. 385 ff,, and d. dltest.
Zeugnisse, p. 139 ff. See further, for the genuineness of John:
Ewald, Jahsb. V. p. 203 ff.; Schneider, p. 43 ff.; Bleek, Beitr.
p- 156 ff, and Einl. p. 187 ff.; Steitz, in the Stud. uw. Krit.
1856, p. 721 ff, 1857, p. 741 ff,, 1859, p. 717 ff, and in the
Jakrb. f. Deutsche Theologie, 1861, p. 102 ff. ;—against whom,
Baur, in the Theol. Jakrb. 1857, p. 242 ff, and in Hilgenfeld’s
Zeitschr. 1858, p. 298 ; Hilgenf. Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 523 ff,

! Besides, it is not to be overlooked that Papias may somewhere else in his
book have mentioned the fourth Gospel, which he does not name in the Frag-
ment in Eusebius. We do not know, since the book is lost. See also Steitz,
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 493. It is true, a Latin Codex of the ninth
century, in the Vatican, expressly testifies to such & mention (see Aberle in
the Tub. Quartalschr. 1864, p. 1 ff.; Tisch. as above, p. 118 f.; Zahn, in the
Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 539 f.); but less importance is to be attached to it, since
the testimony is connected with the statement thut Papias put together what
was dictated by the apostle,—a late and worthless legend (occwrring also in
Corder. Caten. Prooem.), which might easily enough have originated from
Irenaeus’ speaking of Papias as 'lwdwov dmowsriisc. See, moreover, Hilgenf. in
his Zeitschr, 1865, p. 75 1Y.; Overbeck, ibidem, 1867, p. 63 ff.
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and in his Zeitschr. 1858, p. 151 ff,, 1862, p. 285 I, 1867,
p. 187 ff.  On the whole course of the investigations, Hilcenf.,
d. Paschastreit d. alt. Kirche, 1860, p. 29 ff.; Kanon w. Krit. d.
N. T. 1863, p. 220 ff. Comp. also the apologetic discussion
by Riggenbach, d. Zeugnisse f. d. Ev. Joh. p. 50 ff. The
reasons derived from the Xaster controversy against the
genuineness of the Gospel are obviated, not by forcing the
fourth Gospel into agreement with the Synoptics in their state-
ments as to the day on which Jesus died (see on xviii. 28),
which is not possible, but by a correct apprehension of the point
of view from which the Catholic Quartodecimani in Asia Minor,
who appealed for their observance of their festival on the
14th Nisan to apostolic custorn, and especially to the example
of John (Polycarp in Eusebius v. 24; and Polycrates, tbidem),
regarded the observance of this particular day of the month,
The opponents of the Gospel, it is true, say, If the custom of
those in Asia Minor to celebrate the Lord’s last supper on the
14th Nisan,contemporaneously with the Jewish passover,mainly
originated with and proceeded from the Apostle John, then this
apostle could not have wri‘ten the fourth Gospel, because that
custom agrees exactly with the Synoptic account of the last
supper and the day of Jesus’ death, while the fourth Gospel
states the exact opposite,—namely, that Jesus kept His last
supper, and therefore no true passover, on the 13th Nisan, and
was crucified on the 14th Nisan. = But the men of Asia Minor
celebrated the 14th Nisan,—and that, too, by terminating the
fast kept upon this day in remembrance of Christ’s passion, down
to the hour of His death, and by a joyous celebration of the
Lord’s supper immediately after, in gratitude for the accom-
plishment of His work of 1edempt;10n —not because Jesus ate
the passover on that day, but because He died on that day,
and by His death became the r¢al and true Paschal Lamb of
whom the Mosaic paschal lamb was the #ype (1 Cor. v. 7; John
xix 36); comp. also Ritschl, Altkath. Kirche, p. 269. Accord-
ingly, they might justly maintain (see Polycrates in Euseb. l.¢.)
that their festival on the 14th Nisan was kaTa 70 edayyélioy
(for any disagreement in the Gospels in reference to the day of
Jesus’ death was not yet perceived, and the passover meal of
Jesus in the Synoptics was looked upon as an anticipation),
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ond katd TOV Kavova THs mioTews,—this latter, namely, be-
cause Jesus, by the observance of the passover on another day,
would not have appeared as the antitype of the slaughtered
paschal lamb. Also waoca ayla ypads might be rightly
quoted in proof by Polycrates, since in no part of the Old
Testament does any other day occur as that on which the
paschal lamb was slaughtered, except the 14th Nisan, and
Jesus was in fact the true Paschal Lamb. It is self-evi-
dent that John’s example, which the Catholics of Asia Minor
urged in favour of their “Quartodecima,” perfectly agrees with
the account of the fourth Gospel, and that the xata 16 eday-
yédov of Polycrates, though by it no single Gospel, but the
written evangelic history collectively, is meant, does not ex-
clude, but includes John’s Gospel, since its existence and
recognition at that time is perfectly clear from other proofs.
True, there was also a party of Quartodecimans in Asia
Minor! who formed their judgments from a Judaistic (Ebi-
onite) stand-point, whose celebration of the 14th Nisan did
not rest on the assumption that Jesus, as the true Paschal
Lamb, died on this day, but on the legal injunction that the
passover was to be eaten on this day, and on the assumption
that Jesus Himself ate it on the very same day, and did not
suffer till the 15th Nisan (comp. Steitz, 1856, p. 776 ff.).
These® men stirred up the so-called Laodicean controversy, and

! Characteristically referred to thus by Apollinaris in the Chron. Pasch. p.
14 1 Bvior woivow of 3’ Gyvoray Qiroveixoios wepl ToiTay, qUuyyNeTOY Tpaype FiwovliTis’
dyvua y&p ob xaTnyopiav dvadiyeral, &Are ddaxus apocdsizas,  Comp. Hippolyt.
bid. p-13: 5‘05 iy ooy, dre Qihovuixiag 5 'l'fyav, x.r.A. With the mild description
of these people in Apollinaris agrees also Philos. Orig. viii. 18, where they are
simply distinguished as '(-fspu' Tivsg, and indeed as @ixiveixor Tae Qdorv and divra:
e yview, while it is said of them that in other points they agree with the
doctrine of the apostles. Against Baur and Hilgenfeld, by whom the distinc-
tion between Catholic and Judaic Quartodecimani is alleged to be pure fancy,
see Steitz, 1856, p. 782 ff., 1857, p. 764; also in Herzog's Encyclop. xi.
p. 156 . Even the {wa of Apollinaris and the frepel rivss of Hippolytus should
have precluded them from thinking of the Asiatic church. On the other hand,
Hilgenfcld, in his Paschastreit, pp. 256, 282, 404, is evasive.

? Whose observance is not to be regarded as a mere Jewish simultaneous
celebration of the passover, which John asscnted o, 8s a custom which he found
in existence in Ephesus (Bleek; Do Wette, following Liicke). See, on the other
hand, Hilgenfeld, Kanon u. Krit. d. N. T. p. 224 fi. The difference rests on a
fandamental opposition, Comp. Ritschl, Aitkath. Kirche, pp. 123 f., 269 £.
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had as opponents, first Melito of Sardis and Apollinaris of
Hierapolis, and afterwards Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clement, and
others (Eus. iv. 26. 3). They were attacked partly by their
own weapon — the law — according to which Christ could
not have been put to death, that is, slain as the true Paschal
LamDb, on the first day of the feast; partly by an appeal to
the Gospels, in respect of which it was assumed that they
agree in reporting the 14th Nisan as the day of Jesus’ death
(Apollinaris, in the Chron. Pasch. p. 14 : dovupdvws Te vopw
7 vonois alTodv kal atacidlew Soxel kar alTols Ta evayyélia.
See above, under 5, the note on this passage). Moreover, it
was urged by some who appealed to Matthew (Apollinaris,
lc., Supyotvrar MatBaiov oitw Aéyew), that according to the
words of Jesus, odkére ¢pdyouar 70 mwdoya (comp. Luke xxii.
16), He did not eat of the legal passover, but died as the
perfect Paschal Lamb on this day, and indeed before the
time of eating the meal appointed by the law. See Hippoly-
tus, in the Chron. Pasch. p. 13: ¢ wdhar mwpoetraw, 8T odrére
ddryopar 16 wdoya, elxoTws To pév Setmvoy édeimmaey mpo Tob
wdoya, 70 8¢ mdoya otk Epayev, AAN' Emabev, 008é yap xaipds
7w s Bpwoews alTod (i.e. “ because the legal period for eating
the passover had not even come,”—it only came several hours after
the death of Jesus); and just before: memhavnrar w1 ywoskwy,
610 & rapd émacyev 6 Xpiotos, olk Epaye 1o xatd vipov
mdoya, obTos yap v TO wdaya TO WPOKEKTPUYpEVOY Kal TO
TeewoVuevoy T dpiopévy Huépa (on the 14th Nisan). That,
however, Justin Martyr himself regarded the first day of the
feast as the day on which Jesus died (so Baur and Hilgenfeld),
is an erroneous assumption. For when he says (¢. Tryph.
111, p. 338), xai 67t év fuépa Tod mdoya cuvendSere avTov
kal Suolws év ¢ wdaya éoTavpwoare, yéypamras, he plainly
means by év fuépa Tob mwdoya, and by év 7$ wdoxa, the day
on which the paschal lamb was eaten —the 14th Nisan;
since he shows immediately before that Christ was the true
Paschal Lamb, and immediately after continues: @s & Tods
& Alybrre éowoe 1o alua Tod wdoxa, oltws kai Tovs
moreboavras pioetar ék Bavdrov TO alpa Tob XpioTod,
Comp. chap. 40, p. 259. He might therefore have regarded
Christ not as dying on the 15th Nisan, but simply on the
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14th, as this is expressed in the second fragment of Apol-
linaris,! without our needing to understand “év fuépa 75 Tod
waoya’ of the 15th Nisan.? Thus it is also said in the
Chron. Pasch. p. 12: év adrfj 8¢ 7§ o wdoya Huépa, fj7oe
9 8 Tob mWpwrov umwos, mwapdaxreviis obons éoTalpwsav Tov
xvpiov oi 'Tovdaiol, rai Tote 70 wdoya épayor. Comp. p. 415:
év nuépa 8¢ mapackevi oTavpwlivar Tov xlprov Siddakrovaiy
1a Oedmvevora Aéyia, év TH Tod mwdoya éopts.  On this
fourteenth day the passover was celebrated according to the
practice prevailing in Asia Minor, because on that day the
true Paschal Lamb, Christ, was slain. Thus had Philip, John,
Polycarp, and other ueydia ororyeia, whom Polycrates men-
tions, already acted, and so John’s examiple in this particular
agrees with his own Gospel.

If some have also argued (see Hilgenfeld, Baur, Volkmar)
against the early existence of our Gospel, from the antiquity
and fixedness of the tradition which represented the ministry
of Jesus as lasting for one year only (see Homil. Clem. xvil
19), it is, on the other hand, certain that this tradition occurs
in many writers who recognised the Gospel as the genuine
work of John (Clem. Al, Orig., Ptolemaeus ; and see generally
Semisch, Denkw. Justin's, p. 199 £); whence it is clear that it
does not imply the non-existence of the Gospel, but seemed
Just as reconcilable with John as with the Synoptics. It may
have originated from the Synoptic history (see on Luke iv. 19);
but the counter statement of John, even if it actually existed,
did not disturb it. It is the same also with the antiquity and

1 To the snme effect is p-14: 2 W 7o EAnbivoy Tov mupiwv xdorya, » fvriz
Ksyddn, & byl o dpvel arais ob, & Snbeis, & Bheas wov ivyupiv, mai & xpiliis xpiTrs
Cavrav xai vixgay, xal & wapadofeis sls yiipas dpaprorav, iva sravpwli, § Sfwfee
irl xspdrwy povomipures, xai & thv dyizy TAivpdv ixxevenfils . . . mzl o TaPis iy
Npépa T Tob wdoxa, imiredivess v5 pvigar wob Aidou,

? Recently Steitz also (in Herzog's Encyklop. xi. 1859, p. 151), who formerly
agreed with Baur, has admitted that Justin, agreeing with the other Fathers of
the second and third centuries, did not in the above passage, ¢. 7r. p. 338,
mean the 15th, but the 14th Nisan. Comp. Lev. xxiii. 5, 6 ; Num. xxviii. 16 f.;
Ezek. xlv. 21. The 15th Nisan is called postridie paschatis, Num. xxxiii. 3,
Josh. v. 11. Hilgenfeld's objection (d. Paschastr. d. alten Kirche, p. 206), that
the arrest mentioned by Justin as taking place likewise on the fzipz Toi vdoya
does not suit the 14th Nisan, is altogether futile. Justin correctly includes
the arrest in the day of crucifixion, as, ¢. Tryph. 99, the agony in Gethsemans
is alveady put by him =i ngipe, wosp {psdrs oravpobelas,
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fixedness of the tradition of the 14th Nisan as the day of
Jesus’ death, which nevertheless does not imply non-acquaint-
ance with the synoptic Gospels.—If, further, the reasons
which are alleged for a Johanunean origin' of the Apocalypse
are likewise urged, especially by the Tiibingen ecritics, as
evidence against a similar origin for the Gospel, yet, on the
other hand, an opposite procedure is equally justifiable;
and, apart from the utter futility of those reasons in other
respects, the testimonies for the Apocalypse, which was
excluded even from the Peschito, do not attain to any such
general recognition as those for this Gospel. The attribu-
tion by the unanimous judgment of the church (alleged to
be erroneous) of the latter work to the apostle, would, if it
only originated in the first half of the second century, be the
result of a few decenniums, brought about as by a stroke of
magic; and would be, historically, the more enigmatical and
incomprehensible, in proportion as the contents and character
of our book are the more peculiar, compared with the other
Gospels, and the more divergent from the Apocalypse, which
existed long before our Gospel, and was reputed to be apostolic.
For in this book it is not a spiritualized apocalypse that is
exhibited,' but simply an independent Gospel, set forth in pro-
found spiritual perfection, is to be recognised, whose linguistic
and other characteristics, and whose doctrinal contents, spirit,
and aim, are, on the whole, so specifically diflcrent from those
of the Apocalypse, in spite of various Christological points of
connection, that it can only have come from a totally different
author (acainst Hengsten., Godet, Riggenb., and others). The
Gnostic tendency of the time, in which some have sought for
the solution ot that incomprehensible enigma, does not solve
it, since the strong reaction in the church against Gnosticism
would certainly rather have condemned a Gospel furnishing the
Gnostics with so much apparent support, and with materials
s0 liable to be misused, than have left to opponents so rich a
mine, to be worked out for their designs, if its apostolic origin
had not been known and acknowledged as an established fact.

1 Against Baur, Schwegler, Kostlin, Hilgenf., and others. How some heve
represented even the Synoptics as dependent on the Apocalypse, see especially in
Yolkmar, zur Apok. u. Ursp, uns, Evang. p. 158 f, Nothing can be more futile.
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SEC. III.—GENUINENESS CONTINUED.

As an enternal testimony to its apostolic origin, we have,
above all, the whole grand ideal peculiarity of the book,
wherein the mvevpatiov edayyérov (Clem. Al) is delineated
with so much character and spirit, with such simplicity, vivid-
ness, depth, and truth, that a later fabricator or composer—
who, moreover, could have occupied ro other standing-point
than that of his own time—becomes an impossibility, when
we compare with it any production of Christian authorship of
the second century. The Gospel of John, especially through
the unity and completeness of its Christological idea, is no
artificial antithesis (Keim, Gesch. J. p. 129), but the mhfjpwots
of the previous evangelic literature, to which the Tauline
Christology appears as the historical middle term. But such
a creation, which constitutes such a wA7pwots, without any
imitation of the older Gospels, is not the work of some later
forger, but of an immediate eye-witness and recipient! In it
there beats the heart of Christ,—as the book itself has becn
justly named (Ernesti). But, say some (Liitzel, Baur and his

! In order to make the unique peculiarities of the Gospel agree with a non-
apostolic author, neither the Epistle to the Hebrews nor the Apostle Paul
ought to be brought into comparison. Both of them belong to the apostolic
age, and the latter was called in an extraordinary manner by Christ, as a true
apostle, and furnished with a rcvelation. To suppose that the author of this
Gospel also reccived a revelation in a similar way, and yet to make him compose
his Gospel no earlier than the seeond century, is unhistorical ; and to attribute to
any one deemed worthy of such a revelation the design of passing off his work
as John's, is unpsychological, and morally opposed to the spirit of truth which
pervades and underlies it. The originating creative energy of the Spirit had no
longer, in the second century, its season ordained by God, as is clearly shown
by the entire litcrature ot thut later period, not excepting even the most dis-
tinguished (such as the Epistle to Diognetus). And the assumption of the
apostolic guise would have been, in the case of that creative energy, as un-
worthy as unnecessary. The pseudonymous post-apostolic literature of the
early church may be sufficiently accounted for by the custom—excusable, con-
sidering the defective conception at that time of literary property—of assum-
ing the name of any one according to whose ideas one intended to write (sea
Késtlin in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 149 IL.) ; but the deliberate purpose on
wlhich this custom was founded, would, in the case especially of & book se
sublime, and in an intellectual point of view, so thoroughly independent as our
Gospel, have been utterly incongruous—a paradox of the Hely Ghost.
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school), it 1s precisely this tender, fervent, harmonious, spiritual
character of the Gospel, which is as little in keeping with those
traits of the Apostle John himsclf exhibited in the other Gospels
(Mark iii. 17; Luke ix. 49, 54; Mark ix. 38, x. 35), as
the testimony borne to his anti-Pauline Judaism (Gal. ii.) is
to the ideal universalism which pervades his Gospel (see
especially iv. 24, x. 16, xii. 20). Yet the Judaizing partisan-
ship which is said to be chargeable on John, is first simply
Imported into Gal ii, and cannot without utter arbitrariness be
inferred from the conflicts with Judaism in Paul's subsequent
epistles. And as to the destination of an apostle of the Jews,
a position which John certainly, in common with Peter and
James, still adopted at the time of the Apostolical Council,
might it not afterwards (though even Keim discovers in this
assumption a mockery of history and psychology) expand
gradually into that universalism which appears in the Gospel ?
Might not, in particular, the fuller insight into Paul’s work
which John attained (Gal. ii), and the bond of fellowship
which he formed with that apostle (Gal. ii.), as well as his
entrance subsequently into the sphere of Paul’s labours in
Asia Minor, have contributed powerfully to that expansion
and transformation which went beyond that of Paul himself;
for the perfecting of which, down to the time when our Gospel®
was composed, so long a period of church history and of per-
sonal experience had been vouchsafed? Moreover, like Paul,
he still retained his Israelitish theocratic consciousness as an
inalienable inheritance (iv. 22 ; his use of the Old Test.). With
regard to the traits of character indicated in the Synoptics, is

' The well-known words of Polycrates, = wiraior xgopueds, ought not to
have been used as a proof that, in his later ministry in Asia, John was still
the representative of Judaism, for they describe high-priestly dignity (see
sec. 1) in a Christian, spiritual sense. Again, the words which John is said to
have uttered, according to Irenaeus, iii. 3, when he encountered Cerinthus at
the bath : @oywuer wh xai o5 Paravtior quprion ivdov Svros Knpivlov, Tot a5 eAnfrias
ix#os, are alleged to be inappropriate to our evangelist. ~Why so? The
very designation of Cerinthus as ##s &Anduizs ixéped in the legend points to
the evangelist, with whom &asfe:z was one of the great fundamental conceptions,
whereas the author of the Apocalypse never once uses the word. The allegation
that the latter, again, in Rev. xxi. 14, compared with ii. 4, testifies to the anti-
Pauline sentiments of the Twelve, and hence of the Apostle John also, is simply
foisted into the passage by a criticism on the look-out for it.
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not the holy fervour of spirit which everywhere pervades his
Gospel, and still marks his First Epistle, to be conceived as
the glorified transfiguration of his former fiery zeal? And as
to this transfiguration itself! who may define the limits in the
sphere of what is morally possible to man, beyond which, in
a life and labours so long continued, the development of the
new birth could uot extend under influences so mighty as the
apostles experienced by means of the Spirit’s training in the
school of the holiest calling? What purification and growth
did not Peter, for example, experience between the time of his
smiting with the sword and denial on the one hand, and his
martyrdom on the other 2 Both his labours and his Epistle
bear witness on this point. Similarly must we judge of the
objection, that the higher, nay, philosophical (or rather Chris-
tian speculative) Hellenistic culture of the evangelist, espe-
cially his doctrine of the Logos, cannot be made to suit
(Bretschneider, Baur, and others) the Galilean fisherman John
(comp. also Acts iv. 13), for whom the fathomless hardihood
of modern criticism has substituted some highly cultured
Gentile Christian (so even Schenkel), who, wishing to lead
keathen readers (xix. 35, xx. 31) to Christian faith, exhibited
the remarkable phenomenon *of historical evangelic author-
ship turning away from the existing Christian communities,
for whom there were already Gospels enough in existence, to
appeal to the educated conscience of the heathen world” (Hil-
genfeld, d. Bvangelien, p. 349). Even the fact that John was,
according to xviii. 15, an acquaintance of the high priest,
is said to be unsuited to the circumstances of the Galilean
fisherman (see Scholten, p. 379),—a statement wholly without
adequate ground.

It is true the author does not give his name, just as the
other historical works of the N. T. do not designate their
authors.  But he shows himself to have been an eye-
witness in the plainest possible way, both at i. 14 (comp. 1
John i. 1, iv. 14) and at xix. 35 (comp. xxi. 24); while the

! Keim (p. 160) says, inappositely, of Mark and Luke: ‘Since they clearly
imply the death of the apostles (of all ), they have not even allowed a possibility
of further developments.” Neither Mark nor Luke undertook to write in their
Gospels eny history at all of the aposties, but of Jesus.
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vividness and directness of so many descriptions and individual
details, in which no other Gospel equals ours, as well as its
necessarily conscious variation from the synoptic representa-
tion as a whole and in particular points of great importance,
can only confirm the truth of that personal testimony, which is
not to be set aside either by interpreting éfeacdpucfa, i. 14, of
the Christian consciousness in general, or by the pretext that
éxetvos in xix. 35 distinguishes the evangelist from such as
were eye-witnesses (Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Keim, and several
others). See the exegetical remarks on those passages. And
as a proof that the eye-witness was, in fact, no other than
John, the significant concealment of the mame Jokn is rightly
urged against Bretschneider, Baur, and others. Though allowed
to be one of the most intimate friends of Jesus, and though
the Gospel describes so many of his peculiar and delicate
traits of character, this disciple is never referred to by name,
but only in a certain masked, sometimes very delicate and
thoughtful way, so that the nameless author betrays himself
at once as the individual who modestly suppresses his name in
i. 35 ff. The true feeling of the church, too, has always per-
ceived this; while it was reserved only for a criticism which
handles delicate points so roughly,! to lend to the circumstance
this explanation: “The author speaks of his identity with the
apostle, as one, simply, to whom the point was of no con-
sequence: his Gospel was meant to be Johannean, without
bearing the apostle’s name on its front; at least the author
had no intention of once mentioning the name in order to
make it his own, but the reader was merely to be led to make
this combination, so as to place the Apostle John's name in the
closest and most direct connection with a Gospel written in his
spirit” (Baur, p. 379). In fact, a fraud so deliberately planned,
and, in spite of its attempting no imitation of the Apocalypse,
so unexampled in its success, a striving after apparent self-
renunciation so crafty, that the lofty, true, transparent, and

1 Sce, besides the Tiibingen critics and Scholten, also Weisse, d. Bvangelienfr.
P. 61, according to whom, if John could have designated himself the disciple
Leloved by Christ, there would be in this an oflensive and impudent sell-exalta-
tion : comp. also Keim, Gesch. J. i p. 157 f. See for the opposite and correct
view, Ewald, Johann. Schrif. i. p. 48 &L
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Lioly spirit of which the whole bears the impress, would stand in
the most marked contradiction to it! Moreover, the instances
of other non-apostolic works which were intended to go forth as
apostolic, and therefore do not at all conceal the lofty names of
their pretended authors, would be opposed to it. On the other
hand, the universal recognition which this nameless author as
the Apostle John obtained in the church is the more striking,
since a later production of ?A7s kind, which had been antici-
pated by so well-known a work of a totally diferent character,
passing for Johannean,—that is, the Apocalypse,—in con-
trast to the latter recognised as apostolic, while not once
mentioning the name of that disciple, would be an historical
phenomenon hardly conceivable. At least it is far more
intelligible that the Apocalypse, bearing John's name on its
very face, and solemnly repeating it to the end more than
once, should, in an uncritical age, make good its claim to
be an apostolic work, though not permanently (comp. Ewald,
Jakrb. . v. p. 182 f.; Diisterd on the Apocalypse, Introduc-
tion). Further, the circumstance that in our Gospel John
the Baptist is always mentioned simply as 'Iodvwzs, never
as 0 BamwTieTyds, is not so weighty (in opposition to Credner,
Bleek, Ebrard) as to prove that the writer was the apostle, who,
as its author, would have had no occasion to point out the other
John distinctly by that appellation, for the name ¢ Bamriomis
was by no means designed to mark any such distinction.
But we may probably be of opinion that a writer who had
simply to appropriate the evangelic materials in the Gospels
already existing, and develope them further in a peculiar way,
would hardly have failed to employ the surname of the Baptist
so commonly and formally used in the Gospels. It is, how-
ever, possible that our apostle, having been a personal disciple
of the Baptist, and having a ldvely recollection of his former
close relation to him, mentions him by his bare name, as he
had been wont to do when he was his disciple, and not with
the designation & Bamriotis, which had come down to him
through the medium of Aistory.

In the extended discourses of Jesus, in the chronological
arrangement of the historical materials, in the prominence
given to the Lord’s ministry out of Galilee, in the significant
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and peculiar narratives omitted by the Synopties (among which
the most noteworthy is that of the raising of Lazarus), in the
unportant variations from the Synoptics in parallel narratives
(the chief of which are in the history of the last supper, and
in the date of the day when Jesus died), in the noticeable
omassions of evangelic matter (the most remarkable being the
silence as to the institution of the supper, and the agony in
Gethsemane) which our Gospel exhibits, we recognise just so
many indications of an independence, which renders the general
recognstion of its apostolic authorship in the church only expli-
cable on the ground of the indubitable certainty of that fact.
It was this certainty, and the high general reputation of the
beloved disciple, which far outweighed all variations from the
form and contents of the older Gospels, nay, even subordinated
the credit and independence of the Synoptics (for instance, in
the history of the last supper, which even in them was placed
on the 13th Nisan). All these points of difference have there-
fore been wrongly urged against the apostolic authorship; they
make the external attestation all the stronger, far too strong
to be traceable to the aims and fictions of a writer of the
second century (comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 66 ff. ; Briickner on De
Wette, p. xxviii. f). With regard especially to the discourses
and conversations of Jesus (which, according to Baur’s school,
are wanting in appropriateness of exposition and naturalness
of circumstances, and are connected with unhistorical facts,
and intended to from an explication of the Logos-Idea), they
certainly imply! a free reproduction and combination on the
part of an intelligent writer, who draws out what is histori-
cally given beyond its first concrete and immediate form, by
further developing and explaining it. Often the originality
is certainly not that of purely objective history, but savours
of John's spirit (compare the First Epistle of John), which
was most closely related with that of Jesus. This Jokannean
method was such that, in its undoubted right to reproduce

1 It cannot be shown that he records the experiences of the later apostolic age,
and makes Jesus speak accordingly (see Weizsiicker, p. 285f.). The passages
adduced in proof (xvii. 20, xx. 29, xiv. 22, xvii. 9, xvii. 3, iii. 13, vi. 57,
62 f., iv. 36-38) are fully explained exegetically without the assumntion of any
such forepor mparor,
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and to clothe in a new dress, which it exercised many
decenniums after, it could not carry the mingling of the
objective and subjective, unavoidable as it was to the author’s
idiosyncrasy, so far as to merge what constituted its original
essence in the mere view of the individual. Thus the Aéyos,
especially in the distinct form which it assumes in the pro-
logue, does mot reappear in the discourses' of Jesus, however
frequently the Aéyos of God or of Christ, as the verbum wvocale
(not essentiale®), occurs in them. All the less, therefore, in
these discourses can the form be externally separated from the
matter to such an extent as to treat the one as the subjective,
the other as the objective (Reuss in the Strassh. Denkschr.
p- 37 fi.)—a view which is inconceivable, especially when we
consider the intellectual Johannean unity of mould, unless the
substance of the matter is to be assigned to the sphere of the
subjective along with the form. The Jesus of John, indeed,
appears in His discourses as in general more sublime, more
solemn, frequently more hard to understand, nay, more enig-
matical, more mysterious, and, upon the whole, more ideal, than
the Jesus of the Synoptics, especially as the latter is seen in
His pithy proverbs and parables. Still, we must bear in mind
that the manifestation of Jesus as the divine human life was
intrinsically too rich, grand, and manifold, not to be repre-
sented variously, according to the varying individualities by

1 Although the essential conception of the Logos, as regards its substance, is
everywhere with John a prominent feature in the consciousness of Jesus, and is
re-echoed throughout the Gospel. (Comp. iii. 11, 13, 31, vi. 331, vi. 62,
vii. 29, viii. 12, 23, 58, xvi. 28, xvii. 5, 24, and other places.) To deny that
John exhibits Jesus as having this superhuman sel{-consciousness, is exegetically
baseless, and would imply that (in his prologue) the evangelist had, from the
public life of the Lord, and from His words and works, formed an abstract idea
as to His nature, which was not sustained, but rother refuted, by his own repre-
sentation of the history,—a thing inconceiveble. This, in general, against
Weizsicker in d. Jahkrb. f. Deutsche Theologie, 1857, p. 154 fl., 1862, p. 634 L. ;
Weiss, Lelrbegr. p. 244. See my comments on the particular passages (also
against Beyschlag).—The idea of the Logos, moreover, is related to that of the
Lad, not as something accidental, but in such a way that the Logos is conceived
as the original and personally conscions substratum of the latter. Thus was it
given to the author by the history itself, and by his profoundly vivid realization
of that history .through communion with Him in whom the Zw# dwells. The

Logos is the same fundamental conception (only in o more definite specu.lntlve
f()lm) as the vids Tov deor,

2 Comp. Weizsick. Evangel, Gesch. p. 257,
V)
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which its rays were caught, and according to the more or less’
ideal points of view from which those rays were reflected,—
variously, amid all that resemblance of essential character,
and peculiar fundamental type, in which it allowed itself to
be recognised by manifold receptivities, and under dissimilar
circamstances. It was on the soul of this very apostle that
the image of that wonderful life, with which his inspired
recollections were connected, was, without a single discordant
feature, most perfectly delineated, and in all the deep fulness of
its nature: it lives in him ; and his own thinking and feeling,
with its profound contemplativeness, is so thoroughly inter-
twined with and transfigured by this life and the ideal it
contains, that each individual recollection and representation
becomes the more easily blended by him into harmony with
the whole. His very language must needs ever retain that
inalienable stamp which he once involuntarily received from
the heart and living word of Christ, and appropriated and’
preserved in all its depth and transparency in the profoundly
spiritual laboratory of his own long regenerate life. (Comp.
Ewald, Jahrd. IIL p. 163, X. p. 90 £, and his Jokan. Schriften,
1 p. 32 ff ; also Briickner on De Wette, p. 25 ff) Some have
assigned to the Gospel the honour rather of a well-devised
work of art, than of a truly earnest and real history (Keim,
Gesch. J. 1 p. 123). It is both, in the inseparable unity and
truth of the art of the Holy Ghost.—If, again, some have
urged that the author of the fourth Gospel appears as one:
standing apart from any personal participation in the history
he was writing, and from Judaism (compare the frequent of
*Tovdaioe, v. 16, vii. 1, 19, 25, viil. 17, x. 34, etel), still we
should bear in mind, that if John wrote his Gospel at a later
time, and among a community moulded by Hellenistic culture,
after the liberation of his Christian nature from the Judaism
by which it had long been penetrated, and when he had long
been familiar with the purest spiritual Christianity and its
universalism, as well as raised through the medium of specula-

1 See Fischer in the 7%ib. Zeitschr. 1840, 11 p. 96 fI. ; Baur, Neut. Theol. p.
8901. ; Scholten and others. On the other side, Bleek, p. 246 fl. ; Luthardt,
L p. 143f. Compare notes on i 19, viil. 17; also Ewald, Jokann, Schriften,
Lp. 10t
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tion to a higher standpoint in his view of the Gospel history,
lie certainly did stand much further apart than the earlier
evangelists, not indeed from his history strictly speaking, but
from its former surroundings and from Judaism. This, how-
ever, does not warrant the substitution in his place of a non-
Jewish author, who out of elements but slightly historical
and correlative myths wove a semblanee of history. On the
contrary, many peculiar traits marked by the greatest vivid-
ness and originality, revealing a personal participation in the
history (see i 35 ff, v. 10 ff, vii. 1 ff; chap. ix. 11, 12,
xii. 22 ff, xviil 15 ff, xix. 4 ff,, xxi), rise up in proof, to
bridge over the gulf between the remoteness of the author
and the proximity of a former eye-witness, in whose view the
history throughout is not developed from the doctrine, but the
doctrine from the history! Hence, also, he it is who, while
he rose much higher above Judaism than Paul, yet, like
Matthew in his Gospel, though with more individuality. and
independence, took pains to exhibit the connection between
the events of the Gospel history and Old Testament prophecy.
In this way, as well as by the explanations of Jewish facts,
views, appellations, and so om, which are interspersed, he
shows himself to belong to the ancient people of God, as
far as his spiritual renewal was, and necessarily must havg
been, compatible with this connection. (Comp. Weizsicker,
Evang. Gesch. p. 263.) Lastly, the historical contradictions
with the Synoptics are either only apparent (for instance, a
ministration on several occasions at Jerusalem is implied,
Matt. xxiii. 37, Luke xiii. 34), or such as cannot fairly lead
to the conclusion of a non-apostolic authorship, since we do
not possess Matthew in its original form, and therefore are
not prevented by the counterweight of equally apostolic evi-
dence from assigning to John a preponderating authority,
which especially must be done in regard to such very striking
variations as the date of the day on which Jesus died, and the

! Compare Weizsiicler in the Jahrd. f. D. Th. 1859, p. 690 ff. See the oppo-
site view in Keim, p. 127. Scholten comes even to the melancholy conclusion:
““The contents of the fourth Gospel cannot be of use as historical suthority in
any single point.” The author threw into the form of an historical drama
what was subjective truth to himself, unconcerned as to its historical accuracy, -
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account of the last supper. Besides, if what was erroneous
and unhistorical might, after the lapse of so long a time,
have affected even the memory of an apostle, yet matters of
this sort, wherever found in particular passages of our Gospel,
are rather chargeable on commentators than on the author,
especially in the exceptions taken to the names of such
places as Bethany, i. 28, and Sychar, iv. 5. On the whole,
the work is a phenomenon so sublime and unique among
productions of the Christian spirit,! that if it were the creation
of an unknown author of the second century, it would be
beyond the range of all that is historically conceivable. In
its contents and tone, as well as in its style, which is unlike
that of the earlier Gospels, it is so entirely without any
internal connection with the development and literary con-
ditions of that age, that had the church, instead of witnessing
to its apostolic origin, raised a doudt on that point, historical
criticism would see assigned to it the inevitable task of prov-
ing and vindicating such an origin from the book itself. In
this case, to violate the authority of the church for the sake
of the Gospel, would necessarily have a more happily and per-
manently successful result than could follow from opposing
the Gospel. ~ After having stood the critical tests originated
by Bretschneider and Baur, this Gospel continues to shine
with its own calm inner superiority and undisturbed trans-
parency, issuing forth victorious from never-ceasing conflicts;
the last star, as it were, of evangelic history and teaching,
yet beaming with the purest and highest light, which could
never have arisen amid the scorching heat of Gnosticism, or
have emerged from the fermentation of some catholicizing

1 Glrorer, of course, makes it 2 product of dotage and fancy. Origen, on the
other hand, calls it rév cbeyyerioy amapyiv, and says of it, of wov voby oideis
divaras Aafeiv pn dvameoiy iai w6 orifes 'Insob, and, Tarixebrer 3 yericlas 367 Tow
Letuevay dAdoy ‘lwdvny, Sows oiovsi wiv "lwdwny duxfivar Svra 'lnaody dwo 'Inwov,
Hence, also, we can understand the constant recurrence, so as to make tkem
regulate the presentation of the history, both of the ideas lying at the basiy
of Christ's whole work, and of the fundamental views which John, beyond
any other evangelist, had derived from the history itself, if which he had
borne a part on the breast of Jesus. Thus, with him, the grand simple
theme of his book is through all its variations in harmonious and necessary
concord, a lively monotone of the one spirit, not & *leaden’ ome, (Keim,
Gesch, J. p. 117.)
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process, but which rose rather on the horizon of the apostolic
age, from the spirit of the disciple most intimate with his
Lord, and which is destined never again to set'—the guide
to a true catholicity, differing wholly from the ecclesiastical
development of the second century,? and still remaining as
the unattained goal ot the future.

Nor can the attempt be successful to treat only a certain
nucleus of our Gospel as genuninely apostolical, and to assign
the rest to disciples of John or other later hands. The
reasons for this procedure are inadequate, while it is itself so
destitute of all historical evidence and warrant, and runs so
entirely into caprice and diversity of subjective judgment,
and hence also presents such a variety of results in the several
attempts which have been made, that it would be in any
case critically more becoming to leave still unsolved the
difficulties in the matter and connection of particular passages,
rather than to get rid of them by striking them out accord-
ing to an arbitrary standard. This remark applies not merely
to some of the older attempts of this kind by Eckermann,
Vogel, Ammon (Progr. quo docetur, Johannem evang. auctorem
ab editore hvuj. libri fuisse diversum, 1811), and Paulus, but
also to Rettig’s opinion (Ephemer. exeg. 1. p. 83 f£.): “Com-
positum esse et digestum a seriori Christiano, Johannis
auditore forsitan gnosticae dedito philosophiae, qui, quum in’
ecclesiae Ephesinae scriniis ecclesiasticis vel alio loco privato
plura Jesn vitae capita per Johannem descripta reperisset,
vel a Johanne ipso accepisset, iis compositis et ordinatis suam
de Aoyo philosophiam praefixit "—and even to the more
thorough attempts made by Weisse (both in his Evang. Gesch.
L p 96ff, II. p. 184 ff, 486 ff, 520 ff.; as also in his
Evangelienfrage, 1856, p. 111 ff.) and Alex. Schweizer (d. Ev.
Joh. nach s. innern Werthe kritisch untersucht, 1841). Accord-
ing to Weisse (compare, however, his partial retractation in

LIf the apostle, in composing his work, employed an amanuensis, which is
not improbable, judging from similar cases in the New Testameut Epp. (see
especiolly Ewald, Jahrd. X. p. 87 ft.), though it is not proved by xix. 35, still
the writer must be regarded only as simply drawing up what the apostle dictated,
—a conclusion arising out of the peculiar character, tendcrness, and profundity
of the book, and its entire resemblance to the First Epistle of John.

3 Comp. Holtzm, Judenth. u. Christenth. 1867, p. 713,
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his Philos. Dogmat. 1855, I. p. 153), John, for the purpose of
setting forth his own idea of Christ and doctrinal system in
discourses of Jesus, selected such discourses, adding those of the
Baptist and the prologue. After his death, one of his adherents
and disciples (xix. 35), by further adding what he had learnt
from the apostle’s own mouth, and from the evangelic tradition,
but without any knowledge of the Synoptics, worked up these
“Johannean Studies” into a Gospel history, the plan of which
was, of course, very imperfect; so that the apostle’s communi-
cations consequently form only the groundwork of the Gospel,
though among them must be reckoned all the strictly didactic
and contemplative portions, in determining which the First
Epistle of John serves as a test. According to Schweizer
(comp. also Schenkel, previously in the Stud. w. K#it. 1840,
p- 753 ff, who resolves the apostolical portion inte two sets
of discourses), such sections are to be excluded from the
apostle’s original work, as are “ quite disconnected and abrupt,
interwoven with no discourses, are altogether without any im-
portant word of Jesus, permeated by an essentially different
estimate and idea of miracle, without vividness of narration,
and moreover are divergent in style, and agree, besides, in
recounting Galilean incidents.” These excluded sections,
along with which especially fall to the ground the turning of
the water into wine at Cana, the healing of the nobleman’s
son, the miraculous feeding (ii. 1 ff, iv. 44 ff, vi. 1 ff.), are
said to have originated with the author of chap. xxi,, who also,
according to Scholten, is said to have added a cycle of inter-
polated remarks, such as il 21 f, vii. 39, xil. 33, xviii, 32,
All such attempts at eritical dismemberment, especially in the
case of a work so thoroughly of one mould, must undoubtedly
fail. Even Weizsicker's view (Untersuch. ub. d. evang. Gesch.
1864, p. 298 ff)), that our Gospel was derived from the
apostle’s own communications, though not composed by his
own hands, but by those of his trusted disciples in Ephesus,
is based on insufficient grounds, which are set aside by an
unprejudiced exegesis (see also Ewald, Jahrb. XII. p. 212 ff).
This hypothesis is all the more doubtful, if the Gospel (with
the exception of chap. xxi.) be allowed to have been composed
while the apostle was still living; it is not supported by the

Q)
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testimony of Clem. Alex. and the Canon of Muratori} and in
fact antiquity furnishes no evidence in its favour.

Literature :—(1.) Against the Genuineness: Evanson, Disson-
ance of the Four — — Evangelists, Ipswich 1792. (Vogel),
d. Evangelist Joh. u. s. Ausleger vor d. jumgsten Gericht, 1. Lpz.
1801, IL. 1804. Horst, in Henke's Mus. 1. 1, pp. 20 ff, 4711,
1803. Cludius, Uransichten des Christenth., Altona 1808, p. 40 fi.
Ballenstedt, Philo «. Joh.,, Gott. 1812. The most important
among the older works: Bretschneider, Probabilia de evangelis
et epistolarum Joh. apost. indole et origine, Lpz. 1820, who
makes the Gospel originate in the first half of the second
century, in the interest of Christ's divinity. Later oppo-
nents: Rettig, Ephem. exeg. 1. p. 62 ff. Strauss, Leben Jesu,
despite a half retractation in the third edition (1838), the
more decidedly against in the fourth (1840). Weisse, Zvang.
@esch. 1838, and d. Evangelienfrage, 1856. Liitzelberger, die
Tevrchliche Tradition ib. d. Apostel Joh. 1840. B. Bauer, K7it.
d. evang. Gesch. d. Joh. 1840, and Kritik d. Evangelien, 1. 1850.
Schwegler, Montanism, 1841, and nachapost. Zeitalter, 1846.
Baur? Krit, Untersuchungen ib. d. kanonischen Evang., Tib. 1847,

1 Clement of Alexandria, in Euseb. vi, 14, says John composed the spiritual
Gospel wporpaaivra oms Tav yvwpipwy wrvgar fopopnlivea. How different
is this statement from the above view! Just as much at variance with it is the
similar testimony of Muratori’s Fragment, which lays special stress upon the
composition by the apostle himself, and indeed supports it by 1 John i. 1-4.
Moreover, see on xviii. 15, xix. 35, xxi. 23f.

? According to Baur's school, the Gospel, the existence of which is only con-
ccivable at the time of the church’s transition into Catholicism, originated about
the middle of the sccond century (according to Volkmar, only towards 150-160;
according to Hilgenfeld, as soon as 120-140, contemporaneously with the second
Jewish war, or soon after). The author, who, it is said, appropriated to himself
the authority of the Apostle John, the author of the Apocalypse, transfigured in
a higher unity into the Christian Gnosis the interests of Jewish and Pauline
Christianity, while going beyond both, so that the historical materials taken from
the Synoptics, and wrought up according to the ideas of the prologue, form merely
the basis of the dogmatic portions, and are the reflex of the idea. To bring the
new form of the Christian consciousness to a genuine apostolic expression, the
author, whose Gospel stands upon the boundary line of Gnosticism, and *‘now and
then goes beyond the limits,” made an ingenious and artistic use of the relative
points o1 connection with the Apocalypse, in order to spiritualize the Apocalypse
into a Gospel. The relation of the Gospel to the parties of the time (whose
exciting questions it toucles), especially to Gnosticism, Mantanism, Ebionism,
the Easter controversy, is indeed very variously defined by Baw’s school, yet
always in such a way that the historical character of the contents is given up.
In exchange for this loss, the consolation is offered us, that *‘the Christianity
-thus fashioned into a perfect theory was simply a development of that which,
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p. 79 ff. (previously in the Theol. Jakrb. 1844). Zeller, in the
Theol. Jahrb. 1845, p. 579 ff,, and 1847, p. 136 ff. Baur, sbidem,
1848, p. 264 ff, 1854, p. 196 ff, 1857, p. 209 ff.; and in his
Christenth. d. dret ersten Jahrh. p. 131 ff.; also in his contro-
versial work, An Herrn Dr. Karl Hase, Tiib. 1855 ; and in his
treatise, “dve Tubinger Schule” 1859. Hilgenfeld, d. Evang.
u. die Briefe Joh. nach threm Lehrbegr. dargestellt, Halle 1849,
and in the Theol. Jakrd. 1849, p. 209 ff.: also in his works,
die Evangelien nach ilhrer Entstehung w. s. w., Lpz. 1854, .
227 ff.; and in his controversial treatise, das Urchristenth. in
d. Havptwendepunkten seines Entwickelungsganges, Jena 1855 ;
also in the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 498 ff,, and in the Zeitschr. f.
wissenschaft Theol. 1859, p. 281 ff, 383 ff.; similarly in the
Kanon u. Krit. d. N. T. 1863, p. 218 ff, and in his Zeitschr.
1863, 1 and 2, 1867, p. 180 ff. Kostlin, in the Theol. Jahrb.
1851, p. 183 ff. Tobler, die Evangelienfrage, Zirich 1858
(anonymously), and in the Zeitschr. j. wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 169 ff.
Schenkel! in his Charakterbild Jesu, chap. 2. Volkmar, most
recently in his work against Tischendorf, “d. Ursprung uns.
Fovangel” 1866. Scholten, d. dltest. Zeug. betr. d. Schriftend. N. T,
translated from the Dutch by Manchot, 1867 (compare his Evang.
according to John, translated by Lang). Xeim, Geschichte Jesu,
1867, I p. 103 ff. (2.) For the Genuineness, and especially
against Bretschneider (comp. the latter’s later confession in his
Dogmat. ed. 3, L p. 268: “ The design which my Probabilia had
—namely, to raise a ifresh and further investigation into the
authenticity of John’s writings—has been attained, and the
doubts raised may perhaps be now regarded as removed ”): Stein,
Authentia ev. Joh. contra Bretschn. dubia vindicat,, Brandenb.

according to its most primitive and credible representation, the religious con-
sciousness of Jesus contained in creative fulness,”—Hilgenfeld (d. Evangelicn,
P. 349), who even makes John's theology stand in the same relation to the
religious conscionsness of Jesus, *‘as, according to the promise in John xvi. 12,
the work of the Paraclete, as the Spirit leading the church into all truth, was
to stand to the teachings of its Founder.” The most extravagant judgment
is that of Volkmar : the Evangelist *starts from the Gospel of the dualistic
anti-Judaical Gnosis of Marcion, and overcomes it by the help of Justin's
doctrine of the Logos with its Monism."—Tobler, though attributing the first
Epistle to the apostle, makes the auther of our Gospel to be Apolios, whom
be also regards as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and of TFirst and
Second John. See against this error, which makes the Gospel to have been
intended for the Corinthians, Hilgenf. in the Zeitschr. 1. wiss. Theol. 1859,
p- 411 . Moreover, what Tobler has subsequently advanced in the Zeilschr. f.
wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 169 ff., cannot support his hypothesis,

! According to this modern notion of Schenkel, our Gospel originated about
110-120 a.p., under the influence of the Christian doctrine of wisdom prevails
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1822. Calmberg, Diss. de antiquiss. patrum pro ev. Joh. authentia
testtm., Hamb, 1822, Hemsen, die Authent. der Schriften des
Ev. Joh., Schleswig 1823. Usteri, Comment. crit.,in qua ev. Joh.
genuinum esse ex comparalis quatuor evangelior. narrationth. de
coena ultima et passione J. Ch. ostenditur, Turici 1823. Crome,
Probabilia haud probabilia, or Widerlegung der von Dr. Bret-
schnetder gegen die Aechtheit des Ev. u. d. Briefe Joh. erhobenen
Zuwerfel, Lpz. 1824. Rettberg, an Joh. in exhibenda Jesu noatura
reliquis canonicis scriptis vere repugnet, Gott. 1826, Haulff, die
Awuthent. u. der hohe Werth des Ev. Joh., Niirnberg 1831.—Against
Weisse: Frommann, in the Stud. u. Km’t. 1840, p. 853 ff.; Hil-
cenfeld, in the Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1859, p. 397 ff.—Against
Schweizer: Luthardt, i. p. 6 fi—Against Baur and his school :
Merz, in the Wiirtemb. Stud. 1844, ii. Ebrard, d. Ev. Joh. u. die
neweste Hypothese 1ib, s. Entstehung, Ziirich 1845; and in his Aritik
d. evang. Gesch. ed. 2, 1850, p. 874 ff. Hauff, in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1846, p. 550 ff. Bleek Beitrige ». Ev. Krit. 1846, p. 92 ff,,
. Einl. p. 177 . Weitzel, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1848, p. 806 ff.,
1849, p. 578; also De Wette Einl, whose final judgment, how-
ever (§ 110 o') only declares a«amst the view which would
deny to the apostle any share in the composition of the Gospel.
See, besides, Niermeyer, Verhandeling over de echtheid d. Jo-
hanneischen Schriften, s Gravenhage 1852. Mayer (Catholic),
Aecchtheit d. Ev. nach Jok., Schaffh. 1854. Schneider, Aechth.
des Joh. Ev. nach den dusseren Zeugen, Berl. 1854. Kahnis,
Dogmat. I p. 416 ff. Ritschl, Altkath. K. p. 48. Tischendorf,
wann wurden uns. v, fuerfasst? 1865; 4th enlarged edition,
1866. Riggenbach, d. Zeug, f. d. Ev. Joh. new unters. 1866,
Dr. Pressensé, Jes. O'hmstus son Temps, etc., 1866. Oosterzee, d.

ing in Asia Minor. The author, he says, certainly did not write a work of fiction
or funcy, but separated a cycle of evangelic traditions from their historical {frame-
work, and tforced them up into the region of eternal thought, etc. Thus, Jesus
was such, as the suthor depicts Him, not always in reality, but in truth,
At this result Keim also substantially arrives: he attributes the Gospel to a
Jewish Christian of liberal opinions and friendly to the Gentiles, probably one of
the Diaspora in Asia Minor about the beginning of the second century, who pub-
lished it under the name of the Apostle John. He wrote with the just convic-
tion that the apostles and John would have so written, had they been living in
his time, and did not aim at establishing an external history, but at exhibiting
the spirit which sits enthroned in every history of the life of Jesus. According
to Scholten, the Gospel was written about 150 A.D., by a philosophically en-
lightened Gentile Christian, assuming the guise of an ideal apostle, setting
aside what was untrue in the various tendencies of the day (Gnosticism, An-
tinomianism, Montanism, Quertodecimanism), but recognising the correlated
truths, and expressing them in appropriate forms, though it was recognised a3
apostolic only towards the close of the second century.
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Johannes-evang.,vier Vortrdge, 1867 [Eng. trans.] ; also Hofstede
de Groot (against also the previously .mentioned work of
Scholten), Basilides als erster Zeuge fiur Alter und Auctorit.
ncutest. Schr., German edition, 1868, Jonker, ket evang. ».
Joh. 1867. Compare generally, besides the Commentaries,
Ewald, Jakrd. III. p. 146 ff, V. p. 178 ff, X, p. 83 {f,, XIL
p. 212 ff. Grimm, in the Hall. Encykl. ii. 22, p. 5 ff,

SEC. IV.—DESIGN OF THE GOSPEL,

John himself, xx. 31, tells us very distinctly the purpose of
the Gospel which he wrote for the Christians of his own day.
It was nothing else than to impart the conviction that Jesus
was the Messiah, by describing the history of His appearance
and of His work; and through faith in this, to communicate
the Messianic life which was revealed in Jesus when on earth.
While it has this general purpose in common with the other
Gospels, it has as its special and definite task to exhibit in
Jesus the Messiah, as in the highest sense the Som of God, that is,
the Incarnate Divine Logos; and hence John places the section
on the Logos at the very beginning as his distinctive pro-
gramme, therewith furnishing the key for the understanding
of the whole. In the existing name and conception of the
Logos, he recognises a perfectly befitting expression for his
own sublime view of Christ, the humanly manifested divine
source of life; and accordingly, he has delineated the human
manifestation and the historical life of the divine in Christ
with creative spirit and vividness, in order that the eternal
and highest power of life, which had thus entered bodily into
the world, might be appropriated by faith. Even the Gospel
of Matthew (and of Luke) grasps the idea of the Son of God
metaphysically, and explains it by the divine generation. John,
however, apprehends and explains it by raising it into the
premundane and eternal relation of the Son to the Father, who
sent the Son; just as Paul also earnestly teaches this pre-
existence, though he does not conceive of it under the form of
the Logos, and therefore has mothing about a beginning of
divine Sonship by a divine generation in time. John there-
fore occupies a far higher standing-point than Matthew ; but,
like the other evangelists, he developes his proof  historically,
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not sacrificing historic reality and tradition to idealism (against
Daur and his school), but now selecting from the materials
furnished by the extant tradition and already presented in
the older evangelic writings, now leaving these, and carefully
selecting solely from the rich stores of his own memory and
experience. In this way, it is quite obvious how important
the discourses of Jesus, especially upon His divine Messianic
dignity in opposition to the unbelief of the Jews, were as
elements of John's plan; and further, how necessary it was
that the testiinonies of the Baptist, the prophetical predictions,
and the select miraculous proofs,—the latter forming at the
same time the bases of the more important discourses,—shounld
co-operate towards his purpose. The general similarity of his
aim with that of the current Galilean tradition on the one
side, and on the other hand its special distinctiveuness, which
is due to his own more sublime and spiritual intuition and
his purpose to delineate Jesus as the Incarnate Logos, the
possessor and imparter of divine and eternal life, as well as
his independence in both these respects, as a most intimate
eye and ear witness, of all the previous labours of others,
and his original peculiar arrangement and reproduction of the
doctrines of Jesus as from a centre, determining every detail
and binding them into one,—this, and the primary destina-
tion of the work for readers who must have been acquainted
with Graeco-Judaic speculations, gave the book the charac-
teristic form which it possesses. The intellectual unity, which
thus runs through it, is the reflection of the author’s peculiar
view of the whole, which was not formed & prior, but as the
result of experience (i. 14; comp. Hauff, in the Stud. u. Krit.
1846, p. 574 ff), the fruit of a long life in Christ, and of a
fulness and depth of recollection such as he only, among the
living, could possess. Written after the destruction of Jeru-
salem, and by that disciple who had long advanced beyond
Jewish Christianity, and in the centre of Asiatic culture was
still labouring amidst the highest esteem, as probably the
only aged apostle remaining, this Gospel could not have an
eye to Palestinian readers,' as had been formerly the case with

! Hence the interpretations and explanations which presuppose the readers
to be non-Palestinian, i. 38, 41 1., iv. 25, v. 2, al.
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Matthew’s Collection of Logia, and the Gospel which originated
from it. It was very naturally destined, first of all, for those
Christian circles among which the apostle lived and laboured,
consequently for readers belonging to churches originally
founded by Paul, and who had grown up out of Jewish and
Gentile Christian elements, and had been carried on by John
himself to that higher unity for which Paul could work only
amidst continual conflict with yet unconquered Judaism. The
Gospel of John, therefore, is not & Pauline one, but one more
transfigured and spiritual, plainly rising more sublimely above
Judaism than Paul, more tender and thoughtful than his, and
also more original, but agreeing as to its main ideas with the
doctrine dialectically wrought out by Paul, though exhibiting
these ideas at a calmer height above the strife of opposing
principles, and in harmony with the full perfection of funda-
mental Christian doctrine; and thus communicating for all
time the essence, light, and life of the eminently catholic ten-
dency and destination of Christianity. It represents the true
and pure Christian Gnosis, though by this we are not to sup-
pose its design was a polemical one against the heretical Gnostics,
as even Irenaeus in his day (iilL 11. 1) indicates the errors of
Cerinthus and of the Nicolaitans as those controverted by John,
to which Epiphanius (Haer. 1i. 12, 1xix. 23) and Jerome (de
wir. illustr) added also those of the Ebionites, while even
modern writers have thought that it controverted more or less
directly and definitely the Gnostic doctrine, especially of
Cerinthus (Erasmus, Melanchthon, Grotius, Michaelis, Storr,
Hug, Kleucker, Schneckenburger, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and
gseveral others). It is decisive against the assumption of any
such polemical purpose, that, in general, John nowhere in
his Gospel allows any direct reference to the perverted ten-
dencies of his day to appear; while to search for indirect and
hidden allusions of the kind, as if they were intentional, would
be as arbitrary as it would be repugnant to the decided
character of the apostolic standpoint which he took up when
in conscious opposition to heresies.  In his First Epistle the
apostle controverts the vagaries of Gmosticism, and it is im-
probable that these came in his way only after he had already
written his Gospel (as Ewald, Jakrb. IIL p.- 157, assumes);
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but the task of meeting this opposition, to which the apostle
set himself in his Epistle, cannot have been the task of his
Gospel, which in its whole character keeps far above such con-
troversies. At any rate, we see from his Epistle how John
would have carried on a controversy, had he wisked to do so
in his Gospel. The development of Gnosticism, as it was in
itself a movement which could not have failed to appear, lay
brooding then, and for some time previously, in the whole
atmosphere of that age and place; it appears in John pure,
and in sententious simplicity and clearness, but ran off, in the
heresies of the partly contemporaneous and partly later formed
Gnosticism, into all its varied aberrations, amid which it seemed
even to derive support by what it drew from John. That it
has been possible to explain many passages as opposed to the
Gnostics, as little justifies the assumption of a set purpose of
this kind, as the interpretation jfuvourable to Gnosticism,
which is possible in other passages, would justify the in-
ference of an 4renical purpose (Liicke) in respect of this
heresy, since any express and precise indication of such ten-
dencies does not appear. Similarly must we judge the as-
sumption of a polemical purpose against the Docctae (Senler,
Bertholdt, Eckermann; Niemeyer, de Docetis, Hal. 1823;
Schneckenburger, Scliott, Ebrard), for which some have adduced
i 14, xix. 34, xx. 20, 27 ; or an opposition to Ebionism and
Judaism (Jerome, Grotius; Lange, dze Judenchristen, Ebioniten
und Nikolaiten d. apost. Zeit., Lpz. 1828 ; Ebrard, and many
others); or to the plots of the Jews who had been restored
after the destruction of Jerusalem (Aberle in the ZTib.
Quartalschr. 1864, p. 1 ff). At the same time, it seems
quite arbitrary, nay, injurious to John’s historical fidelity and
truth, to set down his omissions of evangelic circumstances
to the account of a polemical purpose; as, for example,
Schuneckenburger, Beitr. p. 60 ff., who regards the omission of
the agony as based on an anti-Gnostic, and the silence as to
the transfiguration on the mount on an anti-Daocetic interest.
A controversial reference to the disciples of John (Grotius,
Schlichting, Wolzogen ; Overbeck, tber d. Ev. Joh. 1784 ;
Michael,, Storr, Liitzelberger, and others, even Ewald) is not
supported by such passages as i 6~8. 15. 19-41. iii. 22 fI,
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v. 33-36, x. 40 f, since the unique sublimity of Jesus, even
when contrasted with Jokn who was sent by God, must have
been vindicated by the apostle in the necessary course of his
history and of his work; but in these passages no such special
purpose can be proved, and we must assume that, with any
such tendency, expressions like that in Matt. xi. 11 would
not have been overlooked. Besides, those disciples of John
who rejected Christ (Recogn. Clem. i 54, 60), and the Zabaeans
or Mendcans (Gieseler, Kirchengesch. I. 1, p. 76, Eng. trans,
vol. L p. 58), who became known in the seventeenth century,
were of later origin, while those who appear in Acts xviii
25, xix. 1 ff, were simply not yet accurately acquainted
with Christ, and therefore as regards them we should have
to think only of 2 tendency to gain these over (Herder, vom
Sohne Gottes, p. 24 ; also De Wette) ; but we cannot assume
even this, considering the utter want of any more precise
reference to them in our Gospel.

Moreover, in general, as to the development of heresy, so
far as it was conspicuous in that age, and especially in Asia.
(comp. the Epistles to the Galatians and Colossians), we must
assume as an internal necessity that John, in opposition to its
errors, especially those of a Gnostic and Judaizing character
(according to Hengstenberg, to the inundation of Gentile errors
into the church), must have been conscious that his Gospel
ought to set forth the original ¢ruth, unobscured by those errors.
‘We must theretore admit generally, that the influence of the
existing forms of opposition to the truth, for which he had
to testify, practically contributed to determine the shape of his
treatise, but only to the extent that, while abiding solely by
his thesis, he provided therein, by its very simplicity, the
weightiest counterpoise against errors (comp. Reuss, Denkschr. p.
27), without stooping to combat them, or even undertaking the
defence of the Gospel against them (Seyffarth, Specialcharak-
terist. p. 39 f£.; Schott, Isag. § 40; De Wette, Hengstenberg,
and many others), his task being elevated far above the then
existing conflicts of opinion! This must be maintained, lest

1 Even Baur, p. 373, acknowledges that ‘‘ John's Gospel stands emid all the op-
Positions of the age, without anywhere exhibiting the definite colour.of a temporary
or local opposition.” But this is really only conccivable it the Gospel belongs to
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on the one hand we degrade the Gospel, in the face of its
whole character, into a controversial treatise, or on the other
hand withdraw it, as a product of mere speculation, from its
necessary and concrete relations to the historical development
of the church of that age.

Seeing that our Gospel serves in manifold ways not only
to confirm, but moreover, on a large scale (as especially by
relating the extra-Galilean journeys, acts, discourses) as well
as in particulars, to complete the synoptic accounts, nay, even
sometimes (as in determining the day of the crucifixion) in
important places to correct them, it has been assumed very
often, from Jerome (comp. already Euseb. iii. 24) downwards,
and with various modifications even at the present day (Ebrard,
Ewald, Weizsicker, Godet, and many others), that this relation
to the Synoptics was the designed object of the work. So re-
garded, however, this view cannot be supported; for there is
not the slightest hint in the Gospel itself of any such purpose ;
and further, there would thus be attributed to it an historico-
critical character totally at variance with its real nature and
its design, as expressly stated, xx. 30, 31, and which even asa
collateral purpose would be quite foreign to the high spiritual
tone, sublime unity, and unbroken compactness of the book.
Moreover, in the repetition of synoptical passages which John
gives, there are not always any material additions or correc-
tions leading us to suppose a confirmatory design, in view
of the non-repetition of a great many other and more
important synoptical narrations. Again, where John diverges
from parallel synoptical accounts, in the absence of contra-
dictory references (in iii. 24 only does there occur a passing
note of ¢ime of this kind), his independence of the Galilean
tradition fully suffices to explain the divergence. Finally, in
very much that John has not borrowed from the synoptical
history, and against the truth of which no well-founded doubt
can be urged, to suppose in such passages any intentional

the apostolic age, and its author stands upon an apestolic elevation ; it is incon-
ceivable if it originated in the second century, when those oppositions were
developing, and had already developed into open and deep-seated divisions, and
where the conditions necessary for the production of suck o Formula Concordiae
were utterly wanting in the bosom of the time,
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though silent purpose on his part to correct, would be equiva-
lent to his rejection of the statements. In short, had the
design in question exercised any determining influence upon
the apostle in the planning and composition of his work, he
would have accomplished his task in a very strange, thoroughly
imperfect, and illogical manner. We may, on the contrary, take
it for granted that he was well acquainted with the Galilean
tradition,! and that the written accounts drawn from the cycle
of that tradition, numbers of which were already in circula-
tion, and which were especially represented in our Synoptics,
were likewise sufficiently known to him; for he presupposes
as known the historical existence of this tradition in all its
essential parts? DBut it is just his perfect independence of
this tradition and its records—Lkeeping in view his aim to bring
fully out the higher Messianic proof, and the abundant material
from which his own recollection could so fully draw—which
enables us to understand the partial coincidence, and still greater
divergence, between him and the Synoptics, and his entire re-
lation to them generally, which is not determined by any special
design on his part ; so that the confirmation, correction, and en-
largement of their narratives often appear as a result of which
he is conscious, but never as the oject which he had sought to
accomplish in his treatise. As to any design, so understood, of
correcting the Synoptics, the stlence of John upon many portions
of the cycle of synoptic narrative is undoubtedly very signifi-
cant, in so far as the historieal truth of .these in their traditional
form would have been of special value for the apostle’s purpose.
This holds true particularly of the account of the temptation,
the transfiguration, and the ascension as actual occurrences, as
well as of the cure of demoniacs as such. As criticism, however,

1 According to Ewald, John only compared and made use of what is assumed
by Ewald to be the ‘‘oldest Gospel,” *‘the collection of discourses,” and *‘the
original Mark.” But a limitation to these three books, considering the numbér
already existing (Luke i. 1), is in itself improbable, and is all the less demon-
strable, that the first and third treatises named by Ewald Have themselves only
a very problematical existence.

? See Weizsicker in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 691 fl. He goes,
however, too far, when (Evang. Gesch. p. 270) he calls the fourth Gospel,
without enlargement from other sources, *‘a misty picture witkout reality.”

Taken all in all, it contains even more concrete history than the Gospels whose
rauge is limited to Galiles.
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is here pledged to special caution, so the opposite conclusion—
viz. that facts which would have been of great importance even
tor the synoptical Messianic proof, but which are recorded only
in John, cannot be regarded as originally historical in the form
in which he gives them—is everywhere inadmissible, especially
where he speaks as an eye-witness, in which capacity he must
be ranked above Matthew: for Matthew did indeed compose
the collection of discourses which is worked up into the Gospel
that bears his name, but not the Gospel itself as it lies before
us in its gradually settled canonical form. If, while taking all
into account, the complete, unbiassed independence of John in
relation to the Synoptics, above whom he stands distinguished
by his exact determination of the succession of time, must be
preserved intact; we must at the same time bear in mind
that, as the last evangelist and apostle, he had to satisfy the
higher needs of Christian knowledge, called forth by the
development of the church in this later stage, and thus had
boldly to go beyond the range of the whole previous Gospel
literature.! This higher need had reference to that deeper and
uniform insight into the peculiar eternal essence of Christianity
and its Founder, which John, as no other of his contemporaries,
by his richly stored experience was fitted and called to impart.
He had thus, indeed, as a matter of fact, supplemented and
partly corrected the earlier evangelists, though not to such
an extent as to warrant the supposition that this was his
deliberate object. For, by giving to the entire written history
its fullest completion, he took rank far above all who had worked
before him; not doctrinally making an advance from misris
to yvdoes (Liicke), but, in common with the Synoptics, pur-
suing the same goal of mioris (xx. 31), yet bringing the sub-
ject-matter of this common faith to a higher, more uniform,
and universal stage of the original yv@ats of its essence than
was possible in the earlier Gospel histories, composed under
diverse relations, which had now passed away, and with
diflerent and (measured by the standard of John’s fellowship
with Jesus) very inferior resources,

John prosecutes his design, which is to prove that Jesus is
the Messiah in the semse ot the incarnate Logos, by first of
1 Comp. Keim, Gesch. Jesu, p. 1061,

D
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all stating this leading idea in the prologue, and then ex-
hibiting in well-selected® historical facts its historical realiza-
tion in Jesus. This idea, which belongs to the very highest
Christological view of the world, guided his choice and treat-
ment of facts, and brought out more clearly the opposition—
which the author had constantly in view—with unbelieving
and hostile Judaism; but so far from detracting from the
historical character of the Gospel, it appears rather only to be
derived irom the actual experience of the history, and is in
turn confirmed thereby. To defend the Gospel against the
suspicion of its being a free compilation from synoptical
materials, used merely to subserve some main idea, is, on the
one hand, as unnecessary for him who recognises it as of
necessity apostolic, and as a phenomenon conceivable only
upon this supposition; as it is, on the other hand, impossible,
as experience shows, to do so successfully, considering the total
difference of presuppositions, in the face of the man who can
place it in the second century, and ascribe to so late a period
so great a creative power of Christian thought.

SEC. V.—SOURCES, TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING.

The main source is John himself (1 John i. 1 f), his own
inalienable recollection, his experience, his life of fellowship
with Christ, continued, incréased, and preserved in its fresh-
ness by the Spirit of truth, together with the constant impulse
to preach and otherwise orally communicate that sublime view
of the nature and life of Jesus, which determined thLe essential

! In connection with this, the selection made of the miracles of Jesus is spe-
cially noteworthy. Only one of each kind is chosen, viz. one of transformation,
ii 1ff ; one fever cure, iv. 47 ff. ; one cure of lameness, v. 1 fi. ; one feeding, vi.
41t ; one walking on the sea, vi. 16 fl. ; one opening the eyes of the blind, ix,
11l.; one raising from the dead, xi. 1ff, The number seven is hardly accidental,
por yet the exclusion ot any instance of the casting out of demons, That a
paragraph containing an account of an instance of casting out has fallen out
after chap. v. (Ewald), finds no support in the connection of chap. v. and vi.
or elsewhere, and has left no trace appreciable by eriticism in evidence of its
existence ; while that completed number seven, to which an eighth miracle
would thus be added, is against it. This number seven is evidently based
upon 3 + 3 + 1,—viz. three miracles of nature, three of lealing, and one of
raising the dead. An eighth miracle was only added in the appendix, chap.
xxi., after the book was finished.
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contents of his work, as a whole and in details. Accordingly,
the credibility of the work asserts itself as being relatively the
highest of all, so that it ought to have the deciding voice in
case of discrepancies in all essential portions, where the author
speaks as an eye and ear witness. This also applies to the
discourses of Jesus, in so far as their truthfulness is to be
recognised, not indeed to all their details and form,—for they
were freely reproduced and resuscitated by his after recol-
lection, and under the influence of a definite and determining
point of view, after the Lord’s thoughts and expressions had
by a lengthened process of elaboration been blended with his
own, which thus underwent a transfiguration,—but as to the
subject-matter and its characteristic clothing and thoughttul
changes and variations, in all their simplicity and dignity.
Their truthfulness is, I say, all the more to be recognised,
the more inwardly and vividly the apostle in particular stood
in harmony with his Lord’s mind and heart. So familiar
was he with the character and nature of Christ’s discourses,
and so imbued with His spirit, that even the reflections of
his own which he intertwines, as well as his Epistle, nay,
even the discourses of the Baptist, bear one and the same
stamp; a fact, however, which only places the essential ori-
ginality of the Johannean discourses so much the more above
suspicion.!

In those portions in which we have no vouchers for per-
sonal testimony, the omission is sufliciently supplied, by the
author’s connection with Christ and his fellow-apostles (as
well as with Mary), and by the investigations which we may
assume he made, because of his profound interest in the sub-
ject; and by the living, harmonious, and comprehensive view
of Christ’s life and work with which he was inspired, and

! Ewald, Jakrb. TI1. p. 163 f. : ““ As, under the Old Covenant, it is just the
earliest prophets who are the strictest and purest interpreters of Him who, though
never visible in bodily form, yet moves, lives, and speaks in them as if He were ;
so at the very close of the New Testament a similar phenomenon reappears, when
the Logos comes on the scene in bright and clear’ manifestation. The Spirit of
the historical Christ was concentrated in His former familiar disciple in the
most compact strength and transparent clearness, and now streams forth from
him over this later world, which had never yet so understood Him. The mouth

of John is for this world the mouth of the glorified Clrist, and the full historical
resuscitation of that Logos who will not reappear till the end ot all things.”
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which of itself must have led to the exclusion of any strange
and interpolated features.

The supposition that in his own behoof he made use of
notes taken by himself {so Bertholdt, Wegscheider, Schott,
and others), does not, indeed, contradict the requirements of
a living apostolic call, but must be subordinated so as to be
compatible with the unity of spirit and mould of the whole
work ; a unity which is the gradually ripened and perfected
fruit of a long life of recollection, blending all particulars in
one true and bright collective picture, under the guidance of
the Divine Spirit as promised by Christ Himself (xiv. 26).

The synoptical tradition was known to John, and his Gospel
presupposes it. He was also certainly acquainted with the
evangelic writings which embodied it—those at least that were
already widely spread and held in esteem; but all this was not
his source properly so called: his book itself is proof enough
that, in writing it, he was independent of this, and stood above
all the then existing written and traditional authorities. He
has preserved this independence even in the face of Matthew's
collection of discourses and Mark’s Gospel, both of which
doubtless he had read, and which may have suggested to him,
unintentionally and unsought for on his part, many expressions
in his own independent narrative, but which can in no way
interfere with its apostolic originality. Comp. Ewald, Gesch.
Christi, p. 127 ff. We cannot determine whether he likewise
knew the somewhat more recent Gospel of Zuke (Keim and
others) ; for the points of contact between the two are con-
ceivable upon the supposition of their writing independently
side by side, especially as Luke had a rich range of sources,
which are to us for the most part unknown. That John like-
wise knew the Gocpel of the Hebrews is not made probable by
the saying which he records concerning “the birth from above.”
The combination, on that account, of this saying with the cor-
responding quotation made by Justin and the Clementines
(see above, sec. ii.) rests upon the very precarious premiss that
both of these cite from the Gospel of the Hebrews,

As to the question whence John derived his represen-
tation of the divine element in Christ as the Logos, see on
chap. i 1.
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As to the PLACE where the Gospel, which was certainly
written in Greek, not in Aramaic (against Salmasius, Bolten,
and partly Bertholdt), was composed, the earliest tradition
(already in Iren. iii. 1, Clement of Alex., Origen, Eusebius, etc.)
distinctly names Ephesus; and the original document is said to
have been preserved there to a late period, and to have been
the object of believing veneration (Chron. Pasch. p. xi. 411,
ed. Dind.). By this decision as to the place we must abide,
because the Gospel itself bears upon its very face proofs of
its author's remoteness from Palestine, and from the circle of
Jewish life, along with references to cultured Greek readers;
and because the life of the apostle himself, as attested by the
history of the church, speaks decidedly for Ephesus. The
tradition that he wrote at Patmos (Pseudo-Hippolytus, Theo-
phylact, and many others, also Hug) is a later one, and owes
its origin to the statement that the Apocalpyse was written
on that island.. With this, the tradition which tries to recon-
cile both, by supposing that John dictated his Gospel in
Patmos and published it at Ephesus (Pseudo - Athanasius,
Dorotheus), loses all its value.—The assumption that a long
time elapsed before it gained any wide circulation, and that it
remained within the circle of the apostle’s friends in Ephesus,
at whose request, according to a very ancient tradition (Canon
Muratori, Clement of Alexandria, in Euseb. vi. 14), he is
said to have written it, is not indeed sanctioned by the
silence of Papias concerning it (Credner), but receives con-
firmation by the fact that the appendix, chap. xxi, is found
in all the oldest testimonies,—leading us to conclude that
its publication in more distant circles, and dissemination
throngh niultiplication of copies, did not take place till after
this addition.

As to the TIME of its composition, the earliest testimonies
(Irenaeus, Clement of Alex., Origen) go to prove that John
wrote subsequently to the Synoptics, and (Irenaeus) not till
after the deaths of Peter and Paul. A later and more precise
determination of the time (Epiphanius, Haer.1i 12),'in the
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advanced old age of the apostle, is connected with the desire
to ascribe to the Gospel an anti-heretical design, and therefors
loses its critical weight. The following points may perhaps
be regarded as certain, resulting as they do trom a compari-
son of this tradition with historical circumstances and with
the Gospel itself. As John certainly did not settle in Ephesus
until after St. Paul’s removal from his Asiatic sphere of labour,
nor indeed, doubtless, until after the destruction of Jerusalem,
where until then John resided; as, further, the distance from
Palestinian circumstances, so evident in the Gospel, implies
an already prolonged residence away from Palestine; as the
elaborate view of the Logos is a post-Pauline phase of the
apprehension and exposition of Christ’s higher nature, and
suggests a longer familiarity with philosophical influences; as
the entire character and nature of the book, its clearness and
depth, its calmness and completeness, most probably indicate
the matured culture and clarifying influence of riper years,
without, however, in the least degree suggesting to us the
weakness of old age,—we must put the composition not defore
the destruction of Jerusalem (Lampe, Wegscheider), but a con-
siderable time after; for if that catastrophe had been still
fresh in the recollection of the writer, in the depths ot its first
impression, it could hardly, on psychological grounds, have
escaped express mention in the book. No such express
reference to it occurs; but if, notwithstanding, Jerusalem
and its environs are to be regarded, and that rightly, as in
ruins, and in the distant background of the apostle’s view,
the #» in xi. 18, xviil 1, xix. 41, reads more naturally
than if accounted for from the mere context of historical
narration, while on the other hand the &t in v. 2 may
retain its full appropriateness. If a year is to be definitely
uivny Kaicapos, xai proe ixave on 500 diarpiyer abriv dxd 7vis 'Acias
dvayxdlcras ixbicdas 75 tvayyirsor. These last words are not corrupt,
nor is 4xs s "Asizs to be joined with dveyxdleras as il it meant ab Asiae
episcopia (Liicke); but we must render them, ‘“and many years alterwards,
af*er he had lived far from Asia, he was obliged,” etc.,—thus taking the words
in their necessary sense, ‘‘many years after his extra-Asiatic sojourn,” many
years after his return from Patmos. The genitive, 7e3 Jizrpives air
&7é 7. 'Aciug, denotes that the time spent is the point of departure from

wlich the ixasa J7w begin to run. See Kiihuer, II. pp. 164, 514, Comp.
Bernhardy, p. 138,
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named, A.D. 80" may be suggested as neither too far back nor
too far on.’?

Note—As to PLAN, the Gospel divides itself into the follow-
ing sections:—After the prologue, i. 1-18, which at once sets
before the reader the lofty point of view of the most sacred
history, the revelation of the glory of the only-begotten Son of
the Father (which constitutes the theme of the Gospel, i. 14)
begins, first through John the Baptist, and its self-revelation
onwards to the first miracle, and as yet without any opposition
of unbelief, down to ii. 11. Then (2) this self-revelation passes
on to publicity, and progresses in action and teaching amid the
antithesis of belief and unbelief, onwards to another and greater
miracle, ii. 12-iv. 54. TFurther, (3) new miracles of the Lord’s
in Judea and Galilee, with the discourses occasioned thereby,
heighten that antithesis, so that there arises among the Jews a
desire to persecute and even to kil Him, while among His
disciples many fall away, v.—vi. 71. After this, (4) unbelief
shows itself even among the brothers of Jesus; the self-revela-
tion of the Only-begotten of the Father advances in words and
deeds to the greatest miracle of all, that of the raising of the
dead, by which, however, while many believe upon Him, the
hostility of unbelief is urged oo to the decisive determination
to put Him to death, vii—ix. 57. There ensues, (5) in and upon
the carrying out of this determination, the highest self-revela-
tion ot Christ’s divine glory, which finally gains its completed
victory in the resurrection, xii—xx. Chap. xxi. is an appendix.
Many other attempts have been made to exhibit the plan of the

! There therefore lies between the Apocalypse and the Gospel a space of from
ten to twelve years. Considering the maturity of mind which the upostle, who
was already aged in the year 70, must bave attained, this space was too short to
eflect such a change of view and of language as we must suppose if the apoca-
lyptist was also the evangelist. This also against Tholuck, p. 11.

% It is evident from the distinctive and internal characteristies of the Gospel,
and especially from the form of its ideas, that it was written after the downfall
of the Jewish state and the labours of St. Paul; but we cannot go so far as to
find reflected in it the beginning of the second century (i.e. a time only 20 or 30
years later), nor to argte therefrem the non-apostelic origin of the Gospel (and of
the Epistle). The interval is too short, and our knowledge of church movements,
especially of Gnosticism, is not direct and precise enough, so far as they may be
said to belong, at least in their stages ot impulse and development, te the begin-
ning only of the nuw century, and not to the two or three preceding decades of
years, This tells, at the same time, against Keim, Gesch. J. L. p. 147 .  How
can it be said, on any reliable grounds, that ¢‘the Gospel discloses the state
of the church just about the year 100, but not the state of the ehurch about
the year 80" ¢
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book ; on which see Luthardt, I. p. 255 ff., who (comp. also his
treatise, De composit. ev. Joh., Norimb. 1852 ; before this Kostlin,
in the Theol. Jakhrb. 1851, p. 194 ff, and afterwards Keim, Gesch.
J. 1. p. 115 £) endeavours on his part to carry out a threefold
division of the whole and of the several parts; and in Godet,
Comment. T. p. 111. The arrangement which approaches most
nearly to the above is that of Ewald, Jahrb. I11. p. 168, comp.
VIIL 109, and Jokann. Schr. 1. p. 18 . In every method of
division, the opposition of the world’s ever-increasing unbelief
and hatred to the revelation of the divine glory in Christ, and
to faith in Him, must ever be held fast, as the thread which
runs systematically through the whole. Comp. Godet,! as
before.

1 Who (p. 121) gives what he calls the “ photographie de I'histoire” as follows:
““La foi nait, i.-iv.; 'incrédulité domine, v.-xii.; la foi atteint sa perfection
relative, xiii.—xvii.; l'incrédulité se consomme, xviii.,, xix.; la foi triomphe,
xx. (xxi.).” Such special abstract designations of place give too varied play to
the subjectivities, still more so the subdivision of the several main parts, as by
Ewald especially, and Keim, with difierent degrees of skill; but the latter con-
siders that his threefold division and subdivision of the two halves (i.-xii.,
xiii.~xx.) ““has its root in the absolute ground ¢f the divine mystery of the
number three,”—a lusus ingenii



CHAP. 1, b7

Elayyéniov katd Twdvvnn

B. X have merely xata 'Twdvw. Others: 76 xata Iwdv.
(dywov) edaryy. Others: éx Tob k. ’Iwdvv. Others: edayy. ¢k
100 xatd 'Iwdvv. See on Matthew.,

CHAPTER I

Ver. 4. Zw# #v] D. ®. Codd. in Origen and Augustine, It.
(Germ. Foss. excepted), Sabidic, Syr.® Clem. Valentt. in Ir.
Hilary, Ambrose, Vigil.: {w# éerw. So Lachm. and Tisch.
Generalization in connection with the words: § yéy. &v airg, (w3
#v,and perhaps in comparison with 1 John v. 11.— Ver. 16. x«!
éx] B. C* D. L. X, &. 33. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Ver. Verc. Corb. Or.
and many Fathers and Schol.: ém éx. So Griesb., Lachm., Tisch.;
¢ is to be preferred on account of the preponderating evidence
in its favour, and because ver. 16 was very early (Heracl. and
Origen) regarded as a continuation of the Baptist’s discourse,
and the directly continuous x«/ naturally suggested itself, and
was inserted instead of the less simple ér.. — Ver. 18. vids] B.
C.* L. 8. 33. Copt. Syr. Aeth. and many Fathers: d¢ds. Dogmatic
gloss in imitation of ver. 1, whereby not only uviss, but the
article before wowy. (which Tisch. deletes), was also (in the Codd.
named) suppressed. The omission of viss (Origen, Opp. IV. 102;
Ambrose, ep. 10) is not sufficiently supported, and might easily
have been occasioned by ver. 14.— Ver. 19. After d=éorenay, B.
C.* Min. Chrys. and Verss. have mpic adrsr. So Lachm., an
addition which other Codd. and Verss. insert after Aeviras.—
Ver. 20. oix eiui éyw] A. B. C* L. X, a. & 33. Verss. and
Fathers have: éyd obx ejur. So Lachm., Tisch. Rightly, on account
of the preponderating evidence. Comp. iii. 28, where olx ¢ini
éyé is attested by decisive evidence.— Ver. 22. The obv after
elwov (Lachim, Tisch. read elzav) is deleted by Lachm,, following
B. C. Syr.®®,—testimonies which are all the less adequate, con-
sidering how easily the ooy, which is pot in itself necessary,
might have been overlooked after the final syllable of eiwon’—

! Matthaei, ed. min. ad x. 89, well seys : “In nullo libro scribae ita vexarunt
Perticulas xai, 3, olv, wdrw o o o quom in hoc evangelio. Dodo temere incul-
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Ver. 24. The article before dmesraru. is wanting in A*B.C.*
L. &.* Origen (once), Nonn. Perhaps a mere omission on the
part of the transcriber, if dseor. 7oy were taken together; but
perhaps intentional, for some (Origen and Nonn.) have here
supposed a second deputation. The omission is therefore
doubly suspicious, though Tisch. also now omits the art. — Ver.
25. Instead of the repeated oYre¢, we must, with Lachm., Tisch.,
following A. B. C. L. X. 8. Min. Origen, read obséz. — Ver. 26, 3¢
after wésos must, with Tisch., on weighty testimony (B. C. L. .
etc.), be deleted, having been added as a conmecting particle.
— Ver. 27. Against the words atrég éorsv (for which G. Min.
Chrys. read odrés éorwv) and o¢ fmmpoediv pov yéyovev the testi-
monies are so ancient, important, and unanimous, that they
must be rejected together. Lachm. has bracketed them, Tisch.
deletes them. «irés forw is an unnecessary aid to the con-
struction, and s fump. wov yéiyore (though defended by Ewald) is
a completion borrowed from vv. 15, 30.— Ver. 28. Bréaviz.]
Elz.: BzfazBarg (adopted of late by Hengstenberg), against con-
clusive testimony, but following Syr.c® and Origen (Opp. I1.130),
who himself avows that exedtv & w@ar Tois dvriypdpors is found
Brnéavie, yet upon geographical grounds decides in favour of
BndxBapd,—a consideration by which criticism cannot be bound.
See the exegetical notes. — Ver. 29. After Srézer Elz. has ¢
"Iwdw., against the best testimonies. Beginning of a church
lesson. — Ver. 32. @¢] Elz.: e/, against the oldest and most
numerous Codd. See Matt. iii. 16; Luke iii. 22. — Ver. 37.
#zoua. abrod] Tisch., following B. R, puts aired after pasyr.; C*
L. X. T? have it after 8%. The Verss. also have this variation
of position, which must, however, be regarded as the removal of
the «?ro%, made more or less mechanically, in imitation of ver.
35.— Ver. 40. 78¢ere] B. C*L. T.> Min. Syr. utr. Origen, Tisch.:
ieote. Correctly; the words which immediately follow and
ver. 47 (comp. xi. 34) make it much more likely that the tran-
scriber would write 7dere for o-beade, than vice versa. After &pa
Elz. has ¢, against which are the weightiest witnesses, and which
has been interpolated as a connecting link.— Ver. 43. "Twva]
Tachm. : Iwdveu, after B.; the same variation in xxi. 15-17. We
must, with Tisch., after B.* L. &. 33, read "Twdwvov. Comp. Non-
nus: vide ‘Iwdwae. The Textus Receptus has arisen from Matt.
xvi. 17. — Ver. 44. After #8ianeev Elz. has ¢ 'Incels, which the
best authorities place after airg.  Beginning of a church lesson.
— Ver. 52. axdpri] wanting in B. L. 8. Copt. Aeth, Arm. Vulg.

carunt, modo permutarunt, modo omiserunt, modo transposuerunt. Accedunt
interpretes, qui cum demum locum aliquem tractant, illas particulas in principio
modo addunt, modo omittunt.”
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It. and some Fathers, also in Origen. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch.
Omitted, because it seemed inappropriate to the following
words, which were taken to refer to actual angelic appear-
ances.

Ver. 1. "Ev apy;] John makes the beginning of his Gospel
parallel with that of Genesis;' but he rises above the historical
conception of MYX13, which (Gen. i. 1) includes the beginning
of time itself, to the absolute conception of anteriority to time:
the creation is something subsequent, ver. 3. Prov. viii. 23, év
dpy7l wpo Tob TV Wiy woujoas, is parallel; likewise, mpo Tod
Tov wéopov elar, John xvil. 5; mpd rataBolijs xéouov, Eph.
i 4. Comp. Nezach Israel, f 48, 1: Messias erat ¥mn *2n
(ante Tohu). The same idea we find already in the book of
Enoch, xlviii. 3 £, 6 f, 1xii, 7,—a book which (against Hilgen-
feld and others) dates back into the second century B.c. (Dilm.,
Ewald, and others). The notion, in itself mcgative, of ante-
riority to time (dypovos 7w, driyntos, év appiiTe Aoyos dpxd,
Nonnus), is in a popular way afirmatively designated by the
év dpxs as “primeval;” the more exact dogmatic definition
of the dpy7 as “eternity” (Theodor. Mopsuest., Euthym. Zig.;
comp. Theophylact) is a correct development of John's mean-
ing, but not strictly what he himself says. Comp. 1 Johni 1;
Rev. iii. 14. The Valentinian notion, that dpy7 was a divine
Hypostasis distinet from the Father and the Aoyos (Iren. Haer.
i. 8. 5), and the Patristic view, that it was the divine cogia
(Origen) or the everlasting Father (Cyril. Al.), rest upon specu-
lations altogether unjustified by correct exegesis’— #v] was
present, existed. John writes historically, looking back from the
later time of the incarnation of the Acyos (ver. 14). But he
does not say, “In the beginning the Ndoyos came into existence,”
for he does not conceive the generation (comp. wmovoyevis)
according to the Arian view of creation, but according to that
of Paul, Col 1. 15.— 06 Aéyos] the Word; for the reference

! See Hoelemann, de evangelii Joh. introitu introitus Geneseos augustiore effigie,
Leipsic 1855, p. 26 ff.

% Quite opposed to correct exegesis, althongh in a totally different direction,
Is the rendering of the Socinians (see Calech. Racov. p. 135, ed. Oeder), that i
apx7 signifies in initio evangelii,
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to the history of the creation leaves room for no other meaning
(therefore not Reason). John assumes that his readers under-
stand the term, and, notwithstanding its great importance,
regards every additional explanation of it as superfluous.
Hence those interpretations fall of themselves to the ground,
which are unhistorical, and imply anything of a quid pro quo,
such as (1) that ¢ Aoyes is the same as 6 Aeyduevos, “the
promised one” (Valla, Beza, Ernesti, Tittm., etc.); (2) that it
stands for o Aéyowv, “the speaker” (Storr, Eckerm., Justi, and
others). Not less incorrect (3) is Hofmann's interpretation
(Schriftbeweis, I. 1, p. 109 £): “o Aayos is the word of God, the
Gospel, the personal subject of which however, namely Christ,
is here meant:” against which view it is decisive, first, that
neither in Rev. xix. 13, nor elsewhere in the N. T., is Christ
called ¢ Aoyos merely as the sulject - matter of the word;
secondly, that in John, 6 Adyos, without some additional defi-
nition, never once occurs as the designation of the Gospel,
though it is often so used by Mark (ii. 2, iv. 14, al.), Luke
(i. 2; Acts xi. 19, al.), and Paul (Gal. vi. 6; 1 Thess. i. 6);
thirdly, that in the context, neither here (see especially ver.
14) nor in 1 John i. 1 (see especially b éwpdrauev . . . xal ai
xeipes Hudv éyrniddnoar) does it seem allowable to depart in
6 Adyos from the immediate designation of the personal sub-
ject,) while this immediate designation, <.e. of the creative
Word, is in our passage, from the obvious parallelism with the
history of the creation, as clear and definite as it was appro-
priate it should be at the very commencement of the work.
These reasons also tell substantially against the turn which
Luthardt has given to Hofmann’s explanation: “4 Aéyos is the
word of God, which in Christ, Heb. i. 1, has gone forth into the
world, and the theme of which was His own person.” See, on
the other hand, Baur in the Theol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 206 ff.;
Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zet. p. 215; Gess, v. d. Person
Chr. p. 116 ; Kahnis, Dogmat. I. p. 466. The investigation
of the Logos 1dea can only lead to a true result when pursued
by the path of history. DBut here, above all, history points us

1 See, with reference to 1 John i. 1 (in opposition to Beyschlag's impersonal
interpretation), besides Diisterdieck and Huther, Johenssou, de aelerna Christi
praeecist. sec. ev. Joh., Lundae 1868, p. 28 £.
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to the O. T.' and most directly to Gen. i, where the act of
creation is effected by God speaking. The reality contained
in this representation, anthropomorphic as to its form, of the
tevelation of Himself made in creation by God, who is in His
own nature hidden, became the root of the Logos idea. The
Word as creative, and embodying generally the divine will, is
personified in Hebrew poetry (Ps. xxxiii 6, cvii. 20, cxlvii
15; Isa. 1lv. 10, 11); and consequent upon this concrete and
independent representation, divine attributes are predicated of
it (Ps. xxxiv. 4; Isa. x1. 8; Ps. cxix. 105), so far as it was
at the same time the continuous revelation of God in law and
prophecy. A way was thus paved for the kypostatizing of
the Aoyos as a further step in the knowledge of the relations
in the divine essence; but this advance took place gradually,
and only after the captivity, so that probably the oriental
doctrine of emanations, and subsequently the Pythagorean-
platonic philosophy, were not without influence upon what
was already given in germ in Gen.i. Another form of the con-
ception, however, appears,—not the original one of the Word,
but one which was connected with the advanced development of
ethical and teleological reflection and the needs of the Theodicy,
—that of wisdom (M3N), of which the creative word was an
expression, and which in the book of Job (xxviii. 12 ff)) and
Proverbs (viii, ix.), in Ecclus. i. 1-10, xxiv. 8, and Baruch
iil. 37-iv. 4, is still set forth and depicted under the form
of a personification, yet to such a degree that the portrayal
more closely approaches that of the Hypostasis, and all the
more closely the less it is able to preserve the elevation and
boldness characteristic of the ancient poetry. The actual
transition of the cogpia into the Hypostasis occurs in the book
of Wisdom vii. 7—xi., where wisdom (manifestly under the in-
fluence of the idea of the Platonic soul of the world, perhaps
also of the Stoic conception of an all-pervading world-spirit)
appears as a being of light proceeding essentially from God,
—the true image of God, co-occupant of the divine tlLrone,
—a real and independent principle revealing God in the
world (especially in Israel), and mediating between it and
Him, after it has, as His organ, created the world, in asso-
1 Sce Rohricht in the Stud. w. Krit. 1368, p. 299 fL.
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ciation with a spirit among whose many predicates povoyevés!
also is named, vii. 22. The divine Aoyos also appears again
in the book of Wisdom, ix. 1, comp. ver. 2, but only in the
O. T. sense of a poetically personified declaration of God's
will, either in blessing (xvi. 12, comp. Ps. cvil. 20) or in
punishing (xviil. 15). See especially Grimm, ¢n loce.; Bruch,
Weisheitslchre d. Hebr. p. 347 ff.  Comp. also Ecclus. xliii. 46.
While, then, in the Apocrypha the Logos representation retires
before the development of the idea of wisdom,? it ipakes itself
the more distinctly prominent in the Chaldee Paraphrasts,
especially Onkelos: see Gfrover, Gesch. d. Urchristenth. 1. 1, p.
301 ff.; Winer, De Onkel. p. 44 f.; Anger, D¢ Onkel. I
1846. The Targums, the peculiarities of which rest on older
traditions, exhibit the Word of God, 8122 or 8P37, as the
divinely revealing Hypostasis, identical with the N2'>¥ which
was to be revealed in the Messiah. Comp. Schoettg. Hor. IT.
p- 5; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 121. Thus there runs through
the whole of Judaism, and represented under various forms
(comp. especially the nim 71&5:5?9 in the O. T. from Gen. xvi,
Ex. xxiii downwards, frequently named, especially in Hosea,
Zechariah, and Malachi, as the representative of the self-reveal-
ing God), the idea that God never reveals Himself directly,
but mediately, that is, does not reveal His hidden invisible
essence, but only a manifestation of Himself (comp. especially
Ex. xxxiii. 12-23); and this idea, modified however by Greek
and particularly Platonic and Stoic speculation, became a main
feature in the Judaeo-Alexandrine philosophy, as this is set forth
in PHILO, one of the older contemporaries of Jesus. See espe-
cially Gfrorer, 1. 243 ff.; Dihne, Judisch-Alex. Religionsphil.
1. 114 ff.; Grossmann, Quaestion. Philon., Lpz. 1829 ; Scheffer,
Quaest. Phil. Marb. 1829, 1831 ; Keferstein, Philo’s Lehre von
dem gottl. Mittelwesen, Lpz. 1846 ; Ritter, Gesch. d. Philos. IV.

1 Comp. vii. 25, where it is said of wisdom, u"n'ff'wu 3¢ Tou wavroxpdTopos 35Ens
einmpnis,  Movoysris should not have been rendered single (Bauerm., Liicke,
Bruch, after the early writers), which it meither is nor is required to be by the
merely formal contrast to weavuspis. This ides single, as answering to the fol-
lowing woAvuepis, would have been expressed by povouspis (Luc. Calumn. 6). Even
Grimm (exeget. Handb. p. 152) has now rightly abandoned this interpretation.

? Wisdom as appearing in Christ is mentioned in N. T. also, in Luke xi. 40,
comp. Matt. xi. 19,
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418 ff.; Zeller, Philos. d. Griechen, III. 2; Lutterb. neus.
Lehvbegr. 1. 418 ff.; Miller in Herzog's Encykl. XI. 484 ;
Ewald, apost. Zcit. 257 ; Delitzsch in d. Luther. Zeitschr.
1863, ii. 219 ; Riehm, Hebr. Brief, p. 249 ; Keim, Gesch. J,
I. 212. Comp. also Langen, d. Judenth. z. Zeit Christr, 1867 ;
Rohricht as formerly quoted. According to the intellectual
development, so rich in its results, which Philo gave to the
received Jewish doctrine of Wisdom, the Logos is the com-
prehension or sum-total of all the divine energies, so far as
these are either hidden in the Godhead itself, or have come
forth and been disseminated in the world (Adyos omepuarincs).
As immanent in God, containing within itself the archetypal
world, which is conceived as the real world -ideal (vopros
koopos), it is, while not yet outwardly existing, like the im-
manent reason in men, the Adyos évdidferos; but when in
creating the world it has issued forth from God, it answers
to the Adyos mpodopiroés, just as among men the word
when spoken is the manifestation of thought. Now the Aoyos
mpodopirss is the comprehension or sum-total of God’s active
relations to the world ; so that creation, providence, the com-
munication of all physical and moral power and gifts, of all
life, light, and wisdom from God, are its work, not being essen-
tially different in its attributes and workings from codia and
the Divine Spirit itself. Hence it is the image of the God-
head, the eldest and first-begotten (wpecBiTaros, mpewTiyovos)
Son of God, the possessor of the entire divine fulness, the
Mediator between God and the world, the Aoyos Touels, Snui-
oupyas, dpxuepeds, (xérns, mpesPevriis, the dpydyyehos, the
delrepos Oeos, the substratum of all Theophanies, also the
Messiah, though ideally apprehended only as a Theophany,
not as a voncrete hwmanized personality; for an incarnation of
the Logos is foreign to Philo’s system (see Ewald, p. 284 ff.;
Dorner, Entwickelungsgesch. 1. 50). There is no doubt that
Philo has often designated and described the Logos as a
Person, although, where he views it rather as immanent in
God, he applies himself more to describe a power, and to pre-
sent it as an attribute. There is, however, no real ground
for inferring, with some (Keferst.,, Zeller), from this variation
in his representation, that Philo’s opinion wavered between
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personality and impersonality; rather, as regards the ques-
tion of subsistence in its bearing upon Philo’s Logos (see
especially Dorner, Eniwickelungsgesch. 1. 21 ; Niedner, de sub-
sistentia 7@ Oelw Noye apud Philon. tributa, in the Zeitsch. f.
histor. Theol. 1849, p. 337 ff.; and Holemann, de evang. Joh.
wntroitu, etc., p. 39 ff.), must we attribute to him no separation
between the subsistence of God and the Logos, as if there
came forth a Person distinct from God, whenever the Logos is
described as a Person; but, “ea duo, in quibus cernitur Tod
dvros xai {@vros Oeob essentia s. deitas plenum esse per suam
ipsius essentiam et implere cuncta hac sua essentia, primo
diserte uni substantiae tribuuntur, deinde distribuuntur, sed
tantum inter essentiam et hujus actionem, quemadmodum
nomina To0 Oeot et Tod Adyov hujus ipsius dei” (Niedner).
Accordingly, Philo’s conception of the Logos resolves itself
into the sum-total and full exercise of the divine energies; so
that God, so far as He reveals Himself, is called Logos, while
the Logos, so far as he reveals God, is called God. That John
owed his doctrine of the Logos—in which he represents the
divine Messianic being as pre-existent, and entering into
humanity in a human form—solely to the Alexandrine philo-
sophy, is an assertion utterly arbitrary, especially considering
the difference between Philo’s doctrine and that of John, not
only in general (comp. also Godet, I. 233), but also in respect
to the subsistence of the Logos in particular.! The form which
John gave to his doctrine is understood much more natu-
rally and historically thus, without by any means excluding
the influence of the Alexandrine Gnosis upon the apostle;
—that while the ancient popular wisdom of the Word of
God, which (as we have above shown) carries us back to
Gen. i. 1, is acknowledged to be that through which the
idea of the Logos, as manifested in human form in Christ,
was immediately suggested to him, and to which he appended
and unfolded his own peculiar development of this idea with
all clearness and spiritual depth, according to the measure
of those personal testimonies of his Lord which his memory

1Tt tells also against it, that in John the name adyss is undoubtedly derived
from the divine speaking (Word) ; in Philo, on the other hand, {rom the divine
Udnking (Reason). See Hoelemann es before, p. 43 fl.
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vividly retained, he at the same time ailowed the widespread
Alexandrine speculations, so similar in their origin and theme,
to have due influence upon him, and used! them in an inde-
pendent manner to assist his exposition of the nature and
working of the divine in Christ, fully conscious of their
points of difference (among which must be reckoned the cos-
mological dualism of Philo, which excluded any real incarna-
tion, and made God to have created the world out of the ¥ag).
Whether he adopted these speculations for the first time while
dwelling in Asia Minor, need not be determined, although it
is in itself very conceivable that the longer he lived in Asia,
the more deeply did he penetrate into the Alexandrine theo-
logoumenon which prevailed there, without any intermediate
agency on the part of Apollos being required for that end
(Tobler). The doctrine is not, however, on account of this
connection with speculations beyond the pale of Christendom,
by any means to be traced back to a mere fancy of the day.
The main truth in it (the idea of the Son of God and His
incarnation) had, long before he gave it its peculiar form, been
in John’s mind the sole foundation of his faith, and the highest
object of his knowledge; and this was no less the case with
Paul and all the other apostles, though they did not formally
adopt the Logos doctrine, because their idiosyncrasies and the
conditions of their after development were different. That
main truth in it is to be referred simply to Christ Himself,
whose communications to His disciples, and direct influence
upon them (i 14), as well as His further revelations and
leadings by means of the Spirit of truth, furnished them with
the material which was afterwards made use of in their various

! Comp. Delitzsch, Le., and Psychol. p. 178 [E. T. pp. 210, 211]; Beyschlag,
Christol. d. N. 1. p. 156 ; Keim, Gesch. J. 1. p. 112l If some attempt to
deny the influence of the Judaeo-Alexandrine Gnosis on the Logos doctrine of
John (Hoelemann, Weiss, J. Kostlin, Hengstenberg), they at the same time
sever, though in the interests of apostolic dignity, its historical credibility from
its connection with the circumstances of the time, as well as the necessary pre-
sumption of its intelligibility on the part of the readers of the Gospel. But it
is exactly the noble simplicity and clearness of the Prologue which shows with
what truly apostolic certainty John had experienced the influence of the specu.
lations of his day, and was master of them, modifying, correcting, and utilizing
them according to his own ideas. This is also in answer to Luthardt, p. 200,
tud Réhricht, i.c.

E
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modes of representation. This procedure is specially apparent
also in John, whose doctrine of the divine and pre-existent
nature of Christ, far removed from the influences of later
Gnosticism, breaks away in essential points from the Alex-
andrine type of doctrine, and moulds itself in a different
shape, especially rejecting, in the most decided nanner, all
dualistic and docetic elements, and in general treating the
form once chosen with the independence of an apostle. That
idea of a revelation by God of His own essence, which took
its rise from Gen. i, which lived and grew under various
forms and names among the Hebrews and later Jews, but was
moulded in a peculiar fashion by the Alexandrine philosophy,
was adopted by John for the purpose of setting forth the
abstract divinity of the Son,—thus bringing to light the reality
which lies at the foundation of the Logos idea. Hence,
according to John,! by 6 Adyos, which is throughout viewed
by him (as is clear from the entire Prologue down to ver. 18)*
under the conception of a personal® subsistence, we must under-
stand nothing else than the self-revelation of the divine essence,
before all time immanent in God (comp. Paul, Col i. 15 ff),
but for the accomplishment of the act of creation proceeding
hypostatically jrom Him, and ever after operating even in the
spiritual world as a creating, quickening, and illuminating
personal principle, equal to God Himself in nature and glory
(comp. Paul, Phil. ii. 6); whick divine self-revelation appeared

1In the Apocalypse also, chap. xix. 13, Christ is called the Aéys:, but (not
go in the Gospel) & Aéyos Toi deov. The writer of the Apocalypse speaks of the
whole Person of the God-man in & different way from the evangelist,—in fact,
as in His state of exaltation. (See Diisterdieck, z. Apok. Einl. p. 75 f.) But
the passage is important against all interpretations which depart from the meta-
physical view of the Logos above referred to. Comp. Gess, v. d. Person Chr.
p. 1151

t Comp. Worner, d. Verkiltn. d. Geistes zum Sohne Gottes, 1862, p. 24; alse
Beur, neutest. Theol. 352 ; Godet, l.c.

3 That is, the subsistence as a conscious intelligent Ego, endued with voli-
tion. Against the denial of this personal transcendency in John (De Wette,
Deyschlag, and others), see in particular Kostlin, Lehrbegr. 90 ; Briickn. 7 {. ;
Liebner, Christol, 155 f. ; Weiss, Lehrbegr. 242 f. When Dorner (Gesch. d.
prot. Theol. 875 fI.) claims for the Son, indeed, a speeial divine mode of existence
as His eternal characteristic, but at the same time denies Him any direct partici-
pation in the absolute divine personality, his limitation is exegetically opposed
to the view of John and of the Apostle Paul
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bodily in the man Jesus, and accomplished the work of the
redemption of the world. John fashions and determines his
Gospel from beginning to end with this highest christological
idea in his eye; this it is which constitutes the distinctive
character of its doctrine. Comp. Weizsicker, b. d. evang.
Gesch. pp. 241 ff., 297; also his Abhk. aber d. Joh. Logoslehre, in
d. Jahrd. f. D. Th. 1862, pp. 619 ff,, 701 f. The Synoptics
contain the fragments and materials, the organic combination
and ideal formation of which into one complete whole is the
pre-eminent excellence of this last and highest Gospel. Paul
has the Logos, only not in name. — The second and third 7v
is the copula ; but xai ¢ Aéyos, as the repetition of the great
subject, has a solemnity about it. — mwpos Tov feov] not
simply equivalent to 7apd 7@ fed, xvii. 5, but expressing, as
in 1 John i 2, the existence of the Logos in God in respect of
intercourse (Bernhardy, p. 265). So also in all other passages
where it appears to mean simply with, Mark vi. 3, ix. 19;
Matt. xiii. 56, xxvi 55; 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 7; Gal. i. 18,1iv. 18;
and in the texts cited in Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 202! Upon
the thing itself, comp. concerning Wisdom, Prov. viii 30,
Wisd. ix. 4. The moral essence of this essential fellowship
is love (xvii. 24; Col i. 13), with which, at the same time,
any merely modalistic conception is excluded. — xai feos
7y 6 Moyos] and the Logos was God. This feds can only be
the predicate, not the subject (as Rohricht takes it), which
would contradict the preceding #» mpds Tov feov, because the
conception of the Aéyos would be only a periphrasis for God.
The predicate is placed before the subject emphatically (comp.
iv. 24), because the progress of the thought, “He was with
God, and (not at all a Person of an inferior nature, but) pos-
sessed of a divine nature,” makes this latter—the new element
to be introduced— the naturally and logically emphasized
member of the new clause, on account of its relation to mpos

1 The expressions, in the langnage of the common people, in many districts
are quite analogous: ‘‘he was with me,” ‘‘he stays with you™ (bei mich, bei
dich), and the like. Comp. for the Greek, Kriiger, § 68. 39. 4. — As agninst
all impersonal conceptions of the Logos, observe it is never said i» =¢ 4e5.
Réhricht (p. 312), however, arrives at the meaning i» 74 ¢4, and by unwar-
rantably comparing the very different usage of apés;, takes exception to our
explanation of wpés =dv fedr,
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rov Beor.' The omission of the article was necessary, because

0 fecs after the preceding mpos Tov fedv would have assigned
to the Logos identity of Person (as, in fact, Beyschlag, p. 162,
construes feos without the art). But so long as the question
of God’s self-mediation objectively remains out of considera-
tion, ¢ feds would have been out of place here, where wpos
rov fecv had laid down the distinction of Person; whereas
Beos without the article makes the unity of essence and nature
to follow the distinction of Person.®? As, therefore, by feos
without the article, John neither desires to indicate, on the
one hand, identity of Person with the Father; nor yet, on
the other, any lower nature than that which God Himself
possesses: so his doctrine of the Logos is definitely dis-
tinguished from that of Philo, which predicates feds with-
out the article of the Logos in the sense of subordination
in nature, nay, as he himself says, év xarayproes (I. 655, ed.
Mang.); see Hoelemann, I. 1, p. 34. Moreover, the name
o 8evrepos feos, which Philo gives to the Logos, must, accord-
ing to II. 625 (Euseb. praep. ev. vii. 13), expressly designate
an intermediate nature between God and man, after whose
image God created man. Zhis subordinationism, according
to which the Logos is indeed uefopios Tis eod ¢puars, but Tod
pev édrrov, avlpamov 8¢ kpelrtwy (1. 683), is not that of the
N. T., which rather assumes (comp. Phil. ii. 6, Col. i. 15, 16)
the eternal unity of being of the Father and the Son, and
places the subordination of the latter in His dependence on
the Father, as it does the subordination of the Spirit in His
dependence on the Father and the Son. @egs, therefore, is
not to be explained by help of Philo, nor is it to be con-
verted into a general qualitative idea—* divine,” * God-like”
(B. Crusius),—which deprives the expression of the precision
which, especially considering the strict monotheism of the N. T.
(in John, see in particular xvii. 3), it must possess, owing

3 There is something majestic in the way in which the description of the
Logos, in the three brief but great propositions of ver. 1, is unfolded with in-
creasing fulness.

2 ¢«¢The last clause, the Word was God, is against Arius; the other, the Word
was with God, against Sabellius.”—Lvruen. Sce also Thomasius, Clr. Pers.
v. Werk, L. 83 £,
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to the conception of the personal Logos as a divine being.
Comp. Schmid, bl Theol. II. 370. On Sam. Crell’s con-
jecture (Artemonit initium ev, Joh. ex antiquitate eccl. restitud.
1726) that Oeod is a mere anti-trinitarian invention, see
Bengel, Appar. crit. p. 214 ff.

Ver. 2 again emphatically combines the first and second
clauses of ver. 1, in order to connect with them the work of
creation, which was wrought by the Adyos! In this way,
however, the subject also of the tiird clause of ver. 1 is
included in and expressed by odTos. On this ofTos—to0
which, then, wavra standing at the beginning of ver. 3 signi-
ficantly corresponds—Ilies the emphasis in the continuation
of the discourse. In ver. 2 is given the necessary premiss
to ver. 3; for if it was this same Logos, and no other than He,
who Himself was God, who lived in the beginning in fellow-
ship with God, and consequently when creation began, the
whole creation, nothing excepted, must have come into existence
through Him. Thus it is assumed, as a self-evident middle
term, that God created the world not immediately, but, accord-
ing to Gen. i., through the medium of the Word.

Ver. 3. IIdvra] “grande verbum, quo mundus, z.e uni-
versitas rerum factarum denotatur, ver. 10,” Bengel. Comp.
Gen. i.; Col. i. 16 ; Heb. 1. 2. Quite opposed to the context
is the view of the Socinians: “the moral creation is meant.”
Comp. rather Philo, de Cherub. I 162, where the Adyos appears
as the dpyavov &' of (comp. 1 Cor. viil. 6) wateorevdaty (o
xoopos). The further speculations of Philo concerning the
relation of the Adyos to the creation, which however are not
to be imputed to John, see in Hoelemann, Lc. p. 36 ff.  John
might have written Ta wdvra (with the article), as in 1 Cor.
viii, 6 and Col. i. 16, but he was mot obliged to do so.
Comp. Col i 17, John iii. 35. For his thought is “all”
(wnlimited), whereas Ta wdvra would express “the whole of
what actually exists” — kai xwpis adTod, x7A] an em-
phatic parallelismus antitheticus, often occurring in the classics
(Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 228 ; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p.
157), in the N. T. throughout, and especially in John (ver.
20, x, 28; 1 John ii. 4, 27, al). We are not to suppose

1 Who accordingly now worked as Alyes wpopopixin.
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that by this negative reference John meant to exclude (so
Liicke, Olshausen, De Wette, Frommann, Maier, Baeumlein)
the doctrine of a ¥An having an extra-temporal existence
(Philo, Lc.), because éyévero and «éyover describe that which
exists only since the creation, as having come into existence,
and therefore Az would not be included in the conception.
John neither held nor desired to oppose the idea of the UAn;
the antithesis has no polemical design—mnot even of an anti-
gnostic kind—to point out that the Logos is raised above the
series of Aeons (Tholuck); for though the world of spirits is
certainly included in the mravra and the oddé év, it is not
specially designated (comp. Col.i 16). How the Valentinians
had already referred it to the Adeons, see in Iren. Haer. i. 8.
5; Hilgenfeld, d. Ev. u. d. Briefe Joh. p. 32 ff — 098¢ &)
ne unum quidem, t.e. prorsus mihil, more strongly emphatic
than o¥6év. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5; see Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Sympos. p. 214 D; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 6. 2. As to
the thing itself, comp. Philo, IL p. 225: &' ob ciumas o
koopos Ednuovpyeito. — & yéyovev] Perfect: what has come
into being, and mow 4s. Comp. éxticrar, Col. i 16. This
belongs to the emphatic fulness of the statement (Bornemann,
Schol. in Luc. p. xxxvil), and connects itself with what pre-
cedes. The very ancient connection of it with what follows
(C. D. L. Verss,, Clem. Al, Origen, and other Greeks, Hera-
cleon, Ptolemaeus, Philos. Orig. v. 8, Latin Fathers, also Augus-
tine, Wetst.,, Lachm., Weisse), by putting the comma after
either yéy. or adrg (so already the Valentinians),! is to be
rejected, although it would harmonize with John’s manner of
carrying forward the members of his sentences, whereby “ex
proximo membro sumitur gradus sequentis” (Erasmus); but
in other respects it would only be Johannean if the comma

1« Whatever originated in Him (gelf) is life.” The latter is said to be the
Zoé, which with the Logos formed one Syzygy. Hilgenfeld regards this view
os correct, in connection with the assumption of the later Gnostic origin of the
Gospel. But the construction is false as regards the words, because neither
irvi nor iybueroe stands in the passage; and false also as regards the thought,
because, according to vv. 1-3, a principle of life cannot have first originated
in the Logos, but must have existed from the very beginning. Even Bunsen
{(Hypol. 11. 291, 357) erroueously preferred the punctuation of the Alexandrines
and Guostica
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were placed after oéy. (so also Lachm). The ground of
rejection lies not in the ambiguity of (w#, which cannot
surprise us in John, but in this, that the perfect vyéyovev, as
implying continuance, would have logically required éo7{ in-
stead of v after {wry; to v not yéyover but éyévero would
have been appropriate, so that the sense would have been:
“what came into existence had in Him its ground or source
of life.”

Ver. 4. An advance to the nature of the Logos® as life, and
thereby as light. — év abdTe fon 7v] in Him was life, He
was mnyy Lwis (Philo). ZLife was that which existed in Him,
of which He was full. This must be taken in the most com-
prehensive sense, nothing that is life being excluded, pkysical,
moral, eternal life (so already Chrysostom),—all life was con-
tained in the Logos, as in its principle and source. No limi-
tation of the conception, especially as (w7 is without the
article (comp. v. 26), has any warrant from the context ;
hence it is not to be understood either merely of physical life,
so far as it may be the sustaining power (B. Crusius, comp.
Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin), or of spiritnal
and efernal life,—of the Johannean fw7) aiwvios (Origen, Mal-
donatus, Lampe, Kuinoel, Kostlin, Hengstenberg, Weiss), where
Hengstenberg drags in the negative notion that the creature
was excluded from life until Christ was manifested in the
flesh, and that down to the time of His incarnation He had
only been virtually life and light.— kai 7 w9, x7\] and
the life, of which the Logos was the possessor, was the light of
men. The exposition then passes over from the universal to
the relation of the Logos to mankind ; for, being Himself the
universal source of life to the world made by Him, He was
as such unable to remain inactive, least of all with respect
to men, but shows Himself as operating upon them con-
formably to their rational and moral nature, especially as the
light, according to the necessary connection of life and light

! The Logos must necessarily be taken as in vv. 1-3, but not from ver. 4
onwards in Holmann's sense, as no longer a person but a thing, viz. the Gospel,
us Rihricht (p. 815) maintains, as if the verbum vocale were now a designation
of Christ, who is the bearer of it. No such change of meaning is indicated in
tlie text, and it only brings confusion into the clear advance of the thought.
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in opposition to death and darkness. (Comp. viii. 12; Ps,
xxxvi. 10; Eph. v. 14; Luke i. 78, 79.) The light is truth
pure and divine, theoretical and moral (both combined by an
inner necessity, and not simply the former, as Weiss main-
tains), the reception and appropriation of which enlightens the
man (vios ¢wres, xil. 36), whose non-appropriation and non-
acceptance into the consciousness determines the condition of
darkness. The Life was the Light of men, because in its
working upon them it was the necessary determining power
of their <llumination. Comp. such expressions as those in
xl. 25, xiv. 6, xviL 3. Nothing as yet is said of the working
of the Logos after His incarnation (xiv. 6), but (observe the
7v) that the divine truth in that primeval time came to man
from the Logos as the source of life; life in Him was for
mankind the actively communicating principle of the divine
a\rfewa, in the possession of which they lived in that fair morn-
ing of creation, before through sin darkness had broken in upon
them. This reference to the time when man, created after
God’s image, remained in a state of innocency, is necessarily
required by the 7y, which, like the preceding 7», must refer to
the creation-period indicated in ver. 3. Dut we are thus at
the same time debarred from understanding, as here belonging
to the enlightening action of the Logos, God's revelations to
the Hebrews and later Jews (comp. Isa. ii. 5), by the pro-
phets, etc. (Ewald), or even from thinking of the elements of
moral and religious truth to be found in heathendom (Adyos
omeppatirss). In that fresh, untroubled primeval age, when
the Logos as the source of life was the Light of men, the
antithesis of light and darkness did not yet exist; this tragic
antithesis, however, as John's readers knew, originated with
the fall, and had continued ever after. There follows, there-
fore, after a fond recalling of that fair bygone time (ver. 4),
the painful and mournful declaration of the later and still en-
during relation (ver. 5), where the light still shines indeed, but
in darkness,—a darkness which had not reccived it. If that
reference, however, which is to be kept closely in view, of 7w
to the time of the world’s creation, and also this representation
of the onward movement of our narrative, be correct, it cannot
also be explained of the. continwous (ver. 17) creative activity
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of the Logos, through which a consciousness and recognition of
the highest truth have been developed among men (De Wette);
and just as little may we find in 76 ¢ds 7. avfp. what belongs
to the Logos tn His essence only, in which case the reading
éor{ would (against Briickner) be more appropriate; comp.
pwtiler, ver. 9. As in v adrd Lwn 7, so also by v 70 pis 1.
avfp. must be expressed what the Logos was in His historical
activity, and not merely what He was virtually (Hengstenberg.
Comp. Godet, who, however, without any hint from the text,
or any historical appropriateness whatever, finds in “life and
Jight” a reminiscence of the trees of life and of knowledge in
Paradise.
Ver. 5. Relation of the light to the darkmess.— xal 76
¢@s] and the light shineth;' not “and thus, as the light, the
Togos shineth” (Liicke). The discourse steadily progresses
link by link, so that the preceding predicate becomes the sub-
ject.—daive:] Present, 4.e. uninterruptedly from the beginning
until mow; it embraces, therefore, the illuminating activity
of the Adyos doapros® and évoapros. As it is arbitrary to
-supply the idea of “ still present” (Weiss), so also is its limita-
tion to the revelations by the prophets of the O. T., which
would make ¢aiver merely the descriptive pracesens historicum
(DeWette). For the assumption of this, however, in connection
with pure preterites there is no warrant ; comp. rather ¢wriles,
ver. 9. According to Ewald, Jakrb. V. 194 (see his Jokann.
Schr. 1. 121), ¢aiver represents as present the time in which
the Light, which since the creation had enlightened men only
from afar, had now suddenly come down into the world, which
without it is darkness, and was shining in the midst of this
darkness. An antithetic relation is thus assumed (“only from
afar,—but now suddenly in the midst”) which has no support

! ¢ziv, lucet, not interchengeable with @zivsra:, which means apparet. Sce
on Phil. ii. 15. Godet's criticism of the distinction is exrToncous.

? Godet thinks that the law written in the heart, the light of conscience, is
meant (Rom. ii. 14), which the Logos makes use of ; and this His relation to
ell mankind is essential and permanent. But this would be utterly inadequate
to the fulness of meaning expressed by ¢as, especially in its antithesis to sxoria.
The ¢a¢ shines es divine light before Christ (by revelation and prophecy), and
after Him. It is supernatural, heavenly. Comp. 1 John ii. 8. There is no
wention here of the Aiyes ewypparinss,
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in the present tense alone, without some more distinet intima-
tion in the text. The stress, moreover, is not on ¢aive, but
the (tragic) emphasis is laid on the év 75 arorig, which with
this object precedes it. It is the continuation of the discourse,
ver. 7 ff., which first leads specially to the action of the Incar-
nate One (this also against Hengstenb.). — The oxoria is the
negation and opposite of the ¢as, the condition and order
of things in which man does not possess the divine dA7fea,
but has become the prey of folly, falsehood, and sin, as a god-
less ruling power, with all its misery, Here the abstract term
“darkness,” as the element in which the light shines, denotes
not the individual subject of darkness (Eph. v. 8), but, as the
context requires, that same totality which had been pre-
viously described by T@v dvfpwmwy, consequently mankind in
general, in so far as in and for themselves they have since
the fall been destitute of divine truth, and have become cor-
rupt in understanding and will. Melancthon well says, “ genus
humanum oppressum peccato vocat tenmebras.” Frommann
is altogether mistaken in holding that oxoria differs in the
two clauses, and means (1) humanity so far as it yet lay
beyond the influence of the light, and (2) humanity so far as
it was opposed thereto. But Hilgenfeld is likewise in error,
when, out of a different cirele of ideas, he imports the notion
that “licht and darkness are primeval opposites, which did
not first originate with the fall;” see on viii. 44. — o0 kaTé-
NaBev] apprehended it not, look not possession ¢f it; it was not
appropriated by the darkness, so that thereby the latter might
have become light, but remained aloof and alien to it. Comp.
PhLil iii. 12, 13,1 Cor. ix. 24, and especially Rom. ix. 30;
also expressions like xaralapB. godiav, Ecclus. xv.1,7. The
explanation apprehended, ie. &yvo, ver. 10 (Eph. iii. 18; Acts
x. 34, iv. 13; Plato, Phaedr. p. 250 D; Phil. p. 16 D; Polyb.
viii. 4. 6), is on one side arbitrarily narrowing, on another
anticipatory, since it foists in the individual suljects of the
ororia, which is conceived of as a realm. It is erroneous
to interpret, as Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius
Zigabenus, Bos., Schulthess, Hoelemann, p. 60, also Lange:
“The darkness did not hem it in, oppress it; it was invincible
before it.” Linguistically this is allowable (see Schweighaiiser,
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Lex, Herod. 11, p. 18), but it nowhere so occurs in the N. T,
and is here opposed to the parallels, vv. 10, 11. — Observe
that o0 xaréraBev, which presupposes no Gnostic absolutism,
but freedom of moral self-determination (comp. vv. 11, 12),
reflects the phenomenon as a whole, and indeed as it presented
itself to John in history and experience; hence the aorist.
Comp. iii. 19.

Ver. 6. In the painful antithesis of ver. 5 which pervades
the entire Gospel, was included not merely the pre-human
relation of the Logos to mankind, but His relation thereto
after His incarnation likewise (see on ¢aiver). This latter is
now more minutely unfolded as far as ver. 11, and indeed in
such a way that John, to strengthen the antithesis, adduces
first the testimony of the Baptist (vv. 6-8) to the Light, on the
ground of which he then designates the Logos as the true
Light (ver. 9); and finally, thus prefaced, makes the antithesis
(vv. 10, 11) follow with all the more tragic effect. The
mention of John's testimony here in the Prologue is not there-
fore a mere confirmation of the reality of the appearance of
the Logos (Briickner), which the statements of vv. 9, 10 did
not require ; still less is it a pressing forwards of the thought
to the beginning of the Gospel history (De Wette), nor even
the representation of the idea of the first intervention in the
antithesis between light and darkness (Baur), nor “an illus-
trious exception” (Ewald) to the preceding % oxoria, kT, ;
but introducing a new paragraph, and therefore beginning
without a particle, it forms a historical preparation, answering
to what was actually the fact, for that non-recognition and
rejection (vv. 10, 11) which, in spite of that testimony of the
Daptist, the light shining in the darkness had experienced.
Ver. 15 stands to ver. 7 in the relation of a particular definite
statement to the general testimony of which it is a part. —
éyéveTo] not there was (7w, iiL 1), but denoting the appcaring,
the historical manifestation. See on Mark i. 4; Luke i 5;
Phil. ii. 7. Hence not with Chrys.: éyéveto dmeaTanpé-
vos avti Tod dmeoTdAn; which Hengstenberg repeats. —
Observe in what follows the noble simplicity of the narrative :
we need not look out for any antithetical reference (éyévero —
dvfpwmos — amear. . Oeod) to ver. 1 (B. Crusius, Luthardt,
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and older expositors). With daweocralu. 7. feod, comp. iil
28; Mal iii. 1, 23. Description of the true prophet; comp.
also Luke iii. 2, 3.

Ver. 7. Eis paptupiav] tobear witness; for John festified
what had been prophetically made known to him by divine
revelation respecting the Light which had come in human
form. Comp. ver. 33. — {va mdvres, x.T.\.] Purpose of the
uaptuprion, final end of the HAev. — mioTevo.] 4.6 in the
light; comp. vv. 8, 9, xii. 36.— &8¢ av7T0d] by means of
Jokn, so far as he by his witness-bearing was the medium of
producing faith: “and thus John is a servant and guide to the
Light, which is Christ” (Luther); not by means of the light
(Grotius, Lampe, Semler), for here it is not faith in God
(1 Pet. 1. 21) that is spoken of.

Ver. 8. 7v is emphatic, and is therefore placed in the front:
he was not the Light, but he was to bear witness of the Light;
and hence, in the second clause, papTvprjon emphatically
takes the lead. The object of making this antithesis pro-
minent is not controversy, nor has it the slightest reference
to the disciples of John (see the Introduction), but to point
out! the true position of the Baptist in face of the historical
fact, that when he first appeared, men took him for the Messiah
Himself (comp. ver. 20; Luke iii. 15), so that his witness
shall appear in its proper kistorical aspect. Comp. Cyril. —
&N {va, et\] From what precedes, we must understand
#\Bev before iva; a rapid hastening away to the main thought
(comp. ix. 3, xili. 18, xv. 25; 1 John ii. 19; Fritzsche, ad
Matt. 840 £ ; Winer, p. 297 [E. T. p. 398]); not imperative
(De Wette), nor dependent upon #» (Liicke, Lange, Godet):
not the latter, because elvar, a (instead of els 7o), even if it
were linguistically possible, is here untenable on account of
the emphasis placed upon the 7»; while to take 7v in the sense
of aderat, as again understood before iva (Godet), would be
more forced and arbitrary than to supply #Afev from ver. 7.

Ver. 9. For the correct apprehension of this verse, we must

! Not: to bring more fully to light the greatness of Christ, through the
subordination to Him of the greatest men and prophets, as Hengstenb. asserts.
Tu this case John ought to have been described according to his own greatness
and rank, and not eimply as in ver. 6,
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observe, (1) that 7y has the main emphasis, and therefore is
placed at the beginning: (2) that 70 ¢ds 70 aArpf. cannot
be the predicate, but must be the subject, because in ver. 8
another was the subject; consequently without a 7oi7o, or
some such word, there are no grounds for supposing a subject
not expressed: (3) that épyou. els Tov wéopov (with Origen,
Syr., Copt., Euseb., Chrys.. Cyril,, Epiph., Nonnus, Theophyl,,
Euth. Zig, It, Vulg, Augustine, Erasmus, Luther, Beza,
Calvin, Aret., and most of the early expositors’) can only be
connected with wdvra dvfpwmov, not with %»; because when
John was bearing witness the Logos was already in the world
(ver. 26), not simply then came into the world, or was about to
come, or kad to come. We should thus be obliged arbitrarily
to restrict épxy. els T. xoop. to His entrance wpon His public
ministry, as Grotius already did (from whom Calovius differs),
and because the order of the words does not suggest the con-
necting of %v with épxou. ; rather would the prominence given
to %y, and its wide separation from épyou., be without any
reason. Hence the connection by the early church of épyop.
with 7. dvfp. is by no means to be regarded, with Hilgenfeld,
as obsolete, but is to be retained,—to be explained, however,
thus: “ The true Light was existing, which lighteth every man
that cometh into the world.” This, together with the following
év T roopw v onwards to éyéveto, serves, by preparing the
way, to strengthen the portentous and melancholy antithesis,
Kkal 6 xoop. abtov ovx éyvw. The usual objection that épydp.
€ls 7. «., when referred to mwavra avfp., is a superfluous by-
clause, is inept. There is such a thing as a solemn redun-
dance, and that we have here, an epic fulness of words. Hence
we must reject (1) the usual interpretation by the older
writers (before Grotius), with whom even Kaeuffer sides:
“He (or even that, namely o ¢@s) was the true Light which
lighteth all men who come into this world” (Luther), against
which we have already remarked under (1) and (2) above;
again, (2) the construction ‘which connects épyou. with ¢as
as an accompanying definition (so probably Theod. Mopsu.;
some in Augustine, de pecc. mer. ef rem. i. 25; Castalio,

' So of late Paulus also, and Klee, Kaeufler in the Sdchs. Stud. 1844, p.
116, Hoelemann, and Godet.
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Vatablus, Grotins; Schott, Opusc. I. p. 14; Maier): “ He was
the true Light, which was at that time to come into the world ;"
also, (3) the connecting of 7» with épyduevov, so as to inter-
pret it either in a purely historical sense (Bleek, Késtlin, B.
Crusius, Lange, Hengstenberg: “ He came,” with reference to
Mal. iii. 1; and so already Bengel); or relatively, as De Wette,
Liicke: “when John had appeared to bear witness of Him,
even then came the true Light into the werld,” comp. Hauff in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1846, p. 575; or as future, of Him who
was soon to appear: venturum erat (Rinck, Tholuck), according
to Luthardt (comp. Baeuml): “it had been determined of God
that He should come ;” or more exactly, of an unfulfilled state
of things, still present at that present time: “ It was coming”
(Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 51%); and according to Ewald, who
attaches it to vv. 4, 5: “It was at that teme always coming
anto the world, so that every human being, if he had so wished,
might have let himself be guided by Him;” comp. Keim:
“He was continually coming into the world.” As to details,
we have further to remark: #v] aderat, as in vii. 39 and
often ; its more minute definition follows in ver. 10: év 7¢
koaue 7v. The Light was already there (in Jesus) when John
bore witness of Him, ver. 26. The reference of vv. 9-13 to
the working of the Logos before His incarnation (Tholuck,
Olshausen, Baur, also Lange, Leben J. ITL p. 1806 ff) entirely
Dreaks down before vv. 11-13, as well as before the com-
parison of the Baptist with the Logos, which presupposes the
personal manifestation of the latter (comp. also ver. 15); and
therefore Baur erroneously denies that there is any distinction
made in the Prologue between the working of the Logos before
Christ and #n Christ. Comp. Bleek in the Stud u. Krit. 1833,

! The interpretation of Schoettgen, Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller, as if instead
of ipxop. we had 72k, is quite erroneous. Luther's explanation down to 1527
was better : *“through His advent into this world.”

2 That is, during the time before His baptism ; the man Jesus (according
to the Valentinian Gnosis) did not become the organ of the Logos until His
baptism, and accordingly through that rite the Logos first came into the world.
The birth of Jesus was only introductory to that coming. Briickner, while re-
jecting this importation of Gnosticism, sgrees in other respects with Hilgenfeld.
— Philippi (der Eingang d. Jok. Ev, p. 89): “He was to come, according to the
promises of the 0. T. ;" and ver. 10: **These promises had now received their
fulfilment.” :
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p. 414 ff — 76 &rnbivov] Because it was neither John nor
any other, but the #rue, genuine, archetypal Light, which cor-
responds to the idea—the idea of the light realized! Comp.
iv. 23, 37, vi. 32, vii. 28, xv. 1. See, generally, Schott,
Opusc. I. p. 7ff ; ¥Frommann, Lehrbegr. p. 130 ff.; Kluge in
the Jahrd. f. D. Th. 1866, p. 333 ff.; also Hoelemann, i, p.
63, who, however, supposes an antithesis, which is without
any support from the connection, to the cosmic light (Gen. i.).
— 0 ¢wTtiler wdvra dvlp.] a characteristic of the true
light ; it illumines every one. This remains true, even though,
as a matter of fact, the illumination is not received by many
(see on Rom. ii. 4), so that every one does not really become
what he could become, a child of light, ¢as év xupie, Eph. v. 8.
The relation, as a matter of experience, resolves itself into this:
“quisquis illuminatur, ab hac luce illuminatur,” Bengel ; comp.
Luthardt. It is not this, however, that is expressed, but the
essential Telation as it exists on the part of the Logos.” Bengel
well says: “numerus singularis magnam hic vim habet.”
Comp. Col. i. 15; Rom. iil. 4.— épyouevor els 7. koopov]
every man coming into the world; rightly without the article;
comp. 2 John 7. The addition of the predicative clause gives
emphatic prominence to the conception of wdvra. There is no
need to compare it with the Rabbinic D3 Ria (see Lightfoot
and Schoettgen). Comp. xvi. 21, and see on xviii. 37.

Ver. 10. What here follows is linked on to the preceding
by év 76 koope v, following upon eis 7. xéop. This is a
fuller definition of the emphatic 5v of ver. 9: “ It was in the
world,” viz. in the person of Jesus, when John was bearing
witness. There is no mention here of its continual presence
in humanity (B. Crusius, Lange), nor of the “lumiére innée”
(Godet) of every man; see on ver. 5. The repetition of koouos
three times, where, on the last occasion, the word has the

! In the classics, see Plato, Pol. i. p. 347 D (=4 &y &rnfnvis), vi. p. 499 C;
Xen, Anab. i. 9. 17; Oec. x. 3 ; Dem. 113. 27, 1248. 22 ; Theocrit. 16
(Anthol.) ; Pindar, Ol ii. 201; Polyb. i. 6. 6, e¢ al. Riick., Abendm. p. 266,
erroneously says, ‘‘the word seldom occurs in the classics.” It is especially
common in Plato, and among later writers in Polybius.

2 Luther: *‘ Of what avail is it that the clear sun shines and lightens, if I
shut my eyes and will not see his light, or creep away from it beneath the
earth?” Comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 848 [E. T. p. 410].
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narrower sense of the world of mankind, gives prominence to
the mournful antithesis; Buttm. neuf. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. p.
398). — 7v] not pluperfect (“It had been already always in
the world, but was not recognised by it”), as Herder, Tholuck,
Olshausen, and Klee maintain, but like 7y in ver. 9. — xal
0 koopos 8. alTod éyép.] Further preparation, by way of
climax, for the antithesis with reference to ver. 3. If the
Light was in the world, and the world was made by it, the
latter could and ought all the more to have recognised the
former: it could, because it needed only not to close the inner
eye against the Light, and to follow the impulse of its original
necessary moral affinity with the creative Light; it ought,
because the Light, shining within the world, and having even
given existence to the world, could demand that recognition,
the non - bestowal of which was ingratitude, originating in
culpable delusion and moral obduracy. Comp. Rom. i. 19 ff.
We need not attach to the xaf, which is simply conjunctive,
either the signitication although (Kuinoel, Schott), nor the
force of the relative (which was made by it, Bleek). —adTov]
the Logos, which is identified with the Light, which is being
spoken of as its possessor, according to vv. 4 ff.; adTod was
still neuter, but the antithesis passes over into the masculine,
because the ohject which was not recognised was this very
personal manifestation of the Logos.—With regard to the last
«ai, observe: “cum vi pronuntiandum est, ut saepe in senten-
tiis oppositionem continentibus, ubi frustra fuere qui xairos
requirerent,” Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 29 B. Comp. Har-
tung, Partikell. p. 147. Very often in John.

Ver. 11. More particular statement of the contrast. Observe
the gradual ascent to still greater definiteness: #jv, ver. 9; év 7
kéouw 7w, ver. 10; els Ta ida fAde, ver. 11.—eis 7a idia] to
His own possession, is, with Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin,
Dengel, Lampe, and many expositors, also Liicke, Tholuck,
Bleek, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier, Frommann,
Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Luthardt, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Godet,
and most interpreters, to be explained of the Jewish people a8
specially belonging to the Messiah (Ecclus, xxiv. 7 ff), as they
are called in Ex. xix. 5, Deut. vii. 6, Ps. cxxxv. 4, Isa. xxxi.
9, Jehoval’s possession; from Israel salvation was to spread
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over all the world (iv. 22; Matt. viii. 12; Rom. i. 16). This
interpretation is required by the onward progress of the dis-
course, which by the use of #Afe excludes any reference to
the world (Corn. a Lapide, Kuinoel, Schott. Reuss, Keim),
as was proposed along with this by Chrysostom, Ammonius,
Theophylact, Euth. Zig, and conjoined with it by Augustine
and many others. “He was in the werld;” and now follows
His historical advent, “ He came to His own possession.” There-
fore the sympathy of God's people, who were Hts own people,
should have led them to reach out the hand to Him.-—o¢
18¢0¢] the Jews. wapéraBov] they received Him not, i.e. not
as Him to whom they peculiarly belonged. Comp. Matt. i.
20, xxiv. 40, 41; Herod. i. 154, vii. 106; Plato, Soph. p.
218 B. Observe that the special guilt of Isracl appears still
greater (o0 mapéhaBov, they despised Him) than the general
guilt of mankind (odk éyvw). Comp. the odx nfesigare of
Matt. xxiii. 37; Rom. x. 21. In the negative form of ex-
pression (vv. 10, 11) we trace a deeply elegiac and mournful
strain.

Ver. 12. The mass of the Jews rejected Him, but still not
all of them. Hence, in this fuller description of the relation
of the manifested Logos to the world, the refreshing light is
now (it is otherwise in ver. 5) joyfully recognised and placed
over against the shadow.—éraBov] He came, they received
Him, did not reject Him. Comp. v. 43 ; Soph. Phil. 667,
(ddv Te ral AaBwv ¢ilov.—The nominative 8aoor is emphatic,
and continues independent of the construction that follows.
See on Matt. vii, 24, x. 14, xiii. 12, xxjii. 16; Acts vii. 40.
— éfovaiav] neither dignity, nor advantage (Erasmus, Beza,
Flacins, Rosenmiiller, Semler, Kuinoel, Schott), nor even pos-
sibility (De Wette, Tholuck), nor capability (Hengstenberg,
Briickner), fully comes up to the force of the word,' but He
gave them full power (comp. v. 27, xvii. 2). The rejection of
the Logos when He came in person, excluded from the attain-
ment of that sacred condition of fitness—received through
Him—for entering into the relationship of children of God,
they only who received Him in faith obtained through Him
this warrant, this title (émirpomn vouov, Plato, Defin. p. 415 B).

! Comp. Godet: **il les & mis en paosition.”
F
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It is, however, an amangement sn the gracious decree of God ;
neither a claim of right on man’s part, nor any nternal ability
(Liicke, who compares 1 John v. 20; also Lange),—a meaning
which is not in the word itself, nor even in the connection,
since the commencement of that filial relationship, which is
the consummation of that highest theocratic éfovoia, is con-
ceived as a being born, ver. 13, and therefore as passive (against
B. Crusius). — 7éxva feod] Cluist alone s the Son of God,
manifested as such from His birth, the povoyevris. Believers,
from their knowledge of God in Christ (xvii. 3), become chil-
dren of God, by being born of God (comp. iii. 3; 1 John iii
9), <.e. through the moral transformation and renewal of their
entire spiritual nature by the Holy Ghost; so that now the
divine element of life rules in them, excludes all that is
ungodly, and permanently determines the development of this
moral fellowship of nature with God, onwards to its future
glorious consummation (1 John iii. 2 ; John xvii. 24). See also
1 John iii. 9 and 1 Pet. 1. 23. Itis thus that Jokn represents
the idea of filial relationship to God, for which he always uses
7ékva from the point of view of a spiritual genesis ;! while Paul
apprehends it from the legal side (as adoption, Rom. viii. 15;
Gal iv. 5), regarding the spiritual renewal connected therewith
(regeneration), the kaworns fwijs (Rom. vi. 4), as a new creation
(2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. vi. 15), a moral resurrection (Rom. vi.),
and the like; while the Synoptics (comp. also Rom. viii. 23)
make the viofesia appear as first commencing with the king-
dom of the Messiah (see on Matt. v. 9, 45; Luke vi. 35), as
conditioned, however, by the moral character. There is no

! Hilgenfeld, indeed, will have it that those spoken of are already regarded
as originally wirva e (comp. iii. 6, vili. 44, xi. 52), and attempts to escape
the dilemma into which ysvisdas brings him, by help of the interpretation :
“‘the power by which the man who is born of God realizes this, and actually
becomes what he is in himself according to his nature!” Thus we should have
here the Gnostic semen arcanum electorum et spiritualium. See Hilgenfeld,
Evangelien, p. 233. The reproach of tautology which he also brings against the
ordinary explanation (in his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 110) is quite futile. The great
conception of the sixwe ¢ee7, which appears here for the first time, was in John's
eye important emough to be accompanied by a more detailed elucidation.
Generally, against the anthropological dualism discovered in John by Hilgen-
feld (also by Scholten), see Weiss, Lekrbegr, p. 128 fI. ; also Weizsicker in the
Jakrb. f. D. Th. 1862, p. 680 £. ; and even Baur, neutest. Theol. p 339 fI.



CIIAP. 1. 13. 83

difference as to the thing itself, only in the manner of appre-
Lending its various sides and stages.— 7ols mioTedovo iy,
x7.N] quippe qui credunt, is conceived as assigning the reason;
for it is as believers that they have fulfilled the subjective
condition of arriving at sonship, not only negatively, since
they are no longer under the wrath of God and the condem-
nation of the law (iii. 36, 16, 17, v. 45), but also positively,
inasmuch as they now possess a capacity and susceptibility
for the operation of the Spirit (vii 38, 39). John does not
say mioTevgaow, but wioTedovary, for the faith, the entrance
of which brought about the éxaBov, is thenceforth their endur-
ing habitus.— els 7o Svopa adTod] not essentially different
from els adTov, but characterizing it more fully; for the entire
subject-matter of faith lies in the name of the person on whom
we believe ; the uttered name contains the whole confession of
faith. Comp. ii. 23, iii. 18, 1 John iii. 23, v. 13. The name
itself, moreover, is no other than that of the historically mani-
fested Logos—Jesus Christ, as is self-evident to the conscious-
ness of the reader. Comp. ver. 17; 1 John v. 1, ii. 22.

Ver. 13. O1] refers to téxkva feod (the masculine in the
well-known constructio xatd ovvesiw, 2 John 1, Philem. 10
Gal. iv. 19; comp. Eurip. Suppl. 12, Androm. 571), not to
Tols mioTebovaw, because the latter, according to ver. 12, are
said to become God’s children, so that éyewifnsar would not
be appropriate. The conception “children of God” is more
precisely defined as denoting those who came into existence not
after the manner of natural human generation, but who were
begotten of God. The negative statement exhibits them as
those in whose coming into existence human generation (and
consequently also Abrahamic descent) has no part whatever.
This latter brings about no divine sonship, ili. 6.— odx é£
aipdTwv] not of blood, the blood being regarded as the seat
and basis of the physical life (comp. on Acts xv. 20), which is
transmitted by generation! Comp. Acts xvii. 26 ; Hom. I
vi. 211, xx. 241; Soph. 4j. 1284, EI. 1114 ; Plato, Soph. p.
268 D; Liv. xxxviii. 28. Kypke and Loesner on the passage,
Interpp. ad Virg. Aen. vi. 836 ; Horace, Od. ii. 20. 6; Tib. i,

Y d¢ vob oxipuaTos dAnw wob aluzros Ixovros, Eustath. ad Hom. IL vi. 21
Comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 246 [E. T. p. 290, and note}
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6. 66. The plural is not to be explained of the commingling
of the fwo scxes (“ex sanguinibus enim homines nascuntur
maris et feminae,” Augustine; comp. Ewald), because what
tollows (av8pés and the corresponding éx feod) points simply
to generation on the man’s side ; nor even of the multiplicity
of the children of God (B. Crusius), to which there is no refer-
ence in what follows; quite as little does it refer to the
continuos propagationum ordines from Adam, and afterwards
from Abraham downwards (Hoelemann, p. 70), which must
necessarily have been more distinctly indicated. Rather is the
plural used in a sense not really different from the singular,
and founded only on this, that the material blood is repre-
sented as the sum-total of all its parts (Kiihner, IL. p. 28).
Comp. Eur. Jon. 703, &\\wv Tpageis ad’ aipdtov; Soph. Ant.
121, and many places in the Tragedians where aiuara is used
in the sense of murder (Aesch. Eum. 163, 248 ; Eur. EI 137;
Or. 1547, al); Monk, ad Eur. 4lc. 512 ; Blomf. Gloss. Choepk.
60. Comp. Ecclus. xxii. 22, xxxi. 21 ; 2 Mace. xiv. 18; also
Plato, Legg. x. p. 887 D, ére év ydrafe Tpepopevo.—The nega-
tion of human origination is so important to John (comp. iii. 6),
that he adds two further parallel definitions of it by 0d8é—ovdé
(which he arranges co-ordinately) ; nor even—nor even, where
capkos designates the flesh as the substratum of the generative
impulse, not “ the woman” (Augustine, Theophylact, Rupertus,
Zeger, Schott, Olshausen),—an interpretation which is most
inappropriately supported by a reference to Gen. ii. 22, Eph.
v. 28,29, Jude 7, while it is excluded by the context (dv8pas,
and indeed by what follows). The man’s generative will is
meant, and this is more exactly, .e. personally, defined by éx
fen. dvdpos, to which the contrasted éx feod is correlative ; and
hence dvjp must not be generalized and taken as equivalent
to dvfpwmos (Liicke), which never occurs—even in the
Homeric maryp dvdpdv e Oedv Te only apparently—but here
least of all, because the act of generation is the very thing
spoken of. The following are merely arbitrary glosses upon the
points which are here only rhetorically accumulated to produce
an ever increasing distinctness of description ; e.g. Baumgarten
Crusius: “There is an advance here from the most sensual
to the most noble” (nature, inclination, will—in spite of the
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twice repeated fedsjuaros ) ; Lange (L. J. IIL p. 558): “ There
is an onward progress from natural generation to that which
is caused by the will, and then to that consummated in
theocratic faith;” Hoelemann: “codpf, meant of both sexes,
stands midway between the universalis humani generis pro-
pagatio (aimara) and the proprius singularis propagationis
auctor (dvrp).” Even Delitzsch refines upon the words,
finding in OeMsju. gapkos the unholy side of generation, though
John has only in view the antithesis between the Zuman and
the divine viewed in and by themselves.—éx feod éyevv1j0.]
were begolten of God, containing the real relation of sonship to
God, and thus explaining the former Téxva feots, in so far as
these were begotten by no human being, but by God, who
through the Holy Spirit has restored their moral being and
life, iii. 5. Hence éx Beot éyevv. is not tautological. ’Ex
indicates the issuing forth from God as cause, where the rela-
tion of immediateness (in the first and last points) and of
mediateness (in the second and third) lies in the very thing,
and is self-evident without being distinctively indicated in the
simple representation of John.

Ver. 14. Kai] and; not assigning a reason for the sonship
just mentioned (Chrys., Theophyl, Jansen, Grotius, Lampe, and
several others); nor even=odv (Bleek), nor in the semse of
namely (Frommann), nor yea (Godet), but simply carrying
forward the discourse, like every xat in the Prologue ; and not
therefore pointing back to ver. 4 (Maldonatus) or to ver. 9
(De Wette), nor joining om to ver. 11 (Liicke: “The Logos
came not only to His own possession, but appeared visibly;” so,
substantially, also Baur and Hilgenfeld), which would Dbe a
merely apparent advance in the exposition, because the visible
manifestation is already intimated by ¢awer in ver. 5 and in
vv. 9-13. No; after having in vv. 4-13 spoken of the Logos
as the light, of the melancholy opposition of the darkness of
unbelief to that true light which had been attested by the
Baptist as divine, and of the exceedingly blessed effects which
He exercised on believers through the bestowal of the gift of
sonship, the evangelist, on arriving at this last point, which
expresses his own deepest and most blessed experience, can no
longer hesitate formally and solemnly again to proclaim the
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great event by which the visible manifestation of the Logos—
previously so frequently presupposed and referred to—had,
with all its saving power, been brought about; and thus by
an outpouring of speech, which, prompted by the holiest
recollections, soars involuntarily upwards until it reaches the
highest height, to set forth and celebrate the How of that
manifestation of the Logos which was attended with such
blessed results (vv. 12, 13), and which he had himself ex-
perienced. The transition, therefore, is from what is said in
vv. 12, 13 of the efficacy of the manifested Logos, to the
nature and manner of that manifestation itself, i.e. consequently
to the <ncarnation, as a result of which He, as Jesus Christ,
exhibited the glory of the Only-begotten, and imparted the
fulness of grace and truth,—that {ncarnation which histori-
cally determined what is recorded of Him in vv. 12, 13.
Accordingly xai is not definitive, “under such circumstances,
with such consequences” (Briickner, who inappropriately com-
pares Heb. iii. 19, where xai connects the answer with the
question as in continuous narration), but it carries the discourse
onwards, leading up to the highest summit, which even from
ver. 5 showed itself as in the distance. We must interpret
it: and—to advance now to the most momentous fact in the
work of redemption, namely, 2ow He who had come and
wrought so much blessing was manifested and was able to
accomplish such a work—the Word was made flesh, etc. —
o Mdyos] John does not simply say xai gapf éyévero, but he
names the great subject as he had done in ver. 1, to complete
the solemnity of the weighty statement, which he now felt
himself constrained still to subjoin and to carry onwards, as
if in joyful triumph, to the close of the Prologue.— capé
éyéveto] The word odpf is carefully chosen, not indeed in
any sort of opposition to the divine idea of hwmanity, which
in this place is very remote’ but as opposed to the purely
divine, and hence also to the purely immaterial nature® of the

1 Against Beyscilag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 459.

? Hence also o pE is selected for the purpose of expressing the full entithesis,
and not soua, because there might be a siua without sdpf (1 Cor. xv. 40, 44);
and besides, the expression ¢ Adyos sopa iyivero would not necessarily include
the possession of a human soul. John might also have written &vépwros iyie
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Logos (Clem. ad Cor. IL. 9, dv uév 70 mpdrov mvedua éyévero
oapf; comp. Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. 197), whose transition,
however, into this other form of existence necessarily pre-
supposes that He is conceived of as a personality, not as a
principle (Beyschlag, Christol. p. 169); as is, besides, required
by the whole Prologue. The actual incarnation of a principle
would be for John an unrealizable notion, Just as decidedly
is 0 Adyos capf éyévero opposed to the representation that the
Logos always became more and more completely odpf (Bey-
schlag) during the whole unfolding of His earthly life. The
0 \oyos oapf éyévero is a definite act in the consummation of
His history. He became flesk, t.e. a corporeal material being,
visible and tangible (1 John i 2), which He was not before,!
and by which it is self-evident that the human mode of exist-
ence in which He appeared, which we have in the person of
Jesus, and which was known to the reader, is intended. 'Ev
agapxi éxizvbey (1 John iv. 2; 2 John 7; comp. 1 Tim. iii.
16) is, in fact, the same thing, though expressed from the
point of view of that modality of His coming which is con-
ditioned by the capf éyéveto. As, however, éyévero points
out that He bccame what He was not before, the incarnation
cannot be a mere accident of His substantial being (against
Baur), but is the assumption of another real existence, whereby
out of the purely divine Logos-Person, whose specific nature
at the same time remained unaltered, and in order to accom-
plish the work of redemption (chap. vi.; Rom. viii. 3; Heb.
ii. 14, 15), a really corporeal personality, 7.e. the God-man
Jesus Christ (ver. 17), came into existence. Comp. on the
point, 1 John iv. 2; Phil. ii. 7; 1 Tim. iii 16; Heb. ii. 14,
v. 7. Since odpf necessarily carries with it the idea only of
the vruxn (see Schulz, Abendm. p. 94 ff.; Weiss, Lehrbegr. .
256), it might seem as if John held the Apollinarian notion,

vwo (v. 27, viii. 40), but odpt presented the antithesis of both forms of exist-
ence most sharply and strikingly, and yet at the same time unquestionably
designates the human personality (xvii. 2). Aecording to Baur, indeed, it is
sail to be impossible to understand by the incarnation any proper assumption of
humanity.

1 Comp. the well-known *‘Sum quod eram, nec eram quod swm, nunc dicor
wirumque.” In Jesus Christ we have the absclute synthesis ot the divine unil
the human.
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that in Christ there was no human wvods, but that the Adyoq
took its place! But it is not really so (see, on the other side,
Mau, Progr. de Christolog. N. T, Kiel 1843, p. 13 ff), because
the human +rvys7 does not exist by itself, but in necessary
connection with the wvedua (Beck, bibl. Seelenl. § 13; Hahn,
Theol. d. N. T. I § 154), and because the N. T. (comp. viii.
40) knows Jesus only as perfect man? In fact, John in par-
ticular expressly speaks of the vy (xil. 27) and wvedpua
of Christ (xi. 33, xiii. 21, xix. 30), which he does not identify
with the Logos, but designates as the substratum of the
human self-consciousness (xi. 38).> The transcendental cha-
racter, however, of this self-consciousness, as necessarily given
in the incarnation of the Logos, Weizsiicker has not succeeded,
as is plain from his interpretation of the passages referred to,
in explaining away by anything Jesus Himself says in this
Gospel. ~ The conception of weakness and susceptibility of
suffering (see on Acts il 17), which Luther, Melancthon,
Calvin, Olshausen, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others

1 Of late, Zeller in particular (in the Theol. Jahrb. 1842, 1. 74) has limited
the Johannean doctrine of the human element in the person of Jesus simply
to His corpore:ty, excluding any special human anima rationalis. Comp. alsc
Kostlin, p. 148 fI., and Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 362. That «dpf was the merely
Jormal non-personal ¢lothing of the Logos-subject (Pfleiderer, in Hilgenfeld's
Zeitschr. 1866, p. 260), does not correspond with the conception of vdpwaro;,
under which Christ represents Himself (viii. 40). This is also in answer to
Scholten, who in like manner comes to the conclusion that, in John's view, Jesus
was man as to His body only, but the Logos as to His spirit.

2 80 John in particular. See Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 234 ff., who, however,
explains the ¢&pf iyévere from the Valentinian system, and attributes to the
evangelist the notion of a corporeity, real indeed, but not fettered by the
limitation of 2 material body, appealing to vi. 16 ff., vii. 10, 15, viii. 59, ii. 18 fl.
Baur's view is similar, though he does not go so far. Baur, p. 367.

3 Rightly has the church held firmly to the perfection (perfectio) of the divine
and human natures in Christ in the Athanasian sense. No change and no
defect of nature on the one side or the other can be justified on exegetical
grounds, and especially no such doctrine as that of Gess, that by the incarnation
the Logos became a human soul or a human spirit (comp. also Hahn, T%eol. d.
N. 7.1.1981.). This modification, which some apply to the xivweis, is un-
scriptural, and is particularly opposed to Johu's testimony throughout his Gospel
and First Epistle. How little does Gess succeed in reconciling his view with
John v. 28, for example,—a passage which is always an obstacle in his way!
Further, according to Worner, Verhilin. d. Geistes zum Sohne Gott. p. 27, the
Logos became a soul. Against Hahn, see Dorner in the Jakrd. f. D. Theol.
1856, p. 393 L
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fiud in odpf, is quite remote from this verse (comp. 1 John
iv. 2), where the point in question is simply the change in
the divine mode of existence, while the odpf is that which
bears the 8ofa ; and so also is any anti-Docetic reference, such
as Frommann and others, and even De Wette and Lechler,
imagine. — The supernatural generation of Jesus is neither
presupposed nor included (as even Godet maintains), nor ex-
cluded,! in John's representation o Aéyos aapf éyévero, for
the expression contains nothing as to the manner of the
incarnation; it is an addition to the primitive apostolical
Christology, of which we have no certain trace either in the
oldest Gospel (Mark), or in the only one which is fully apostolic
(John), or even anywhere in Paul: see on Matt. i. 18 ; comp.
John v. 27, Rom. i. 3, 4. — kal éoxrjrocer év uiv] and
tabernacled, i.e. took wp His abode, among us: éoxijvwoev here
is chosen merely to draw our attention to the manifestation of
the incarnate Logos, whose holy oxivoua (2 Pet. i. 13) was in
fact His human substance® as the fulfilment of the promise of
God’s dwelling with His people (Ex. xxv. 8, xix. 45; Lev.
xxvi. 11; Joel iii. 21; Ezek. xxxvii. 27; Hagg. ii. 8: comp.
Ecclus. xxiv. 8; Rev. xxi. 3), and therefore as the Shekinah
which formerly revealed itself in the tabernacle and in the
temple (see on Rom. ix. 4); an assumption which the context
justifies by the words: éfead. 7. 8ofav adrod. The Targums,
in like manner, represent the Word (x'w) as the n»av, and
the Messiah as the manifestation of this.— év Huiv] refers
to the doo¢ énaBov alrov, vv. 12, 13, to whom John belongs,
not simply to the Twelve (Tholuck), nor to the Christian con-
sciousness (Hilgenfeld), nor to mankind generally ; comp. ver.
16. The believers whom Jesus found are the fellowship who,
as the holy people, surrounded the incarnate Word, and by

! For assuredly the same Subject, which in His divine essence was pre-existent
as the eternal Logos, may as a temporal human manifestation come into existence
and begin to be, so that in and by itself the manner of this origination, natural
or supernatural, makes no differoence in the conceivablencss of the fact (against
Baur in the Theol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 222).

2In this He tabernacled amorg us not merely as a divine principle (Bey-
schlag), but as @&y 75 aadpwga =i fiornros (Col, i, 9), ie. exactly what He
was as the personal Logos. Thus His body was the temple of God (ii. 19),
the true special dwelling of God’s gracious presence.
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whom His glory was beheld (comp. 1 John i. 1). — kai éfe-
acduefa, x.v\] We must not (as most expositors, even
Liicke, Frommann, Maier, De Wette) take this clause as far
as matpés to be a lively insertion, interrupting the narrative ;
for the having beheld the 8cfa is the essential element in the
progress of the discourse. It is an ¢ndependent part in the con-
nection ; so that wAjpns xdp. k. d\., which is usually joined
grammatically with 6 Adyos, is to be referred to adrod in an
irregular combination of cases, determined by the logical
subject (B. Crusius, Briickner, Weiss, comp. Grotius), by which
the nominative instead of the dependent case (Augustine read
w\jpous) sets forth the statement more emphatically without
any governing word. See especially Bernhardy, p. 68; Heind.
ad Plat. Theaet. 89, Soph. 7; Winer, p. 524 [E.T. p. 705).
— Tqv 86Eav adTod] the Majesty (133) of the Logos, e of
necessity the divine glory (in the O. T. symbolically revealing
itself as the brilliant light which surrounded the manifestation
of Deity, Ex. xxiv. 17, xL. 34 ff.; Acts vii. 2), so far as the Logos
from His nature (see what follows) essentially participated
therein, and possessed it in His pre-human state and onwards.!
It presented itself to the recognition of believers as a reality, in
the entire manifestation, work, and history of Him who became
man; so that they (not unbelievers) beheld it* (intuebantur),
because its rays shone forth, so as to be recognised by them,
through the veil of the manhood, and thus it revealed itself
visibly to them (1 John i. 1; comp. chap. ii. 11). The idea of
an inner contemplation is opposed to the context (against Baur).
The 8ofa Tob Noyov, which before the incarnation could be
represented to the prophet's eye alone (xii. 41), but which
otherwise was, in its essence, incapable of being beheld by man,
became by means of the incarnation an object of external obser-
vation by those who were eye-witnesses (Luke i. 2; 1 John iv.
14) of His actual self-manifestation. We must, however, bear
in mind that the manifestation of this divine glory of the Logos
in His human state is conceived of relatively, though revealing

1 Comp. Gess, Person Chr. p. 123.

2 All limitations to individual points, ase.g. to the miracles, or even specially
to the history of the transfiguration (Luke ix. 32; Wetstein, Tittmann), are
arbitrary,



CHAP. 1, 14. 91

beyond doubt the divine nature of the Logos, and nothing
else than that, yet as limited and conditioned on the one hand
by the imperfection of human intuition and knowledge, and
on the other by the state of humiliation (Phil i 6 ff) which
was entered upon with the cdpf éyévero. For the 8ofa abso-
lutely, which as such is also the adequate wopgy Oeod, was
possessed by Him who became man—the Logos, who entered
upon life in its human form—only in His pre-existent state
(xvii. 5), and was resumed only after His exaltation (xii. 41,
xvil. 5, xxii. 24); while during His earthly life His 8¢z as
the manifestation of the fva elvac e was not the simply
divine, but that of the God-man' See on Phil ii. 8, note, and
chap. xvii. 5. No distinction is hereby made between God's
Sofa and the 36fa of the God-man (as objected by Weiss);
the difference is simply in the degrees of manifestation and
appearance. Still Weiss is quite right in refusing, as against
Kostlin and Reuss, to say that there is in John no idea what-
aver of humiliation (comp. xii. 32, 34, xvil. 5). —&dfav]
more animated without 8. Comp. Hom. Od. a, 22 f.; Dem.
de. cor. 143 (p. 275, Reisk.): wokenov eis 1. "ArTueny eicd-
ves . . . wohewov "Apductvovinov. See Kriiger, § 59, 1. 3, 4.
— @5 povoyevous] as of an only-begotten, i.e. as belongs to
such an one? corresponds to the nature of one who is povo-
nevys mapa matpos; Chrysostom: olav &mpeme xai eixos Eyew
povoyev) wai ywictoy viov Gvra, k.t A, The idea of reality
(Euthymius Zigabenus: évrws) lies as little in @s as in the
erroneously so-called J verifatis (against Olshausen, Klee, and
earlier writers); there is rather the supposition of a compari-
son, which approaches the meaning of quippe (Ellendt, Lex.
Soph. IL. p. 1002); see Kiihner, § 330. 5.— povoyevijs] of
Christ, and regarded, indeed, in His divine nature, is Joban-
nean, expressing the apostle’s own idea of Christ's unique

! Which indeed, even after His exaltation, is and ever continues to be that of
the God-man, though without limitation and perfect.—According to Weiss
(Lehrbegr. p. 261), the diZa of the Logos cannot be that of the originally divine
esscnce itself, but one vouchsafed to Christ for the purpose of His works. This,
however, is contrary to the express meaning of the word here, where by the =»»
k. abrod, x.v.1., we can only understand His proper glory brought with Him
Ly the Logos inte His incarnate life. As to xvii. 22, see on that passage.

¢ Thercfore wovoy, is without the article. The expression is qualitative,
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relationship as the Son of God, i. 18, iii. 16, 18, 1 John iv.
9, though it is put into the mouth of Christ Himself in iii.
16, 18. Comp. the Pauline mpwrorokos, Col. i. 15, Heb. i. 6,
which as to the ¢hing certainly corresponds with the Johan-
nean povoryevns, but presents the idea in the relation of time
to the creation, and in Rom. viii, 29 to Christendom. Movory.
designates the Logos as the only Son (Luke vii. 12, viii. 42,
ix. 38; Heb. xi. 17; Tob. viii. 17; Herod. vii. 221; Plato,
Legg. III. p. 691 D ; Aesch. Ag. 898; Hes. épy. 378), besides
whom the Father has none, who moreover did not become
such by any moral generation, as in the case of the Téxva
Oeot, vv. 12, 13, nor by adoption, but by the metaphysical
relation of existence arising out of the divine essence, whereby
He was év apy7 with God, being Himself divine in nature and
person, vv. 1, 2. He did not first become this by His incar-
nation, but He 4s this before all time as the Logos, and He
manifests Himself as the povoy. by means of the incarnation,
so that consequently the povoy. vios is not identical (Beyschlag,
p. 151 ff) with the historical person Jesus Christ, but presents
Himself in that person to believers; and therefore we are not
to think of any interchange of the predicates of the Logos and
the Son, “who may be also conceived of retrospectively”
(Weizsicker, 1862, p. 699). In other respects the designation
corresponds to human relations, and is anthropomorphic, as is
vids Oeot itself —a circumstance which, however, necessarily
limited its applicability as an expression of the metaphysical
relation, in apprebending which we must also leave out of
view the conception of birth as such, so far as it implies the
idea of the maternal function. Origen well remarks: 7o O¢
ds wovoy. mwapd watp. voelv vmoSdN\e, éx Tis obolas Tov

\ \
marpds elvar Tov vioy . . . € ydp xkal d\ha wapa TaTpos Exe
~ -~ /
i Umapfw, pataiws 1) Tob povoyevols Exerto ¢pww). — Ta-

rpés] without the article (Winer, p. 116 [E. Tr. p. 151])
ITapd marp. must be joined to wovey., to which it adds the
definite idea of hawving gone forth, i.e. of having come from the
Father (vi 46, vii. 29, xvi. 27). Correlative with this is ver.
18, 6 &v els 7. xoAmov Tob watpos, where the only-begotten
Son who came forth from the Father is viewed as having again
vdurned to the Father. The conception of having been be-
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gotter, consequently of dertvation from the essence, would be
expressed by the simple genitive (waTpos) or by the dative, ot
by ék or amo, but lies in the word wovoryevais itself ; since this
expresses the very generation, and therefore the éx Tijs ololas
Tob watpos eivar (Origen). Its connection with 8cfav (Eras-
mus, Grotius, Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. 120, Weiss; already
Theophyl. ?) is in itself grammatically admissible (Plut. Agis,
2; Plato, Phaedr. p. 232 A; Acts xxvi. 12), but is not favoured
here either by the position of the words or by the connection,
from which the idea of the origin of the 8cfa lay far remote,
the object being to designate the nature of the 8ofa; more-
over, the anarthrous wovoy. requires a more precise definition,
which is exactly what it has in mapd marpés.— wA7p7s
xdp x. &An6.] To be referred to the subject, though that
(adTod) stands in the genitive. See above. It explains how the
Logos, having become incarnate, manifested Himself to those
who beheld His glory. Grace and ¢ruth® are the two efficaciously
saving and inseparable factors of His whole manifestation
and ministry, not constituting His 86ka (Luthardt),—a notion
opposed to il 11 and xvii,—but displaying it and making it
known to those who beheld that glory. Through God’s grace to
sinful man He became man; and by His whole work on earth
up to the time of His return to His Father, He has been the
instrument of obtaining for believers the blessing of becoming
the children of God. ZTruth, again, was what He revealed in
the whole of His work, especially by His preaching, the theme
of which was furnished by His intuition of God (ver. 18), and
which therefore must necessarily reveal in an adequate manner
God’s nature and counsel, and be the opposite of oxotia and
Yetdos. Comp. Matt. xi 27. The dMjfea corresponds
formally to the nature of the Logos as light (¢ds); the
xapts, which bestows everlasting life (iii. 15), to His nature
as life (§wn), vv. 4, 5. That the ydpis «. a\jfeca with which
He was filled are divine grace and truth, of which He was the

' Where, according to Hilgenfeld, the author must have had in view the
female Aeons of the two first Syzygies of the Valentinian system. John un-
doubtedly has the word xdps only in the Prologue, but Matthew and Mark also
do not use it ; while Luke does not employ it in the sense of saving Christian
grace, in which sense it first occurs in the Acts and in Ponl
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passessor and bearer, so that in Him they attained their com-
plete manifestation (comp. xiv. 6), is self-evident from what
has preceded, but is not specially indicated, as would neces-
sarily have been done by the use of the article, which would
have expressed the grace and truth (simply) wxar éfoxsr.
Ver. 16 f. is decisive against the construction of wAznprs with
what follows (Erasmus, Paulus). Whether John, moreover,
used the words m\jp. xépwoq k. ainf. with any reference to
Ex. xxxiv. 6 (Hengstenberg) is very doubtful, for NO¥ in that
passage has a different meaning (truthfulness, ﬁdehty) Jobn
is speaking independently, from his own full experience and
authority as a witness. Through a profound living experience,
he had come to feel, and here declares his conviction, that all
salvation depends on the ¢ncarnation of the Logos.

Ver. 15. It is to this great fact of salvation to which the
Baptist bears testimony, and his testimony was confirmed by
the gracious experience of us all (ver. 16). — pap7uvpet] Repre-
sentation of it as present, as if the testimony were still sound-
ing forth. — xéxparye] “clamat Joh. cum fiducia et gaudio, uti
magnum praeconem decet,” Bengel. He crieth, comp. vii. 28,
37, xii. 44; Rom. ix. 27. The Perfect in the usual classical
sense as a present (Bodv . . . xai xexpayws, Dem. 271, 11;
Soph. 4j. 1136 ; Arist. Plut. 722, Vesp. 415). Not so else-
where in the N. T. Observe, too, the solemn circumstantial
manner in which the testimony is introduced : “John bears
witness of Him, and cries while he says.” — odTos %v] 7jv is used,
because John is conceived as speaking at the present time, and
therefore as pointing back to a testimony historically past:
« This was He whom I meant at the time when I said.” With
eimeiv Tiva, “to speak of any one,” comp. x. 36 ; Xen. Cyr. vilL
3.5; Plato, Crat. p. 432 C; Hom. 71. § 479. See on viii, 27.
— o6 émicw pov épxop. EumpoaBév pov yéyovev] “ Hewho
cometh after me is come before me;”—in how far is stated in
the clause 8¢ mp@Tos pwov 7w, which assigns the reason. The
meaning of the sentence and the point of the expression de-
pend upon this—namely, that Christ in His human mani-
festation appeared after John, but yet, as the pre-mundane
Logos, preceded him, because He existed before John. On
'7wecr0¢u with an adverb, especially of place, in the sense of
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coming as in vi. 25, see Kriiger on Xen. Anab. i. 2. 7;
Iiihner, II. p. 39; Nigelsbach, note on _Iliad, ed. 3, p. 295.
Comp. Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 22, éyévero 8miabev Taw dpuauakiv;
Anab. vii. 1. 10; i. 8. 24. DBoth are adverbs of place, so
that, however, the ¢éme is represented as local, not the rani
(évreporepos pod éare, Chrysostom ; so most critics, even Liicke,
Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, De Wette),! which would involve
a diversity in the manner of construing the two particles (the
first being taken as relating fo time), gnd the sentence then
becomes trivial, and loses its enigmatical character, since, in-
deed, the one who appears later need not possess on that
account any lower digrity. Origen long ago rightly under-
stood both clauses as relating to time, though the second is
not therefore to be rendered “ He was before me ” (Luther and
many, also Briickner, Baeumlein), since 7v is not the word ;?
nor yet: “He came into being before me,” which would not be
referable “to the O. T. advent of Christ” (Lange), but, in
harmony with the idea of povoyerrs, to His having come forth
from God prior to all time. It is decisive against both, that
6re mpdTos pov fv would be tautological,—an argument which
is not to be set aside by any fanciful rendering of mpdTos (see
below). Nonnus well remarks: wpdTos éueio BéBnxev, émio-
Tepos oTis tkdver. Comp. Godet and Hengstenberg; also in
his Christol. I11. 1, p. 675, “my successor is my predecessor,”’
where, however, his assumption of a reference to Mal. iii. 1 is
without any hint to that effect in the words. According to
Luthardt (comp Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. II. 256), what is
meant to be said is: “ He who at first walked behind me, as if
he were my disciple, has taken precedence of me, 7.e. He has
become my master.” But the enigma of the sentence lies just
in this, that ¢ émicw wov épydu. expresses something still
Juture, as this also answers to the formal épyeofas used of the
Messiah’s advent. Hofmann’s view, therefore, is more correct,
Schriftbew. 1I.. 1, p. 10 ff,—namely, that the meaning of the

' This rendering is not ungrammatical (in opposition to Hengstenberg), if it
only be maintained that, even while adopting it, the locul meaning of {uxposdsr is
not changed. (Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20 ; Baruch ii. 5.)

3 80, too, in Matt. xix, 8 and John va 27, 4ivsdas does not meon esse, but
fieri (against Baeumlein) ; so also in passages such as Luke i. 5, 2 Pet. il 1,
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Baptist is, “while Jesus ds coming after him, He is already
before him.”  But even thus éump. pov wéy. amounts to a
figurative designation of rank, which is not appropriate to the
clause ¢ mpd7os pov v, which assigns the reason, and mani-
festly refers to time. — §1¢ wp@dTos mov Hv] is a direct portion
of the Baptist’s testimony which has just been adduced (against
Hengstenberg), as ver. 30 shows, presenting the key to the
preceding Oxymoron: for before me He was in existence. The
reference to rank (Chrysostom, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius,
and most comm., also B. Crusius and Hofmann), according to
which we should construe, “ He was more than I’ is at once
overthrown by 7v, instead of which we ought to have éoriv.
Comp. Matt. iii. 11. Only a rendering which refers to time
(e only the pre-existence of the Logos) solves the apparent
opposition between subject and predicate in the preceding
declaration. — mpdros in the sense of mporepos, answering to
the representation, “ first in comparison with me.”' See Herm,
ad Viger. p. 718; Dorvill ad Charit. p. 478 ; Bernhardy,
Eratosth. 42, p. 122.  'We must not, with Winer and Baur,
force in the idea of absolute priority.? Comp. xv. 18; and
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 74 [E. T. p. 84] This also against
Ewald (“far earlier”), Hengstenberg, Briickuer, Godet (*“the
principle of my existence”). To refuse to the Baptist all idea
of the pre-existence of the Messiah, and to represent his state-
ment merely as one put into his mouth by the evangelist
(Strauss, Weisse, B. Bauer, De Wette, Scholten, and many
others), is the more baseless, the more pointed and peculiar is
the testimony ; the greater the weight the evangelist attaches
to it, the less it can be questioned that deep-seeing men were
able, by means of such O. T. passages as Mal iii. 1, Isa. vi.
1 ff, Dan. vii. 13 ff,, to attain to that idea, which has even
Rabbinical testimony in its support (Bertholdt, Christol. p. 131),
and the more resolutely the pioneer of the Messiah, under the
influence of divine revelation, took his stand as the last of the
prophets, the Elias who had come.

! Comp. the genitive relation in wywriroxes wiong zrisiws, Col. i. 16.

? Philippi, d. Eingang d. Joh. Ev. p. 179: ‘‘ He is the unconditioned firet (A
the eternal), in relation to me.” The comparison of A and 2 in the Revelution i
inapplicable here, because we have not the absolute i mpdres, but apiris wov.
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" Ver. 16. Not the language of the Baptist (Heracleon,
Origen, Rupertus, Erasmus, Luther, Melancthon, Lange), against
which 7juels mdvres is decisive, but that of the evangelist con-
tinued. — &7¢ (see ecritical notes) introduces the personal and
superabounding gracious experience of believers, with a retro-
spective reference indeed to the mA7jp. ydpiros &. aknf., ver. 14,
and in the form of a confirmation of John’s testimony in ver.
15: this testimony is justified by what was imparted to u all
out of the fulness of Him who was borne witness to. — éx Tod
wAnpou. avTed] out of that whereof He was full, ver. 14;
m\ipwua in a passtve sense; see on Col i 19. The phrase
and idea were here so naturally furnished by the immediate
context, that it is quite far-fetched to find their source in
Gnosticism, especially in that of the Valentinians (Schwegler,
Hilgenfeld). — ueis] we on our part, giving prominence to
the personal experience of the believers (which had remained
unknown to unbelicvers), vv. 10, 11.— o dvTes] None went
empty away. Inexhaustibleness of the mhrjpoua. — éndBopev]
absolute : we have recetved. — kai] and indeed. See Winer,
p- 407 [E. T. p. 546]; Hartung, Partikell. 1. 145. — ydpiv
avti xdapuros] grace for grace, is not to be explained (with
Chrysostom, Cyril, Severus, Nonnus, Theophylact, Erasmus,
Beza, Aretius, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Lampe, and many
others, even Paulus), N. T. instead of O. T. grace (Euthyn ius
Zigabenus : tyv wawny Siabnrny dvti Tijs makaids), or instead
of the original grace lost in Adam (see especially Calovius), si ce
in ver. 17 6 vouos and 7 ydpis are opposed to each other, and
since in the N. T. generally xdpes is the distinctive essence
of Christian salvation (comp. especially Rom. vi. 14, 15); Dbut,
as Beza suggested, and with most modern expositors,' “ so that
ever and anon fresh grace appears in place of that already
recewved.” “ Proximam quamgque gratiam satis quidem magnam
gratia subsequens cumulo et plenitudine sua quasi obruit,”
Bengel. So superabundant was the AauBdvery! This render-
ing is sufficiently justified linguistically by Theogn. Sent. 344,

! Among whom, however, Godet regards the phrase with &v+i es a play upon
words, referring to the O. T. law of retaliation, according to which *‘ chaque
grdce était la récompense d'un mérite acquis.” But such an allusion would he
Inappropriate, since xdpis in érrl ydpiros is not something human, but divine,

G
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avr' dvidv avias; Philo, de poster. Cazid, I. p. 254 ; Chrys. ds
sac. vi. 13,—as it is generally by the primary meaning of dvri
(grace interchanging with grace); and it corresponds, agreeably
to the context, with the idea of the mAjpwua, from which it is
derived, and is supported further by the inereasingly blessed
condition of those individually experiencing it (justification,
peace with God, consolation, joy, illumination, love, hope, and
so on: see on Rom. v. 1 ff.; Gal. v. 22; Eph. v. 9). John
might have written yaptw émi ydpere or xdpw émi xdpw (Phil.
iL. 27), but his conception of it was different. Still, any
special reference to the fulness of the special yapiopara, 1
Cor. xii—xiv. (Ewald), lies remote from the context here (ver.
17); though at the same time they, as in gereral no edroyia
wvevpatiky (Eph. i 3), wherewith God in Christ has blessed
believers, are not ezxcluded.

Ver. 17. Antithetical confirmation of ydpw dvri ydpiros;
“for how high above what was formerly given by Moses, does
that stand which came through Jesus Christ!” Comp. Rom.
iv. 15, x. 4; Gal iii 10 ff, el The former is the law,
viewed by Paul as the antithesis of grace (Rom. vi. 14, vii. 3;
Gal iv. 4, and many other passages), in so far as it only lays
us under obligation, condemns us, and in fact arouses and
intensifies the need of grace, but does not bestow peace, which
latter gift Las been realized for us through Christ. The anti-
thesis without uév—&¢ has rhetorical force (iv. 22, vi. 63);
Buttm. N. 7. Gk. p. 344 [E. T. p. 364]. —7 xdp¢s] in the
definite and formal sense of redemption, saving grace, t.e. the
grace of the Father in the Son. Hence also «ai 9 d\jfea
is added with a pragmatical reference to ver. 14 ; this, like all
Christ’s gifts of grace, was regarded as included in the universal
xdpw dvi ydperos of ver. 16. Moreover, the ai70era was not
given in the law, in so far as its substance, which was not
indeed untrue, but an outflow of the divine will for salvation
(Rom. vii. 10 sqq.; Acts vil. 38), was yet related only as type
and preparation to the absolute revelation of truth in Christ;
and hence through its very fulfilment (Matt. v. 17) it had
come to be done away (Rom. x. 4; Col iL 14; Heb. x. 1 ff,
vii. 18). Comp. Gal iil 24. Grace was still wanting to the
law, and with it ¢ruth also in the full meaning of the word



CHAP. L. 18. 99

See also 2 Cor. iii. 13 {f. — éyéveTo] The non-repetition of
¢80y is not to point out the independent work of the Logos
(Clemens, Paedag. i. 7), to which 8.2 would be opposed, or of
God (Origen), whose work the law also was; but the change
of thought, though not recognised by Liicke, lies in this, that
each clause sets forth the historical phenomenon as ¢ actually
occurred. In the case of the law, this took place in the his-
torical form of being given, whereas grace and truth origi-
nated, came into betng, not absolutely, but in relation to man-
kind, for whom they had not before existed as a matter of
experience, but which now, in the manifestation and work of
Christ, unfolded their historical origin. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 30.
—Observe how appropriately, in harmony with the creative
skilful plan of the Prologue, after the incarnation of the
Logos, and the revelation of His glory which was therewith
connected, have been already set forth with glowing animation,
there is now announced for the first time the great historical
Name, Jesus Christ, which designates the incarnate Logos
as the complete concrete embodiment of His manifestation.
Comp. 1 John i 1-3. Only now is the Prologue so fully
developed, that Jesus Christ, the historical person of the Aoyos
évoapros (who therefore is all the less to be understood
throughout, with Hofmann and Luthardt, under the title Aoyos),
comes before the eye of the reader, who now, however, knows
how to gather up in this name the full glory of the God-man.

Ver. 18 furnishes an explanation of what had just been said,
that % d\jfeia &d °I. X. éyévero ;' for that there was required
direct knowledge of God, the result of experience, which
His only-begotten Son alone possessed. — ov8eis] no man,
not even Moses. “ Besides is no doctor, master, or preacher,
than the only Teacher, Christ, who is in the Godhead in-
wardly,” Luther; comp. Matt. xi. 27. — éwpaxe] has secn,
beheld (comp. iii. 11), of the intuition of God's essence (Ex.
xxxiil 20), to the exclusion of visions, theophanies, and the
like. Comp. 1 John iv. 12; also Rom. i. 20; Col i 15;
1 Tim. i 17. Agreeably to the context, the reference is to

1 Not including any explanation of # xdps also (Luthardt), because idpzxs and

iEnydsare answer only to the conception of the truth in which the vision of God
is interpreted.
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the direct vision of God's essential glory, which no man could
have (Ex. lLc¢.), but which Christ possessed in His pre-human
condition as Aoyos (comp. vi. 46), and possesses again ever
since His exaltation.— 6 &v els Tov koAm. Tod maTpos)
As éfyyna. refers to the state on earth of the Only-begotten, dv
consequently, taken as an imperfect, cannot refer to the pre-
human state (against Luthardt, Gess, pp. 123, 236, and others) ;
yet it cannot coincide with é7yn. in respect of time (Beyschlag),
because the elvar els Tov xo\. 7. 7. was not true of Christ
during His earthly life (comp. especially i. 52)! The right
explanation therefore is, that John, when he wrote ¢ dv eis .
. T. ., expressed himself from %is own present standing-point,
and conceived of Christ as in His state of exaltation, as having
returned to the bosom of the Father, and therefore into the
state of the elvar mpos Tov feov. So Hofmann, Schriftbew. I
120, 1L 23; Weiss, Lehrbegr. 239. Thus also must we ex-
plain the statement of direction towards, ets Tov koA, which
would be otherwise without any explanation (Mark ii. 1, xiii.
16 ; Luke xi. 7); so that we recognise in e/s as the prominent
element the idea of kaving arrived at (Ellendt, Lex. Soph.
L p. 537; Jacobs, ad Antkol. XIIL. p. 71; Buttm. N. T. Gr.
p. 286 [E. T. p. 333]), not the notion of leaning wpon (Godet,
after Winer, Liicke, Tholuck, Maier, Gess, and most others),
nor of moving towards, which is warranted neither by the
simple @v (in favour of which such analogies as in aurem
dormire are inappropriate) nor by eis, instead of which mpos
(Hom. Il. vi. 467) or éw{ with the accusative ought rather to
be expected? This forced interpretation of eis would nevel
have been attempted, had not @v been construed as a timeless

t Hence we must not say, with Briickner, comp. Tholuck and Hengstenberg,
that a relation of the wovoyevsis is portrayed which was neither interrupted nor
modified by the incarnation. The communion of the Incarnate One with God
remained, He in God, and God in Him, but not in the same manner metaphysi-
cally as before His incarnation and after His exaltation. He whileon earth was
etill in Leaven (iiL 13), yet not de facto, but de jure, because heaven was His
home, His ancestral seat.

* Philippi’s objections (Qlaubensl. IV. 1, p. 4091.) to my rendering are quite
baseless. For an explanation of the &v i =ov xiAx. which occurs to every un-
prejudiced expositor as coming directly from the words themselves cannot be
*“ arbitrary.” And it is not contrary fo the connection, as both Godet and Bey-
tchlag hold, because what the words, as usually interpreted, say, is already cowe
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Present, expressing an inherent relation, and in this sense
applied (Liicke, Tholuck, De Wette, Lange, Briickner, Heng-
stenberg, Philippi, and most expositors) also to the earthly
condition of the Son; comp. Beyschlag, pp. 100, 150. So
far as the thing itself is concerned, the eivar els Tov xéAm.
docs not differ from the elvar mpos Tov Bedv of ver. 1; only
it expresses the fullest fellowship with God, not before the
incarnation, but after the exaltation, and at the same time
exhibits the relation of lore under a sensuous form (xoAmov);
not derived, however, from the custom (xiii. 23) of reclining
at table (thus usually, but not appropriately in respect of
fellowship with God), but rather from the analogy of a father's
embrace (Luke xvi. 22). In its pragmatic bearing, 6 dv is the
historical seal of the éfnyioaro; but we must not explain it,
with Hilgenfeld, from the Gunostic idea of the mAzdpwpa. —
éxetvos] strongly emphatic, and pointing heavenwards.! —
éEnynoaTo] namely, the substance of His intuition of God ;
comp. viii. 38. The word is the usual one for denoting the
exposition, interpretation of divine things, and intuitions. Plato,
Pol. iv. p. 427 C; Schneid. Theag. p. 131 ; Xen. Cyr. viil
3. 11; Soph. El. 417 ; comp. the éfpynrai in Athens:
Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 109 ff.; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § 1,
12. It does not occur elsewhere in John, and hence a special
reference in its selection here is all the more to be presumed,
the more strikingly appropriate it is to the context (against
Liicke, Maier, Godet). Comp. LXX. Lev. xiv. 57.

Note—The Prologue, which we must not with Reuss restrict
to vv. 1-5, is not “ .4 History of the Logos,” describing Him

tained in the s poroyevis vids, whereupon s Jv, =.x. A, sets forth the exaltation of the
Only-begotten—just as in 4 wevey- vids were given the ground and source of the
iEnysicaro—as the infallible confirmation hereof. Thisalso against Gess, p. 124.
My interpretation is quite as compatible with earnest dealing in regard to the
deity of Christ (Hengstenberg) as the usual one, while both are open to abuse.
Besides, we have nothing at all to do here with the earnestness referred to, but
simply with the correctness or incorrectness of the interpretation. Further, I
have not through fear of spiritualism (as Beyschleg imagines) deviated from the
usual meaning, which would quite agree with iii. 13.

' As with Homer (ses Nitzsch, p. 87, nmoto 1), so in the N. T. John pre-
eminently requires not merely to be read, but to bo spoken. His work is the
epic among the Gospels.
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down to ver. 13 as He was before His incarnation, and from
ver. 14 ff. as incarnate (Olshausen). Against this it is decisive
that vv. 6-13 already refer to the period of His kAuman exist-
ence, and that, in particular, the sonship of believers, vv. 12,
13, cannot be understood in any other than a specifically
Christian sense. For this reason, too, we must not adopt the
division of Ewald: (1) The pre-mundane history of the Logos,
vv. 1-3; (2) The history of His first purely spiritual working
up to the time of His incarnation, vv. 4-13; (3) The history
of His human manifestation and ministry, vv. 14-18. John
is intent rather on securing, in grand and condensed outline,
a profound comprehensive view of the nature and work of the
Logos; which latter, the work, was in respect of the world
creative, in respect of mankind illuminative (the Light). As
this working of the Logos was historical, the description must
necessarily also bear an historical character ; not in such a way,
liowever, that a formal history was to be given, first of the
Myos doapros (which could not have been given),and then of the
néyos tvoapros (which forms the substance of the Gospel dtself),
but in such a way that the whole forms a historical picture, in
which we see, in the world which came into existence by the
creative power of the Logos, His light shining before, after, and
by means of His incarnation. This at the same time tells
against Hilgenfeld, p. 60 ff, according to whom, in the Pro-
logue, “the Gnosis of the absolute religion, from its immediate
foundation to its highest perfection, runs through the series of
its historical interventions.” According to Kostlin, p. 102 ff,
there is a brief triple description of all Christianity from the
beginning onwards to the present; and this, too, (1) from the
standing-point of God and His relation to the world, vv. 1-8;
then (2) from the relations of the Logos to mankind, vv.
9-13; and lastly, (3) in the individual, vv. 14-18, by which the
end returns to the beginning, ver. 1. But a triple beginning
(which Kaeuffer too assumes in the Sdchs. Stud. 1844, p. 103 ff))
is neither formally hinted at nor really made: for, in ver. 9, ¢
Aéyoc is not the subject to %y, and this 7v must, agreeably to the
context, refer to the time of the Baptist, while Kostlin’s con-
struction and explanation of fy—:#iuevev is quite untenable; and
because in the last part, from ver. 14 onwards, the antithesis
between receiving and not receiving, so essential in the first two
parts, does not at all recur again. The simple explanation, in
harmony with the text, is as follows : The Prologue consists of
three parts,—namely, (1) John gives a description () of the
primeval eristence of the Logos, vv. 1, 2, and (b) of His
creative work, ver. 3 (with the addition of the first part of ver.
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4, which is the transition to what follows). Next, (2) he repre-
sents Him in whom was life as the Light of mankind, ver. 4 ff,,
and this indeed (¢) as He once had been, when still without
the antithesis of darkness, ver. 4, and (b) as He was in this
antithesis, ver. 5. This shining in the darkness is continuocus
(hence paiver, ver. §), and the tragic opposition occasioned there-
by now unfolds itself before our eyes onwards to ver. 13, in the
following manner: “ Though Join came forward and testified
of the Light, not being himself the Light, but a witness of the
Light (vv. 6-8),—though He, the true Light, was already exist-
ing (ver. 9),—though He was 4n the world, and the world was
made by Him, still men acknowledged Him not ; though He
came to His own, His own received Him not (vv. 10, 11);
whereas those who did receive Him obtained from Him power
to become the spiritual sons of God (vv. 12, 13).” Lastly,
(3) this blessedness of believers, due to the Logos who had his-
torically come, now constrains the apostle to make still more
prominent the mode and fashion in which He was manifested
i Nhistory (His incarnation), and had revealed His glory, vv.
14-18. Thus the Prologue certainly does not (against Baur) i/t
the historical out of its own proper soil, and transfer it to the
sphere of metaphysics, but rather unveils its metaphysical side,
which was essentially contained in and connected with it, as
existing prior to its manifestation, and in the light of this its
metaphysical connection sums it up according to its essence and
antithesis, its actual development and the proof of its historical
truth being furnished by the subsequent detailed narrative in the
Gospel. 'We may distinguish the three partsthus: (1) The pre-
mundane existence and creative work of the Logos, vv. 1-4a; (2)
Hiis work as the Light of men, and the opposition to this, vv. 4-13;
(3) The revelation of His glory which took place through the in-
carnation, vv. 14-18. Or, in the briefest way: the Logos (1)
as the creator ; (2) as the source of light; (3) as the manifes-
tation of the God-man. This third part shows us the Incarnate
One again, ver. 18, where as doaproc He was in the beginning—
6 Gv eis 7. aéAw. vob maspés ; and the cycle is complete.

Vv. 19, 20. The kistorical narrative, properly so called,
now begins, and quite in the style of the primitive Gospels
(comp. Mark i ; Acts x. 36, 37, xiii. 23-25), with the testi-
mony of the Baptist. — «al] and, now first of all to narrate
the testimony already mentioned in ver. 15 ; for ¢Ass, and not
another borne before the baptism, is meant ; see note foll.
ver, 28. — adry) “The following is the testimony of John,
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which he bore when,” etc! Instead of &7, the evangelist
puts e, because the idea of time was with him the predomi-
nant one. Comp. Pflugk, ad Hec. 107; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IL
p. 393. Had he written &7¢, his thought would have been:
“ Herein did his testimony consist, that the Jews sent to him,
and he confessed,” etc. — o: 'Tov8alo:] means, even in such
passages as this, where it is no merely indifferent designation
of the people (as in ii. 6, 13, iii 1, iv. 22, v, 1, xviii. 33 ff,
and often), nothing else than the Jews; yet John, writing
when he had long severed himself from Judaism, makes the
body of the Jews, as the old religious community from which
the Christian Church had already completely separated itself,
thus constantly appear in a lostile sense in face of the Lord
and His work, as the ancient theocratic people in corporate
opposition to the new community of God (which had entered
into their promised inheritance) and to its Head. How little
may be deduced from this as ground of argument against the
age and genuineness of the Gospel, see my Introd. § 3. For
the rest, in individual passages, the context must always show
who, considered more minutely as matter of history, the persons
in question were by whom o¢ "Toudato: are represented, as in this
place, where it was plainly the Sankedrim® who represented
the people of the old religion. Comp. v. 15, ix. 22, xviii. 12,
31, etc. — xal Aevitas] priests, consequently, with their
subordinates, who had, however, a position as teachers, and
aspired to priestly authority (see Ewald and Hengstenberg).
The mention of these together is a trait illustrative of John's
precision of statement, differing from the manner of the Synop-
tics, but for that very reason, so far from raising doubts as to
the genuineness, attesting rather the independence and origi-
nality of John (against Weisse), who no longer uses the phrase
so often repeated in the Symoptics, “the scribes and elders,”
because it had to him already become strange and out of date.
— oV 1is €] for John baptized (ver. 25), and this baptism
had reference to Messiah’s kingdom (Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26,

1 Following Origen and Cyril, Paulus and B Crusjus suppose that 31 begins
n new sentence, of which zai duoriynes, etc., is to be taken as the apodosis—con-
trary to the simplicity of John's style.

* Comp. ’Axuei in Homer, which often means the proceres of the Greeks.
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xxxiii. 23 ; Zech. xiii. 1). He had, generally, made a great
sensation as a prophet, and had even given rise to the opinion
that he was the Messiah (Luke iii. 15; comp. Acts xiii. 25);
hence the question of the supreme spiritual court was justified,
Deut. xviii. 21, 22, Matt. xxi. 23. The question itself is not
at all framed in a captious spirit. "We must not, with Chry-
sostom and most others, regard it as prompted by any malicious
motive, but must explain it by the authoritative position of
the supreme court. Nevertheless it implies the assumption
that John regarded himself as the Messiah ; and hence his
answer in ver. 20, hence also the emphatic precedence given
to the ov; comp. viii. 25. Luthardt too hastily concludes
from the form of the question, that the main thing with them
was the person, not the call and purpose of God. But they
would have inferred the call and purpose of God from the
person, as the question which they ask in ver. 25 shows.—
¢£ “Iepoo.] belongs to dméoreihav. — kal dporoy.] still de-
pendent on the ére. — @uoX. xal ovx fpvrc.] emphatic pro-
minence given to his straightforward confession; os dAnfys
kai oTeppos, Euthymius Zigabenus; comp. Eur. El 1037:
Onui kal ok amapvobpar; Soph. Ant. 443 ; Dem. de Chers.
108. 73 : Néfw mpos Vuds kai odx amoxpiropar. See Bremi
an loc.; Valcken. Schol. ad Act. xiii. 11. — kal dpoX.] The
first k. opon. was absolute (Add. ad Esth. i 15, and in the
classics) ; this second has for subject the following sentence
(67¢ recitative). Moreover, “ vehementer auditorem commovet
ejusdem redintegratio verbi,” ad Herenn. iv. 28. There is,
hiowever, no side glance here at the disciples of John (comp.
the Introd.). To the evangelist, who had himself been the
pupil of the Baptist, the testimony of the latter was weighty
enough in itself to lead him to give it emphatic prominence.
— According to the right order of the words (see crit. notes),
éyw oV elpl o X., the emphasis lies upon éyw ; I on my part,
which implies that he knew another who was the Messiah.
Ver. 21. In consequence of this denial, the next point was
to inquire whether he was the ZElias who, according to Mal
iv. 5, was expected (back from heaven) as the immediate fore-
runner of the Messiah. — 7/ oJv] not, quid ergo es (Beza
et al), but as 7(5 does not again occur (vers. 19, 22): what
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then as the case, if thou art not the Messiah ? what is the real
state of the matter ? — A+¢ thou Elias? So put, the question
assumes it as certain that John must give himself out to be
Elias, after he had denied that he was the Messiah.— ov«x
eiul] He could give this answer, notwithstanding what is
said in Luke i. 17, Matt. xi. 14, xvii. 10 (against Hilgenfeld),
since he could only suppose his interrogators were thinking of
the literal, not of the antitypical Elijah. Bengel well says:
“omnia a se amolitur, ut Christum confiteatur et ad Christum
redigat quaerentes.” He was conscious, nevertheless, according
to ver. 23, in what sense he was Elias; but taking the question
23 literally meant, there was no occasion for him to go beyond
that meaning, and to ascribe to himself in a special manner
the character of an antitypical Elias, which would have been
neither prudent nor profitable. The oV« elut is too definite an
answer to the definite question, to be taken as a denial in
general of every externally defined position (Briickner); he
would have had to answer evasively. — o wpodriTys el g ;]
The absence of any connecting link in the narrative shows the
rapid, hasty manner of the interrogation. o wpodiTys is
marked out by the article as the well-known promised prophet,
and considering the previous question 'HA{as €l ov, can only
be a nameless one, and therefore not Jeremias, according to
Matt. xvi. 14 (Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Klee, Lange), but
the one infended in Deut. xviii. 15, the reference of whom to
the Messiah Himself (Acts iii. 22, vii. 37 ; John i. 46, vi. 14)
was at least not universal (comp. vii. 40), and was not adopted
Dy the interrogators here. Judging from the descending climax
of the points of these questions, they must rather have thought
of some one inferior to Elias, or, in general, of an individual
undefined, owing to the fluctuation of view regarding Him
who was expected as “the prophet”' Nonnus well expresses
the namelessness and yet eminence of this ¢ mpogsrns: uy ov
pot, Sv xahéova, Genyopos éoai mpodiTns, dyyehos éocouévav ;

1 Luthardt thinks of the prophet in the second portion of Isaiah. Comp.
Hofmann, Weissag u. Erf. IL p. 69. It would agree with this, that John
immediately gives an answer taken from Isa. x1. But if his interrogators had
had in mind Isa. xL fl., they would probably have designated him whom they
meant more characteristically, viz. as the scrvant of Jehovah.
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Observe how the rigid denials become shortened at last to the
Lare ol.  Here also we have a no on the Baptist's lips, because
in his view Jesus was the prophet of Deut. xviii

Vv. 22, 23. Now comes the question which cannot be met
by a bare negative ; Zva as in ix. 36. — The positive answer to
this is from Isa. xl. 3 according to the LXZX., with the varia-
tion evfvvare instead of érotudoare, in unison with the second
half of the words in the LXX., For the rest, see on Matt. iii. 3.
The designation of himself, the herald of the coming Messiah
calling men to repentance, as a voice, was given in the words
of the prophet, and the accompanying Bodvros év 17 éprup
excludes the idea which Baur entertains, that John here
intended to divest himself, as it were, of every personal charac-
teristic, According to Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 236, the evan-
gelist has put the passage of Scripture applied to the Baptist
by the Synoptics (who, however, have not tkis account at all)
* at last into the Baptist's own mouth.”

Ver. 24 ff. The inquiry, which proceeds still further, finds
a pragmatic issue in pharisaic style (for the Sanhedrim had
chosen their deputies from this learned, orthodox, and crafty
party). From their strict scholastic standing-point, they could
allow (odv) so thovoughly reformatory an innovation as that of
baptism (see on Matt. iii. 5), considering its connection with
Messiah's kingdom, only to the definite personalities of the
Messiah, Elias, or the promised prophet, and not to a man
with so vague a call as that which the Baptist from Isa. xL 3
ascribed to himself,—a passage which the Pharisees had not
thought of explaining in a Messianic sense, and were not accus-
tomed so to apply it in their schools. Hence the parenthetical
remark just here inserted : “ And they that were sent belonged
to the Pharisees,”—a statement, therefore, which points forwards,
and does not serve as a supplementary explanation of the
hostile spirit of the question (Euthymius Zigabenus, Liicke,
and most others). — The reply corresponds to what the Baptist
had said of himself in ver. 23, that he was appointed to prepare
the way for the Messiah. His baptism, consequently, was not
the baptism of the Spirit, which was reserved for the Messich
(ver. 33), but a baptism of water, yet without the elementuimn
cocleste ; there was already standing, however, in their midst the
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far greater One, to whom this préparatory baptism pointed.
The first clause of the verse, éyd Bamr. év ¥dar:, implies, there-
fore, that by A4s baptism he does not lay claim to anything
that belongs to the Messiah (the baptism of the Spirit); and this
portion refers to the e ov odk el 6 XpioTos of ver. 25. The
second clause, however, péoos, etc, implies that this prelimi-
nary baptism of his had now the justification, owing to his
relation to the Messiah, of a divinely ordained necessity (ver.
23); since the Messiah, unknown indeed to them, already
stood in their midst, and consequently what they allowed to
Elias, or the prophet, dare not be left unperformed on his
part; and this part of his answer refers to the o8¢ ’H\ias
o8¢ o mpodmrns in ver. 25. Thus the question 7/ odv
Bamwrilers is answered by a twofold reason. There is much
that is inappropriate in the remarks of expositors, who have
not sufficiently attended to the connection: eg., De Wette
overlooks the appropriateness of the answer to the Elias
question ; Tholuck contents himself with an appeal to the
“ laconic-comma style ” of the Baptist; and Briickrer thinks
that “ John wished to give no definite answer, but yet to in-
dicate his relation to the Messiah, and the fact of his pointing
to Him;” while Bdumlein holds that the antithetical clause, s
Bamricel év mvevp. dry., which was already intended to be here
inserted, was forgotten, owing to the intervening sentences ; and
finally, Hilgenfeld, after comparing together Matthew and Luke,
deduces the unhistorical character of the narrative. Heracleon
already was even of opinion that John did not answer accord-
ing to the question asked of him, but as he adros éBovhero.
In answer to him, Origen. — év«] has the emphasis of an
antithesis to the higher Baptizer (uéoos 8¢, etc.), not to Juels
(Godet). Next to this, the stress lies on éw ¥8a7s. This is
the element (see on Matt. iii. 11) in which his baptism was
performed. This otherwise superfluous addition has a limiting
force, and hence is important. — pécos] without the spurious
8¢ is all the more emphatic; see on ver. 17. The empha-
sizing of the antithesis, however, bas brought this uécos to the
front, because it was the manifestation of the Messiah, already
taking place in the very midst of the Jews, which justified Johu
in baptizing,. Had the Messiah been still far off, that baptism
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would have lacked its divine necessity; Ie was, however,
standing in their midst, i.c. avapeprypévos Tote 76 Nag (Euthy-
mius Zigabenus). — 6v Jpels ovk oldaTe] reveals the reason
why they could question as they had dome in ver. 25. The
emphasis is on Uuets, as always (against Tholuck); here in
contrast with the knowledge which he himself had (see on
ver. 28, note) of the manifested Messiah: you on your part,
you people, have the Messiah among you, and know Him not
(that is, as the Messiah). In ver. 27, after rejecting the
words abros éomev and s éumpoo. pov ryéyovev (see the critical
notes), there remains only 6 émicw pov épyopevos (ver. 15),
and that in fact as the subject of uéoos éornrer, which subject
then receives the designation of its superiority over the Bap-
tist in the od éyd odk elui dfros, k.7 A, Concerning this desig-
nation, see on Matt. iii. 11. — éyw] I for my part. — dEcos
tva)] worthy that I should loose; iva introduces the purpose of
the afwtns. Comp. {ravos wa, Matt. viii. 8, Luke vii. 6. —
avTo?] placed first for emphasis, and corresponding to the éyo.
On abrob after of, see Winer, p. 140 [E. T. p. 184]. Todrov
would have been still more emphatic,

Ver. 28. On account of the importance of His public
appearance, a definite statement of its locality is again given.
— A place so exactly described by John himself (xi. 18),
according to its situation, as Bethany on the Mount of Olives,
cannot be meant here; there must also have been another
Bethany situated in Peraea, probably only a village, of which
nothing further is known from history. Origen, investigat-
ing both the locality and the text, did not find indeed any
Betlany, but a Bethabara instead! (comp. Judg. vii. 247),
which the legends of his day described as the place of

! To suppose, with Possinus, Spicil. Evang. p. 32 (in the Catene in Mare.
p. 382 1.), that both names have the same signification (,‘hjp na, domus tran-
situs, ford-house ; n!m n'g, domus navis, ferry-house),—a view to which even
Lange inclines, L. J 1I. 461,—is all the more untenable, secing thet this etymo-
lof'y is not at all appropriate to the position of Bethany on the Mount of Olives,
Origen himself explnms the name Bethabara with an evident intention to allego-
rize : oJxes masasxiwns (N72). The derivation of the name Bethany (Lwhtfoot
71 393, house of dates; Simon: iy M3, locus depressionis; others:
o < e s

R2Y N3, domus miseri) is doubtful.
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baptism; the legend, however, misled him. For Bethany in
Peraea could not have heen situated at all in the same latitude
with Jericho, as the tradition represents, but must have lain
much farther north; for Jesus occupied about three days in
travelling thence to the Judaean Bethany for the raising of
Lazarus (see on xi. 17). Yet Paulus (following Bolten)
understood the place to be Bethany on the Mount of Olives,
and puts a period after éyévero, in spite of the facts that ™
émavpiov (comp. ver. 35) must begin the new narration, and that
éwov v 'ITwdvr. Barr. must clearly refer to ver. 25 ff.  Baur,
however, makes the name, which according to Schenkel must
be attributed to an error of a non-Jewish author, to have been
invented, in order to represent Jesus (?) as beginning His public
ministry at a Bethany, seeing that He came out of a Bethany
at its close. Against the objection still taken to this name
even by Weizsidcker (a name which a third person was certainly
least of all likely to venture to insert, seeing that Bethany on
the Mount of Olives was so well known), see Ewald, Jah?b.
XIL p. 2141ff.  As to the historic truth of the whole account
in vv. 19-28, which, especially by the reality of the situa-
tion, by the idiosyncrasy of the questions and answers, and
their appropriateness in relation to the characters and circum-
stances of the time, as well as by their connection with the
reckoning of the day in the following verses, reveals the recol-
lections and interest of an eye-witness, see Schweizer, p. 100 ff.;
Bleek, Beitr. p. 256. — émov 5jv "Iwdvv. SawT.] where John
was employed in baptizing.

Note—(1.) Seeing that, according to vv. 26, 27 (comp. espe-
cially & iuwere obn oidmre, which implies his own personal
acquaintance), the Baptist already knows the Messiah, while
according to vv. 31-33 he first learned to recognise Him at
His baptism by means of a divine onueio, it certainly follows
that the occurrences related in vv. 19-28 took place after the
baptism of Jesus; and consequently this baptism could not have
occurred on the same or the following day (Hengstenberg),
nor in the time between vv. 31 and 32 (Ewald). Wieseler,
Ebrard, Luthardt, Godet, and most expositors, as already Liicke,
Tholuck, De Wette, following the older expositors, rightly
recard the events of ver. 19 ff. as subsequent to the baptisni.
It is futile to appeal, as against this (Briickner), to the “inde-
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finiteness™ of the words 8y vues obx oidare, for there is really no
indefiniteness in them ; while to refer them to a merely pre-
liminary knowledge, in opposition to the definite acquaintance
which began at the baptism, is (against Hengstenberg) a mere
subterfuge. That even after the baptism, which had already
taken place, John could say,” Ye know Him not,” is sufficiently
conceivable, if we adhere to the purely historical account of the
baptism, as given in vv. 31-34. See on Matt p. 1111 (2))
Although, according to Matt. iii. 14, John already knows Jesus
as the Messiah when He came to be baptized of him, there is in
this only an apparent discrepancy between the two evangelists;
see on ver. 31. (3.) Mark i. 7, 8, and Luke iii. 16 ff,, are not
at variance with John; for those passages only speak of the
Messiah as being in Himself near at hand, and do not already
presuppose any personal acquaintance with Jesus as the Mes-
siah. (4.) The testimonies borne by the Baptist, as recorded in
the Symoptics, are, both as to time (before the baptism) and
occasion, very different from that recorded in John i. 19 ff,
which was given before a deputation from the high court; and
therefore the historic truth of both accounts is to be retained
side by side,! though in details John (against Weisse, who attri-
butes the narrative in John to another hand; so Baur and
others) must be taken as the standard. (5) To deny any
reference in ver. 19 ff. to the baptism of Jesus (Baur), is
quite irreconcilable with vv. 31 and 33; for the evangelist
could not but take it for granted that the baptism of Jesus
(which indeed Weisse, upon the whole, questions) was a well-
known fact. (6.) Definite as is the reference to the baptism of
Jesus, there is not to be found any allusion whatever in John's
account to the history of the temptation with its forty days, which
can be brought in only before ver. 19, and even then involving
a contradiction with the Synoptics. The total absence of any
mention of this—important as 1t would have been in connection
with the baptism, and with John’s design generally in view of
his idea of the Logos (against B. Crusius)—does not certainly
favour the reality of its historic truth as an actual and outward
event. Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 154. If the baptism of

V Keim, Gesch. J. 1. p. 522, sees in John’s account not so muck an historical
narrative, as rather (7) a *“ very significant literary introduction to the Baptist,
who to a certain extent (1) is officially declaring himself. According to Scholten,
the Baptist, during his ministry, did not at all recognise Jesus as Messiah, and
Matt. iii. 14, 15 is said to be an addition to the text of Mark ;" while the
fourth Gospel does not relate the baptism of Jesus, but only mentions the revela.
tion from heaven then made, because to narrate the former would not be appro
priate to the Gnosis of the Logos.
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Jesus be placed between the two testimonies of ver. 19 ff. and
ver. 29 ff. (so Hilgenfeld and Briickner, following Olshausen,
B. Crusius, and others), which would oblige us still to place it
on the day of the first testimony (see Briickner), though Bium-
lein (in the Stud. u. K+it. 1846, p. 389) would leave this uncer-
tain ; then the history of the temptation is as good as expressly
excluded by John, because it must find its place (Mark i. 12;
Matt. iv. 1 ; Luke iv. 1) immediately after the baptism. In
opposition to this view, Hengstenberg puts it in the period after
iil. 22, which is only an unavailing makeshift.

Ver. 29. T4 émwaipiov) on the following day, the next after
the events narrated in vv. 19-28. Comp. vv. 35, 44 (ii. 1),
vi. 22, xii. 12. — épyop. wpos avr.] coming towards him, not
coming to him, ?.e. only so near that he could point to Him
(Baur). He came, however, neither to take leave of the Bap-
tist before His temptation (Kuinoel, against which is ver. 35),
nor to be baptized of him (Ewald, Hengstenbers; see the
foregoing note) ; but with a purpose not more fully known to
us, which John has not stated, because he was not concerned
about that, but about the testimony of the Baptist. If we were
to take into account the narrative of the temptation,—which,
however, is not the case,—Jesus might be regarded as here
returning from the temptation (see Euthymius Zigabenus,
Liicke, Luthardt, Riggenbach, Godet).—i8e ¢ apuvos Tol feod,
x.7\.] These words are not addressed to Jesus, but to those
who are around the Baptist, and they are suggested by the
sicht of Jesus; comp. ver. 36. As to the use of the singular
i8¢, when nevertheless several are addressed, see on Matt. x.
16. The article denotes the appointed Lamb of God, which,
according to the prophetic utterance presupposed as well
known, was expected in the person of the Messiah. This cha-
racteristic form of Messianic expectation is based upon Isa.
liii. 7. Comp. Matt. viil 17; Luke xxii. 37; Acts viil. 32;
1 Pet. ii. 22 ff.; and the dpviov in the Apocalypse. On the
force of the article, see ver. 21, 6 mpodrjrys; also 7 pila Tod
Teooal, Rom. xv. 12; 6 Mwv o éx Tis ¢uhis 'Iovda, Rev. v.
5. The genitive is that of possession, that which belongs fo
God, i.e. the lamb appointed as a sacrifice by God Himself.
This interpretation follows from the entire contents of Isa. liii,
and trom the idea of sacrifice which is contained in o alpwy,
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et We must not therefore render: “the Lamb given by
God” (Hofmann, Luthardt). But while, according to this
view, the lamb, designated and appointed by God, is meant,—
the lamb already spoken of in holy prophecies of old, whose
fulfilment in Jesus was already recognised by the Baptist,—-
it is erroneous to assume any reference to the paschal lamb
(Luther, Grotius, Bengel, Lampe, Olshausen, Maier, Reuss,
Luthardt, Hofmann, Hengstenberg ; comp. Godet). Such an
assumption derives no support from the more precise definition
in o alpwy, k7., and would produce a Ucrepov mporepov ; for
the view which regarded Christ as the paschal lamb first arose
ex evenlu, because He was crucified upon the same day on which
the paschal lamb was slain (see on xviii. 28 ; 1 Cor.v. 7). He
certainly thus became the antitype of the paschal lamb, but,
according to the whole tenor of the passage in Isaiah, He was
not regarded by the Baptist in this special aspect, nor could He
be so conceived of by his hearers. The conception of sacrifice
which, according to the prophecy in Isaiah and the immediate
connection in John, is contained in ¢ duvos Tov feob, is that of
the trespass-offering, DY, Isa. liii. 10 ;! 1 John ii. 2, iv. 10,1 7.
It by no means militates against this, that, according to the law,
lambs were not as a rule employed for trespass-offerings (Lev.
xiv. 2, Num. vi. 12, relate to exceptional cases only ; and the
daily morving and evening sacrifices, Ex. xxix. 38 ff, Num
xxvili,, which Wetstein here introduces, were prayer- and thank-
offerings), but for sacrifices of purification (Lev. v. 1—6,xiv. 12;
Num. vi. 12):? for in Isaiah the Servant of Jehovah, who makes
atonement for the people by His vicarious sufferings, is repre-
sented as a lamb; and it is this prophetic view, not the legal
prescription, which is the ruling thought here. Christ was, as
the Baptist here prophetically recognises Him, the antitype of
the O. T. sacrifices: He must therefore, as sucl, be represented
in the form of some animal appointed for sacrifice ; and the ap-
propriate figure was given not in the law, but by the prophet, who,

1 As to the distinction between trespass or guilt and sin offerings, nxwn,

see Ewald, Alterth. p. 76 fi.; and for the various opinions on this distinction,
especially Keil, Arch. I. § 46 ; Oehler in Herzog's Encykl X, p. 462 (F.; Saal.
schiitz, M. R. p. 3211,

Y Concerning D¥/N, Lev. v. 6, see Kuobel iz loe.
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contemplating Him in His gentleness and meekness, representy
Him as a sacrificial lamd, and from this was derived the forn
which came to be the normal one in the Christian manner of
view. The apostolic church consequently could apprehend Him
as the Christian Passover; though legally the passover lamb, as
a trespass-offering, which it certainly was, differed from the ordi-
nary trespass-offerings (Ewald, Alterth. p. 467 f.; Hengstenberg
takes a different view, Opfer. d. k. Schr. p. 24 f£). This Christian
method of view accordingly had a prophetical, and not a legal
foundation. To exclude the idea of sacrifice altogether, and to
find in the expression Lamb of God the representation merely
of a divinely consecrated, innocent, and gentle sufferer (Gabler,
Melet. in Joh. 1 29, Jen. 1808-1811, in his Opuse. p. 514 ff;
Paulus, Kuinoel), is opposed to the context both in Isaiah and
in John, as well as to the view of the work of redemption
which pervades the whole of the N. T. Weiss, ZLehrbegr.
p. 159 ff. — 6 alpwy 7. dpapT. T. Koo pov] may either sig-
nify, “ who fakes away the sin of the world,” or, “ who ¢akes
upon himself,” ete., 4.e. in order to bear it. Both renderings
(which Flacius, Melancthon, and most others, even Bidumlein,
combine) must, according to Isa. liii, express the idea of
atonement; so that in the first the cancelling of the guilt is
conceived of as a removing, a doing away with sin (an aboli-
tion of it); in the second, as a bearing (an expiation) of it.
The latter interpretation is wsually preferred (so Liicke, B.
Crusius, De Wette, Hengstenberg, Briickner, Ewald, Weber,
v. Zorne GQottes, p. 250), because in Isa. liii. the idea is cer-
tainly that of bearing by way of expiation (xe3: LXX. ¢épes,
avéveryre, avoicer). But since the LXX. never use alpew to
express the bearing of sin, but always pépew, etc, while on
the other hand they express the Zalking away of sin by aipew
(1 Sam. xv. 25, xxv. 28 ; Aq. Ps. xxxi. 5, where Symm. has
dpéngs and the LXX. d¢fjcas); and as the context of 1 John
iii. 5, in like manner, requires us to take tas duaprias Huov
dpy, there used to denote the act of expiation (comp. ii. 2), as
signifying the taking away of sins ; so o alpwy, etc.,, here is to
be explained in this sense,—not, indeed, that the Baptist ex-
presses an idea different from Isa. liii., but the expiation there
described as a bearing of sins is represented, according to its
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necessary and immediate result, as the abolition of sins by
virtue of the vicarious sacrificial suffering and death of the
victim, as the @férnais duaprias, Heb. ix. 26. Comp. already
Cyril: Wa 7Tob xoopov Tyv duapriav dvép; Vulgate: qui
tollit ; Goth.: afnimith. John himself expresses this idea in
1 John i 7, when referring to the sin-cleansing power of
Christ’s blood, which operates also on those who are already
regenerate (see Diisterdieck n loc., p. 99 ), by xabapile. nuas
do maans duaprias. The taking away of sins by the Lamb
presupposes His taking them upon Himself The interpreta-
tion “ o take away,” in itself correct, is (after Grotius) misused
by Kuinoel: “ removebit peccata hominum, f.e pravitatem e
terra;”" and Gabler has misinterpreted the rendering “ to bear:”
“ qui pravitatem hominum ... <e mala sibi nflicta, patienti
et mansueto animo sustinebit.” Both are opposed to the neces-
sary relation of the word to o duvos 7. Beod, as well as to the
real meaning of Isa. Liii.; although even Gabler's explanation
would not in itself be linguistically erroneous, but would have
to be referred back to the signification, to fake upon oneself, to
take over (/Esch. Pers. 544 ; Soph. Tr. 70; Xen. Mem. iv. 4.
14; 1 Mace. xiii. 17; Matt. xi. 29, al). — The Present o
aipwy arises from the fact that the Baptist prophetically views
the act of atonement accomplished by the Lamb of God as
present. This act is ever-endwring, not in itself, but in its
effects (against Hengstenberg). Luthardt holds that the words
are not to be understood of the future, and that the Baptist
had not Christ’s death in view, but only regarded and desig-
nated Him in a general way, as one who was manifested in a
body of weakness, and with liability to suffering, in order to
the salvation of men. But this is far too general for the con-
crete representation of Christ as the Lamb of God, and for the
express reference herein made to sin, especially from the lips of
a man belonging to the old theocracy, who was himself the son
of a sacrificing priest, a Nazarite and a prophet. — 7n» apap-
Tlav] the sins of the world conceived of as a collective unity;

! Comp. Baur, N. T. Theol. p. 396 : “‘In a general sense, He bears away and
removes sin by His personal manifestation and ministry throughout.” This
is connected with the error that we do not find in John the same significance
attached to Christ’s death which we find in Paul.
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“ una pestis, qua omnes corripuit,” Bengel. Comp. Rom. v. 20.
— 7Tod xoopov] an extension of the earlier prophetic repre-
sentation of atonement for the people, Isa. liii, to all mankind,
the reconciliation of whom has beeu objectively accomplished by
the iAact7piov of the Lamb of God, but is accomplished sud-
Jectively in all who believe (iii. 15, 16). Comp. Rom. v. 18.

Note.—That the Baptist describes Jesus as the Messiah, who
by His sufferings makes expiation for the world’s sin, is to be
explained by considering his apocalyptic position, by which his
prophecies, which had immediate reference to the person and
work of Jesus, were conditioned ; comp. vv. 31 ff. It was not
that he had obtained a sudden glimpse of light in a natural
manner (Hofmann, Schweizer, Lange), or a growing presenti-
ment (De Wette), or a certitude arrived at by reason and deep
reflection (Ewald); but a revelation had been made to him
(comp. ver. 33). This was necessary in order to announce the
idea of a suffering Messiah with such decision and distinctness,
even according to its historical realization in Jesus;—an idea
which, though it had been discovered by a few deep-seeing
minds through prophetic hints or divine enlightenment (Luke
ii. 25, 34, 35), nevertheless undoubtedly encountered in general
expectations of a kind diametrically opposite (xii. 34; Luke
xxiv, 26),—and in order likewise to give to that idea the impress
of world-embracing universality, although the way was already
prepared for this by the promise made to. Abraham. The
more foreign the idea of a suffering Messiah was to the people
in general, the more disinclined the disciples of Jesus showed
themselves to accept such a view (Matt. xvi. 21 ; Luke xxiv. 25);
the more certain that its dissemination was effected by the
development of the history, while even thus remaining a con-
stant oxdvdaror to the Jews, the more necessary and justifiable
does it appear to suppose a special divine revelation, with which
the expression borrowed from Isa. liii. may very well be con-
sistent. And the more certain it is that the Baptist really
was the subject of divine revelations as the forerunner of the
Messiah (comp. Matt. iii. 14), all the more unhistorical is the
assumption that the evangelist divests the idea of the Messiah
of its historical form (Keim) by putting his own knowledge
into the Baptist's mouth (Strauss, Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld,
Scholten; comp. De Wette’s doubt, but against this latter,
Briickner). This view receives no support from the subsequent
vacillation of the Baptist (Matt. xi. 3), because the revelation
which he had received, as well as that made to hLim at the
baptism (ver. 32), would not exclude a subsequent and tempo-
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rary falling into error, and because this was not caused by any
sufferings which Jesus underwent, but by his own sufferings in
face of the Messianic works of Jesus, whereby the divine light
previously received was dimmed through human weakness and
impatience. It is only by surrendering the true interpretation
(see ¢ alpwy above) that Luthardt avoids such .a supposition as
this. The notion of a spiritualizing legend (Schenkel) is of
itself excluded by the genuineness of the Gospel, whose author
had been a disciple of the Baptist. Moreover, Jesus Himself,
according even to the testimony of the Synopties (Mark ii. 20;
Matt. xi1. 39, ete.), was sufficiently acquainted from the very
first with the certainty of His final sufferings.

Ver. 30 does not refer to vv. 26, 27, where John bears his
witness before the deputies from the Sanbedrim, but to an
earlier testimony borne by him before his disciples and hearers,
and in this definite enigmatic form, to which ver. 15 likewise
refers. So essential is this characteristic form, that of itself it
excludes the reference to vv. 26, 27 (De Wette, Hengstenberg,
Ewald, Godet, and others). The general testimony which John
had previously borne to the coming Messiah, here receives its
definite application to the concrete personality there standing
before him, 7.e to Jesus.— éo7{] not 7v again, as in ver. 15,
for Jesus is now present. — éyw] possesses the emphasis of a
certain inward feeling of prophetic certitude. — av9p] as
coming from the Baptist, more reverential and honourable than
dvfpwmos.  Acts xvii. 31; Zech. vi. 12; Dem. 426. 6;
Herod. vii. 210; Xen. Hier. vii. 3.

Ver. 31, Kdvyw] not I also, like all others, but and I,
resuming and carrying forward the éyw of ver. 30. Though
the Baptist had borne witness in a general way concerning
the Messiah, as ver. 30 affirms, Jesus was, at the time when
he bare that witness, still unknown to him as in His own
person the historic Messiah. Ver. 34 shows that «ai in xayd
is the simple and; for the thrice repeated wdyd, vv. 31-34,
can only be arbitrarily interpreted in different senses. The
emphasis of the éyw, however (I on my part), consists in his
ignorance of the special individuality, in the face of the divine
revelation which he had received. — odx 7j8ecv adTév] that
is, as the Messiah, see ver. 33 ; not “as the manifestation of a
Pre-existent personality” (Hilgenfeld); still not denying, in
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general, every kind of previous acquaintance with Jesus
(Liicke, Godet), which the following fa ¢avepw8j and &
Uuels ovk oidate in ver. 26 forbid. This odx fjdew leaves it
quite uncertain whether the Baptist had any personal acquaint-
ance generally with Jesus (and this is by no means placed
beyond doubt by the legendary prefatory history in Luke i
36 ff., which is quite irreconcilable with the text before us).
That Jesus was the Messiah became known to the Baptist only
at the baptism itself, by the sign of the descending dove ; and
this sign was immediately preceded only by the prophetic
presentiment of which Matt. iii. 14 is the impress (see on that
passage). Accordingly, we are not to assume any contradiction
between our text and Matt. Lc. (Strauss, Baur, and most others),
nor leave the odx 5dew with its meaning unexplained (Briick-
ner); nor, again, are we to interpret it only comparatively as a
demnial of clear and certain knowledge (Neander, Maier, Riggen-
bach, Hengstenberg, Ewald). — aAX' {va ¢avepwbj, x.7\]
occupying an emphatic position at the beginning of the clause,
and stating the purpose of the Baptist's manifestation as re-
ferring to Messiah, and as still applying notwithstanding the
xdyw ovk e, and being thus quite independent of his own
intention and choice, and purely a matter of divine ordination.
— tva ¢pavepwlz] This special purpose, in the expression
of which, moreover, no reference ean be traced to Isa. xl. 5
(against Hengstenberg), does not exclude the more generally
and equally divine ordinance in ver. 23, but is included in it.
Comp. the tradition in Justin, ¢. Tryph. 8, according to which
the Messiah remained unknown to Himself and others, until
Elias anointed Him and made Him manifest to all (pavepor
wagy moujan).—€év 76 U8arti Bawri{wv]a humble description
of his own baptism as compared with that of Him who baptizes
with the Spirit, ver. 33; comp. ver. 26. Hence also the éyw, I
on my part. For the rest, we must understand év 7. 3. Bazrr. of
John’s call to baptize in general, in which was also included the
conception of the baptizing of Jesus, to which ver. 32 refers.’

1 For i» 76 3zm, Lachmann (now also Tischendorf), following B. C. G. L.
P. A. 8., cursives, and some of the Fathers, reads i» idars; but the article after
ver. 26, comp. ver. 33, would be more easily omitted than inserted. It is
demonstrative, for John as he speaks is standing by the Jordan.
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Ver. 32. What John had said in ver. 31, viz. that though
Jesus was unknown to him as the Messiah, yet his commission
was to make Him known to the people, needed explanation ;
and that as fo the way in which he himself had come to recognise
Him as the Messiah. This was, indeed, a necessary condition
before he could make the ¢avépwois to the people. This ex-
planation he now gives in the following testimony (not first
spoken upon another occasion, Ewald) concerning the divine
onpelov, which he bekeld. And the evangelist considers this
testimony so weighty, that he does mnot simply continue the
words of the Baptist, but solemnly and emphatically introduces
the testimony as such: kai épapripnaey, k.TA., words which
are not therefore parenthetical (Bengel, Liicke, and most), but
from an impressive part of the record: “ And a testimony did
John bear, when he said.” The following &r¢ is simply rectia-
tive. — te@éapar] I have seen; Perfect, like éwpara in ver.
34, which see. The phepomenon itself took place at the
baptism, which is assumed as known through the Gospel
tradition, and is referred to in ver. 33 by ¢ méuyras ue Bam-
7ileev év U8are, which implies that the omueiov was to take
place at the baptism of the person spoken of This is in
answer to Baur, p. 104 ff, according to whom there is no
room here for the supposition that Jesus was baptized by
Jolin,—an assertion all the more groundless, because if we
insert the baptism of Jesus before ver. 19, there is no place
in the plan of this Gospel for the narration of a fact which is
assurned as universally known.—The sight itself here spoken
of was no mere production of the imagination, but a real
sight ; it indicates an actual event divinely brouglt about,
which was traditionally worked up by the Synoptics into a
visible occurrence more or less objective (most unhesitatingly
by Luke), but which can be the subject of testimony only
by virtue of a fewpia voyricr (Origen). See on Matt. iii. 17,
note. — ¢ wepiaTepdv] te shaped like a dove: dvrirvmov
wipnua wekeddos, Nonnus, See on Matt. iii. 16. According
to Ewald, “ the sudden downward flight of a bird, coming near
to Him at the moment, confirmed the Baptist’s presentiment,”
etc. Conjectures of this kind are additions quite alien to the
prophetic mode of view. — xai éuewwer én’ adrov] Tho
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transition here to the finite verb is owing to the importance
of the fact stated. Bernhardy, p. 473; Buttmann, N. T. G%.
p- 327 [E.T. p. 382). é=" adtop, however, is not synony-
mous with ér' adrod (xix. 31); the idea is, “ 4t remained
(‘fluttered not away, Luther) directed towards Him.” We
are to suppose the appearance of a dove coming down, and
poising itself for a considerable time over the head of the
person. See on éw{ with the ac-usative (iii. 36; 1 Pet. iv.
14), seemingly on the question “where?” Schaef. ad Long.
P- 427; Matthiae, p. 1375 ; Kithner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 2,
Ver. 33. John's recognition of Jesus as the Messiah (whom
he had not before known as such) rested upon a revelation
previously made to him with this intent; and this he now
states, solemnly repeating, however, the declaration of his own
ignorance (xdyw odx fidewv adrov). — éxeivos] in emphatic
contrast with his own reflection. — elmev] .e. by express reve-
lation. We cannot tell the precise zime or manner of this
prior revelation. By it John was referred to some outwardly
visible opueiov (I8ns) of the Spirit, in a general way, without
any definition of its form. He was to sce it descending, and
this descent took place in the form of a dove, and after that
divine intimation there was no room for doubt. Comp. on
Matt. iii. 17, note. —€é¢’ dv &» [8ys] that is, when thou
baptizest Him with water. This is not expressly stated in
the divine declaration, but John could not fail so to under-
stand it, because, being sent to baptize, he would naturally
expect the appearance of the promised sign while fulfilling his
mission ; comp. ver. 31. He therefore describes the giver of
the revelation as o méuyras pe, k..., and the evangelist puts
the statement in the conditional form: é¢' bv &v, x.T.\., e,
according to the connection of the narrative: “ When, in the
Julfilment of this your mission, you shall see the Spirit descend-
ing upon one of those whom thou baptizest, this ws He,” etc. —
¢y wvedp. dyiw] by communicating it to those who believe
upon Him. See on Matt. iii. 11. The designation of this
communication as a baptism very naturally arose from its close
relation to the work of the Baptist'’s mission (comp. Matt. iii.
11; Mark i. 8; Luke iil. 16; Actsi. 3, xi. 16), because the gift
of the Spirit, according to the prophetic figure (Joel iii. 1; Isa.
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xliv. 3), had been promised under the form of an outpouring
(comp. Acts ii. 33). The contrast itself distinetly sets before
us the difference between the two baptisms: the one was a
preparation for the Messianic salvation by peravoia; the other,
an introduction thereto by the divine principle of life and
salvation, the communication of which presupposes the for-
giveness of sins (see on Mark i 4).

Ver. 34. A still more distinct and emphatic conclusion of
what John had to adduce from ver. 31 onwards, in explana-
tion of the odrés éorew mentioned in ver. 30. — kdyw@] and I
on my part,answering triumphantly to the double xdyw in vv.
31, 33. —éwpaxa] 7e as the divine declaration in ver. 33
had promised (i85s). This having seen is to the speaker, as
he makes the declaration, an accomplished fact. Hence the
Perfect, like Teféapas in ver. 32. Nor can the pepapripnra
be differently understood unless by some arbitrary rendering;
it does not mean: “I shall have borne witness” (De Wette,
Tholuck, Maier), as the aorist is used in the classics (see on
vi. 36); or, “I have borne witness, and do so still” (Grotius,
Liicke), or “{estis sum factus” (Bengel, comp. Bernhardy, p.
378 ff.); but, I have borne witness, that is, since I saw that
sight; so that, accordingly, John, mmediately ajter the baptism
of Jesus, uttered the testimony which he here refers to as an
accomplished fact, and by referring to which he ratifies and
confirms what he now has testified (ver. 30). Comp. also
Winer, p. 256 [E. T. p. 341]. —87¢ od7os, x.7\.] the sub-
ject-matter of the pepapr.— o vios 7ol feod] the Messiah,
whose divine Sonship, however, had already been apprehended
by the Baptist in the metaphysical sense (against Beyschlag, p.
67), agreeably to the testimony borne to His pre-existence in
vv. 30, 15: 877¢ Oeod ~yovos od7os, delworo Toxfjos, Nonnus.
The heavenly voice in Matt. iii. 17, in the synoptic account of
the baptism, corresponds to this testimony. All the less on
this account are the statements of the Baptist concerning
Jesus to be regarded as unhistorical, and only as an ccho of
the position assigned to the former in the Irologue (Weiz-
sicker), The position of the Baptist in the Prologue is the
result of the history itself. That the meaning attaching to
vios 7. feob in the fourth Gospel generally is quite different
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from thal which 1t has in the Synopties (Baur), is a view
which the passages Matt. xi. 27, xxviil. 19, should have pre-
vented from being entertained.

Note—On vv. 32-34 we may observe in general: (1.) The
Aiyos and the mvefua dyrov are not to be regarded as identical
in John'’s view (against Baur, bibl. Theol. d. N. T. I 268; J. E.
Chr. Schmidt, in d. Bibl. f. Krit. w. Exeg. 1. 3, p. 361 fI.; Eich-
horn, Evnl. I1. 158 ff.; Winzer, Progr., Lps. 1819), against which
the & Adyos aipf éyivero In ver. 14 is itself conclusive, in view of
which the aviua in our passage appears as an hypostasis dis-
tinet from the Adyos, an hypostasis of which the scpZ éyévero could
not have been predicated. The Adyoc was the substratum of the
divine side in Christ, which having become incarnate, entered
upon a human developnient, in which the divine-human subject
needed the power and incitement of the aveiua. (2.) He was of
necessity under this influence of the Spirit from the very outset
of the development of His divine-human consciousness (comp.
Luke ii. 40, 52, and the visit when twelve years old to the
temple), and long before the moment of His baptism, so that the
aveiua was the awakening and mediating principle of the con-
sciousness which Jesus possessed of His oneness with God;
see on x. 36. Accordingly, we are not to suppose that the Holy
Ghost was given to Him now for the first time, and was added
consciously to His divine-human life as a new and third ele-
ment ; the text speaks not of a receiving, but of a manifestation
of the Spirit, as seen by John, which in this form visibly came
down and remained over Him, in order to point Him out to
the Baptist as the Messiah who, according to O. T. prophecy
(Isa. xi. 2, xlii. 1), was to possess the fulness of the Spirit.
The purpose of this divine enu:iw was not, therefore (as Matthew
and Mark indeed represent it), to ¢mpart the Spivit to Jesus
(which is not implied even in iii. 34), but simply for the sake
of the Baptist, to divinely ndicate to him who was to make
Him known in Israel, that individuality who, as the incarnate
Logos, must long before then have possessed the powers of the
Spirit in all their fulness (comp. iii. 34). The mwiua in the
symbolic form of a dove hovered over Jesus, remained over Him
for a while, and then again vanished (comp. Schleiermacher,
L. J.p.150). This the Baptist saw ; and he now knows, through
a previously received revelation made to him for the purpose
who it is that he has to make known as the Messiah who bap-
tizes with the Spirit. To find in this passage a special stimulus
imparted through the Spirit to Jesus Himself, and perceived
by the Baptist, tending to the development or opening up of
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Mis divine - human consciousness and life (Liicke, Neander,
Tholuck, Osiander, Ebrard, De Wette, Riggenbach, and others;
comp. Lange, and Beyschlag, p. 103), or the equipment of the
Logos for a coming forth out of a state of smmanence (From-
mann), or the communication of official power (Gess, Pers. Chr.
p. 374; comp. Worner, Verhdiltn. d. Geistes, p. 44), as the prin-
ciple of which the Spirit was now given in order to render the
sipf fit to become the instrument of His self-manifestation
(Luthardt, after Kahnis, vom heiligen Geiste, p. 44 ; comp. also
Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. 191, I1. 1, 166 ; Godet; and Weisse,
Lehrbegr. p. 268, who connects with ver. 52),—as in a similar
way B. Crusius already explained the communication of the
Spirit as if the awiuxz (in distinction from the 2dy05) were
now received by Jesus, as that which was Zo be further com-
municated to mankind ; — these and all such theories find no
justification from our Gospel at least, which simply records a
manifestation made to the DBaptist, not a communication to
Jesus; and to it must be accorded decisive weight when brought
face to face with those other diverging accounts. Thus, at
the same time, this whole manifestation must not be regarded as
an empty, objectless play of the imagination (Liicke): it was
an objective and real enueov divinely presented to the Baptist's
spiritual vision, the design of which (e pavepwty v’ Topain, ver.
31, that is, through the Baptist's testimony) was sufficiently
important as the yvdpioue of the Messiah (Justin. ¢. 7ryph. 88),
and the result of which (ver. 34) corresponded to its design;
whereas, upon the supposition that we have here a record of
the recetving of the Spirit, there is imported into the expo-
gition something quite foreign to the text. If this suppo-
sition be surrendered, then the opinion loses all support
that the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus at His baptism
is a mythical inference of Ebionitism (Strauss), as well as the
assertion that here too our Gospel stands upon the boundary
line of Gnosticism (Baur) ; while the boldness of view which
goes still further, and (in the face of the Buarifwv é&v meduar
byiyp) takes the subpa to be, not the Holy Spirit, but the Logos
(in spite of i. 14), which as a heavenly Aeon was for the first
time united at the baptism with Jesus the earthly man (so
Hilgenfeld, following the Valentinian Gnosis), does not even
retain its claim to be considered a later historical analogy. There
remains, however, in any case, the great fact of which the Bap-
tist witnesses—* the true birth-hour of Christendom ” (Ewald) :
for, on the one hand, the divinely sent forerunner of the Messiak
now received the divinely revealed certainty as to whom hig
work as Elias pointed ; and, on the other hand, by the divinely
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assured testimony which he now bore to Jesus before the people,
the Messianic consciousness of Jesus Himself received not only
the consecration of a heavenly ratification, but the warrant of
the Father’s will, that now the hour was come for the holy épx 4
of His ministry in word and work. It was not that now for the
first time the Messiah's resolve was formed; rather was it the
entrance (comp. Acts xiii. 23) upon His great work, the com-
mencement of its realization, which wyas the great event in the
warld’s history that marked this hour, when the fulness of time
was come for the accomplishiment of the counsel of God.

Vv. 35, 36. ITa\ey eioTrced] pointing back to ver. 29,
— 3v0] One was Andrew, ver. 41. The other? Certainly
John himself!' partly on account of that peculiarity of his
which leads him to refrain from naming himself, and partly on
account of the special vividness of the details in the following
account, which had remained indelibly impressed upon his
memory ever since this first and decisive meeting with his
Lord. — éuBXéyras] denoting fized attention. Comp. ver. 43 ;
Mark x. 21, 27, xiv. 67; Luke xx.17, xxii. 61. The profoundest
interest led him to fix his gaze upon Him. — 8¢ o dpuvos 7.
feod] These few words were quite sufficient to direct the un-
divided attention of both to Him who was passing that way ;
for, beyond a doubt (against De Wette, Ewald,—because the
fact that nothing is now added to the o duvos . feov gives the
words quite a refrospective character), they had been witnesses
the day before of what is recorded in vv. 29-34. The as-
sumption of a further conversation not here recorded (Kuinoel,
Liicke, and most) is unnecessary, overlooks the emphasis of
the one short yet weighty word on which hangs their recol-
lection of all that occurred the day before, and moreover is
not required by ver. 37. — We need not even ask why Jesus,
who was now walking along (wepimar.) in the same place,

! Already Chrysostom (according to Corderius, Cat.; Theodore of Mopsuestia)
mentions the same view, but along with it the other: o/ ixtives 0dxi van iwioripwy
#», which he seems to approve of. — But if Jokn is here already (end see on
ver. 42) indicated, though not by name, and afterwards (ver. 46) Bartholomew
under the name Nathanael ; if, again, ver. 42 implies that James is brought to
Jesus by his brother John, and that he therefore has his place after John ; then
we certainly cannot say, with Steitz (in the Stud. w. Krif. 1868, p. 497): ‘‘The
order in which Papias, in Euseb. iii. 39, quotes the six apostles, Andrew, Peter,

Philip, Thomas, James, John, exactly corresponds with that in which theso
names occur in succession in the fourth Gospel.”
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had not been with John, because the text says nothing about
it. Answers have been devised; eg. Bengel: “Jesus had suffi-
ciently humbled Himself by once joining Himself with JoLn;”
Lampe: “He wished to avoid the suspicion of any private
understanding with the Baptist.” Equally without warrant
in the text, B. Crusius and Luthardt: ¢Jesus had already
separated Himself from the Baptist to begin His own proper
ministry, while the Baptist desired indirectly to command his
disciples to join themselves with Jesus;” as Hengstenberg also
supposes, judging from the result, and because he at the same
time regards the two as representatives of all John’s disciples.

Vv. 37-40. And the two disciples heard (observed) him
speak. For he had not addressed the words i8¢ ¢ duvds 7.
Oeol directly to them, but in general (comp. ver. 29) to those
round about him, — 7xoNo¥fnoav] not the following of dis-
cipleship, nor in a “sens profondément symbolique” (Godet),
but simply : “ they went after Him" (éwiocrepor 7N\bov ocditas
Xpiotol vewoopévoro, Nonnus), in order to know Him more
intimately (welpav AaBelv adrod, Euthymius Zigabenus).
Nevertheless DBengel rightly says: primae origines ecclesiae
Christianae. — oTpadeis| for He heard the footsteps of those
following Him. — 7{ {nreire] what do you desire? He antici-
pates them by engaging in conversation with them, not exactly
because they were shy and timid (Euthymius Zigabenus).
But no doubt the significant feagapevos, T\ (intuitus), was
accompanied by a glance into their hearts,ii. 25.—mod péveis]
correlative to the epimarovvre, ver. 36 ; therefore: “ where
dost thow sojourn ?” Polyb, xxx. 4. 10; Strabo, iii. p. 147.
They regarded Him as a travelling Rabbi, who was lodging
in the neighbourhood at the house of some friend. — &pyeafe
k. 8yrecbe (see the critical notes); a friendly invitation to
accompany Him at once! They had sought only to know
where the place was, so that they might afterwards seek Him
out, and converse with Him undisturbed. We have not here
the Rabbinical form of calling attention, nnn N2 (Buxt. Lex.
Talm. p. 248 ; Lighlfoot, p. 968), nor an imitation of Rev.

1 There is nothing to indicate whether the place where He was lodging was
near or at a distance, although Ewald would inler the latter from the reading
2%
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vi. 1 (Weisse), nor yet an allusion to Ps.1xvi. 5, 9,and a gentle
reference on the part of Jesus to His Godhead (Hengstenberg),
for which there was no occasion, and which He could not
expect to be understood. — %A 8ov, x.7.\.] shows the simplicity
of the narrative. — méver] instance of insertion of the direct
address, common in dependent clauses. Xiithner, II. 594 ;
Winer, p. 251 [E. T. p. 335]. — v nuép. éx] ie the
remaining part of that day, not at once from that day onwards
(Credner, against whom is Ebrard). — 8exd 7] that is, at the
beginning of their stay with Him. We have no reason to
suppose in John, as Rettig does in the Stud. . Krit. 1830,
p- 106, as also Tholuck, Ebrard, Ewald, the Roman mode of
counting the hours (from midnight to midnight, therefore ten
o'clock in the morning) instead of the Jewish, which is fol-
lowed elsewhere in the N. T. and by Josephus (even Viz. 54),
i.e. four o’clock in the afternoon; because there is time enough
from 4 p.M. till late in the evening to justify the popular ex-
pression Tyv fuép. éx.; because, moreover, in xi. 9 it is plainly
the Jewish method which is followed ; and because even in iv.
6 the same method best suits the context, and is not excluded
in iv. 52, while in xix. 14 it is with a harmonistic view that
the Roman method of reckoning is resorted to. The Romans
themselves, moreover, frequently measured the day after the
Babylonian computation of the hours, according to the twelve
hours from sunrise to sunset ; and the Zenth hour especially is
often named, asin our text, as the hour of return from wall-
ing, and mention of it occurs as a lafe hour in the day, when
eg. the soldiers were allowed to rest (Liv. ix. 37), or when
they went to table (Martial, vii. 1), ete. ~See Wetstein. —
The great significance of this hour for John (it was the first of
his Christian life) had indelibly impressed it on his grateful
recollection, and hence the express mention of it here. This
consideration forbids our giving, with Hilgenfeld and Lichten-
stein, to the statement of time an onward reference to the
incident next mentioned, the finding by Andrew of his brother
Simon.  Briickner, too, imports something that is foreign into
this statement of time, when he says that it indicates, in close
connection with ver. 41 ff, how rapidly faith developed itself
in these disciples.
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Vv. 41-43. Still on the same day (not on the following, as,
after the early expositors, De Wette, Baur, Luthardt, Ewald,
and most others suppose; see, on the contrary, the éravpiov
which again appears, but not till ver. 44), Andrew first meets
his brother Simon. — wpd7os] We must understand the
matter thus: Both disciples go out from the lodging-place (at
the same time, or perhaps Andrew first), still in the first fresh
glow of joy at having found the Messias, in order that each
of them may seek his own brother (we must assume that both
brothers were known to be in the neighbourhood), in order to
inform him of the new joy, and to bring him to Christ. Andrew
is the first (wpdTos, not mpwTov, an inelegant change adopted by
Lachmann, after A. B. M. X. 8**) who finds his brother. John,
however, does not say that he also sought %7s brother James,
found him, and brought him to Jesus; and this is in keeping
with the delicate reserve which prevents him from naming
either himself or those belonging to him (even the name of
James does not occur in the Gospel). Still this may be clearly
seen from the mpd7os, and is confirmed by the narrative of the
Synoptics, in so far that both James and John are represented
as being called at the same time by Jesus (Mark i. 19 and
parallels). Bengel, Tholuck, De Wette, Hengstenberg, wrongly
say that Andrew and John had both sought out Simon. The
Tov iBiov is against this; as it neither here nor elsewhere
(comp. v. 18) occurs as a mere possessive (against Liicke,
Maier, De Wette, and others), but in opposition to that which
is foreign. Any antithetic relation to the spiritual brother-
hood in which John as well as Andrew stood to Simon
(Hengstenberg), is quite remote from the passage. — evprjxa-
wev] placed emphatically at the beginning ot the clause, and
presupposing the feeling of anaious desire excited by the Bap-
tist. The plural is used because Andrew had in mind the
other disciple also. — éuBNéyras, «.7.\.] This fixed look (ver.
36) on the countenance of Simon pierces his inmer soul

1 John's use here and iniv. 25 of 73y Massizr (MPRD) isaccounted for by the
depicting of the scene exactly as it occurred ; whereas in i. 20, 25, when he
simply writes historically, he uses the ordinary tramslation Xperss. The
genre picture is specially minute ; so here. According to Baur, N. 7. Theol.

p- 393, the author has given an antiguarian notice, as it were, of this Hebrew
name, which occurs nowhere else in the N. T.



1:8 TIIE GOSPEL OF JOIIN.

Jesus, as the Searcher of hearts (ii. 25; Weiss, Lehrbegr,
p- 263), sees in him one who should hereafter be called to be
the rock of the church, and calls him by the name which he
was henceforth to bear as His disciple (not first in Matt. xvi.
18, as Luthardt thinks). A rock is the emblem of firmness
as early as Homer (Od. xvii. 463); comp. Ezek. iii. 9. There
is no contradiction here with Matt. xvi. 18 (it is otherwise with
Mark iii. 16), as if John had transferred the giving of the
name to this place (Hilgenfeld, comp. Baur and Scholten), for
in Matt. xvi. 18 the earlier giving of the name is really pre-
supposed, confirmed, and applied. See on Matt.—ad el 3 {pwy,
x.7.\.] This belongs to the circumstantiality of the solemn
ceremony of the name-giving; it is first said who ke 7s, and
what in future he should be called. Comp. Gen. xxxii. 28,
xxxv. 10, xvil 5. IV el Zlpwv is not, as Ewald thinks, a
question ; and there is no ground whatever for supposing that
Jesus tmmediately recognised him (Cyril, Chrysostom, Augus-
tine, Aretius, Maldonatus, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Luthardt,
and many, comp. Strauss), for Andrew introduced his brother
to Jesus. Grotius and Paulus’ give arbitrary explanations of
the reading "Jwua, but see the critical notes. For the rest, we
must not say, with Hilgenfeld, “ Peter here attains the pre-
eminence of the first called disciple ;” but Peter is first given
this pre-eminence in the synoptical accounts (Matt. iv. 18
and parallels); the personal recollection of John, however,
must take precedence of these. See especially the note fol-
lowing ver. 52.

Vv. 44, 45. T ématp.] tc. after the last-mentioned day,
ver. 39, which is the same with the 75 émaip. of ver. 35,
consequently the fourth day from i. 19. — 70éxnoer, w1)\]
He was just desiring to go forth, and findeth, etc.; therefore still
at the lodging-place, ver. 40, for éEenfeiv refers to the stay
there (uéve, ver. 40). — evpiared] as if accidentally, but see
xvii. 5 ff. — The statement, instead of being hypotactic in form

1 The fantastic play upon the words in Lange’s L. J. I1. 469, is of this sort.
He renders : * Now thou art the son of the timid dove of the rock ; in future
shalt thou be called the sheltering rock of the dove (the church).” Accordirg
to the true reading of the passage, the name of Peter's fother contained in

Bepuvi which occurs in Matthew, must be regarded as an abbreviation for Jokn,
end has nothing whatever to do with dove. See on Matt. zvi. 17,
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(“ when he would go out, ke findeth ), is paratactic, as often in
Greek from Homer downwards (Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 65, ed.
3; Kuhner, IL p. 416), and in the N. T.; Buttmann, N.7. Gr.
p- 249 [E. T.p. 196]. We must place the scene at the com-
mencement of the journey homeward, not on the road during
the journey (Liicke).— dxoX o] of following as disciples.
Comp. Matt. iv. 19, 20, ix. 9 ; see also ver. 46, ii. 2. The
invitation to do this (not merely to go with Him) is explained
by ver. 45, as brought about by the communications of Andrew
and Peter, though certainly the heart-piercing look of Jesus
Himself, and the impression produced by His whole bearing,
must be regarded as the causes which mainly led Philip to
come to a decision. John does not record the further conver-
sations which of course ensued upon the dxoh. wor, and the
obedience which followed, because his aim was to narrate the
call. — éx 7. morews, x.7.\] see on Matt. viii. 14.

Ver. 46. Evpioxer] when and where in the course of the
journey we are not told,—perhaps at some distance from the
road, so that Philip, observing him, quitted the road, and went
towards him. According to Ewald, “ not till after their arrival
in the village of Cana, which nevertheless is named for the first
time inii. 1, and to which Nathanael belonged ” (xxi. 2). The
supposition, however, that Nathanael was on his way to John’s
baptism {Godet) is quite groundless, — Nafavan), 5§;n;,
t.e. Theodorus (Num. 1. 8; 1 Chron. ii. 14), is identical with
Bartholomaeus. For, according to this passage, in the midst
of calls to the apostleship, comp. xxi, 2, he appears as one of the
twelve ; while in the lists of the apostles (Matt. x. 3 ; Luke
vi. 14 ; Mark i. 18; Acts i 13), where his name is wanting,
we find Bartholomaeus, and placed, moreover, side by side with
Philip (only in Acts i. 13 with Matthew;' comp. Constitt. Apol.

1 Hilgenfeld regarded him as identical with Matthew; but how much opposed
is this view to the history ot Matthew’s call! though the meaning of his namo
is not different from that of Matthew’s. Very recently, however, Hilgenfcld has
supposed that the name answers to the Matthias who was appointed in the place
of Judas (N. T. extra canon. IV. p. 105). Schleicrmacher, L. J. p. 368, con-
siders it very doubtful whether Nathanael belonged to the twelve at all. Chry-
sostom, Augustine, and others, long ago denied that he did, but this is already
assumed in the *‘ duae vize ” (Hilgenfeld, N. 7' extra canon. IV.). According
to Spaeth, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 1868, p. 168 ff., Nathanael is to be takew

L
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vi. 14.1). This identity is all the more probable, because Bar-
tholomew is only a patronymic, and must have become the
ordinary name of the individual, and that in most frequent
use; and thus it came to pass that his own distinctive name
does not appear in the synoptic narrative. — v ypayre] of
whom, ete. See on Rom. x. 5. — Mweiafs] Deut. xviil. 15, and
generally in his Messianic references and types. See on ver. 46.
— 7ov dmo Nalfapér]for Nazareth, where Jesus had Zived with
His parents from infancy upwards, passed for His birth-place.
Thilip may have obtained his knowledge from Andrew and
Peter, or even from Jesus Himself, who had no occasion at
this time to state more fully and minutely his relation to
Nazareth ; while the 7ov viov 7od 'Iwarp, which must rest upon
a communication from Jesus, leaves His divine Sonship un-
disturbed. To attribute to Philip knowledge of the facts of
the case with regard to both points (Hengstenberg) is in itself
improbable, and is not in keeping with the simplicity of his
words. DBut it is a groundless assumption to suppose that
John knew nothing of the birth at Bethlehem ; for it is Philip’s
own words that he records (against Strauss, De Wette). See
on vii. 41.

Ver. 47. Can anything good come out of Nazareth? A
question of astonishment that the Messiah should come out
of Nazareth. But Nathanael asks thus doubtingly, not be-
cause Nazareth lay in Galiles, vii. 52 (the Fathers, Luther,
Melancthon, Ebrard, and many), nor because of its smallness,
as too ansignificant to be the birth-place of the Messiah
(Liicke, De Wette, Hug, Krabbe, Ewald, Lange, Briickner,
and others), nor from both reasons together (Hengstenberg);
nor, again, because the prophecy did not speak of Nazareth as
the Messiah’s birth-place (Godet); but, as the general expres-
sion Ti dyafév proves (it is not the more special 6 Xpio7os),
because Nathanael, and probably public opinion likewise,
looked upon the little town as morally degenerate: it must
have been so regarded at least in the mnarrow circle of the

as a symbolical name, invented by the writer, under which the Apostle John
himself is said to be represented. The author of the Appendix, chap. xxi. 2,
where Nathanael is expressly distinguished from the sons of Zebedec, is said to
hnve made a mistake.
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surrounding villages (Nathanael belonged to Cana). We have
no historical proof that this was so; outside the N. T. the
place is not mentioned, not even in Josephus; nevertheless
Mark vi. 6, and the occurrence recorded Luke iv. 15 ff., well
correspond with Nathanael’s judgment as to its disrepute in a
moral point of view. — dvyaf6v] which yet must above all
be the case if the Messiah were to come therefrom,—He
whose coming must be a signally holy and sublime mani-
festation. — épyov «. U8e] “optimum remedium contra opi-
niones praeconceptas,” Bengel.

Ver. 48. ITepi adTod] therefore to those journeying with
Him, but so that the approaching Nathanael hears it, ver. 49.
— axn0ads] truly an Israelite, not merely according to out-
ward descent and appearance, but in the moral nature which
really corresponds to that of an upright Israelite. Comp.
Rom. ix. 6, ii. 29. 'Ev ¢ Sohos olk éori tells by what means
le is so. Thus sincere and honest, thus inwardly true, should
every Israelite he (not simply free from self-righteousness, but
possessing what essentially belongs to truth); and Nathanael
was all this. This virtue of guilelessness, as the character-
istic of the true Israelite, is not named as belonging generally
to the ancient ideal of the nation (Liicke, De Wette; this
view arbitrarily passes by the reference to the nation #&istori-
cally which lay much nearer); but in view of the venerable
and honourable testimonies which had been uttered concern-
ing the people of Israel (eg. Num. xxiii. 10), whose father was
himself already designated bR ¥"%, LXX. dmhaoros, Gen. xxv.
27; Aq. dmhois,? Symm. duwpos.—Jesus here also, as in vv,
43, 44, appears as the scarcher of hearts.

Ver. 49. The approaching Nathanael heard the testimony
of Jesus, and does not decline His commendation,—itself a
proof of his guileless honesty; but he asks in amazement
how Jesus knew him. — Svra vwd T. avrijv] belongs, as ver.
51 shows, not to ¢wvijoasr, but to edov oe. Therefore, before
Philip, vv. 46, 47, met and called (pwrijcasr comp. ii. 9, iv.
16, xi. 28, xviii. 33), Nathanael had been under a fig-tree;

! Comp. Plato, Legg. 1. p. 642D : dandi¢ xal ofrs whacras vich ayabai,

Soph. 216 C: of uh wrzorae, &AN Srraws Qiriredos.
¢ Comp. Aristoph. Plut. 1159: o 7&; SoAov vy 'l'fryov, AN cxrar frfz'mw..
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whether the fig-tree of his own house (Mic. iv. 4; Zech, iii.
10), whether meditating (possibly upon the Messianic hope of
the people), praying, reading,—which, according to Rabbini-
cal statements (see in Lightfoot, Schoettgen, Wetstein), were
employments performed beneath such trees,—we are not in-
formed. He had just come from the tree to the place where
Philip met him! —e28ov o¢] is usually taken as referring to
a glance into the depth of his soul? but contrary to the simple
meaning of the words, which affirm nothing else than: I saw
thee, not &yvwv ge, or the like. Comp. also Hengstenberg.
The miraculous element in the ¢3ov oe, which made it a
onueioy to Nathanael, and which led to his confession which
follows in ver. 50, must have consisted in the fact that the
fig-tree either was situated out of sight of the place, or so far
off that no one with ordinary powers of sight could have dis-
cerned a person under it. [Eldov ce thus simply interpreted
gives the true solution to Nathanael's question, because there
could not have been this rapport of miraculous far-seeing on
the part of Jesus, had it not just been brought about by the
immediate recognition of the true Israelite when he was at that
distance, This spiritual elective affinity was the medium of
the supernatural eldov oe. Nonnus well says: duuace xai
mpamdeaat Tov ob mapeovra Soxedwy. Jesus would not have
seen an ordinary Jew, who, being therefore without this
spiritual affinity, was beyond the limits of sight. —d7o Ty
ocvx] with the article: “under that well-known fig-tree,
beneath which you were,” or, if the tree was within the range
of vision, pointing towards it. De Wette also rightly abides
by the simple meaning, I saw thee, but thinks that what
caused the astonishment of Nathanael was the fact that Jesus
saw him when ke believed himself to be unobserved (though John
regarded this seeing as supernatural). But this does not give
an adequate motive psychologically for the confession of ver.
50; and we must further assume, with Ewald, that the words

1 The reference of the 3 ¢ to the same place where Philip called him (so,
after the Greek Fathers, B. Crusius) must be rejected, because peither the «;é
o 05— puniicas NOT the dvra tad Tiv suxiv would thus have their appropriate and

necessary point.
2 Where it is imagined, though without the slightest hint to that effect in the

text, that Jesus had a short time before passed by the fig-tree unobserved,
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of Jesus reminded Nathanael of the deep and weighty thoughts
which he was revolving when alone under the fig-tree, and
he thus perceived that the depths of his soul were laid open
before the spiritual eye of Jesus, though this is not indicated
in the text.

Ver. 50. The double designation is uttered in the excite-
ment of joyful certainty. The simple faith in the Messiah,
expressed in ver. 41, is here intensified, not as to its subject-
matter, but in its outward expression. Comp. Luthardt, p.
344. The second designation is the more definite of the
two; and therefore the first, in the sense in which Nathanael
used it, is not as yet to be apprehended metaphysically
(against Hengstenberg) in Jobn's sense, but is simply theo-
cratic, presupposing the national view (Ps. ii. 7; John xi. 27)
of the promised and expected theocratic King (comp. Riehm
in the Stud. . Krit. 1865, p. 63 ff.), and not perhaps imply-
ing the teaching of the Baptist (Olshausen). The early occur-
rence of such confessions therefore conflicts the less with that
later one of Peter's in Matt. xvi. 3, which implies, however,
a consciousness of the higher import of the words (against
Strauss).

Ver. 51. ITioredess is, with Chrysostom and most others
(even Lachmann and Tischendorf, not Godet), to be taken in-
terrogatively; see on xx. 29 But the question is not uttered
in a tone of censure, which would only destroy the fresh bloom
of this first meeting (Theophylact: “he had not yet rightly
believed in Christ's Godhead”); nor is it even the expression
of slight disapproval of a faith which was not yet based upon
adequate grounds (De Wette, comp. Ewald); but, on the con-
trary, it is an expression of surprise, whereby Jesus joyfully
recognises a faith in Nathanael which could hardly have been
expected so soon. And to this faith, so surprisingly ready in
its beginning, He promises something greater (és énmiba ¢ép-
Tepov Ewwv, Nonnus) by way of further confirmation.— 709-
Twy] Plural of the category: “than this which you now have

1 As to the paratactic protasis, which may be read interrogatively or not
eccording to the character of the discourse, see C. F. Hermann, Progr. 1849,
p. 18 ; Scheibe in Schneidew. Philolog. 1850, p. 362 ff. Comp. also Nigcls-
Lach’s note on the Jliad, p. 350, ed. 3.
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met with, and which has become the ground of your faith”
— kai Néyer abr@] specially introduces the further state-
ment of the uellw Tolrwv as a most significant word. — aunyv
duyv Méyw Vuiv] The double gusyw does not occur in other
parts of the N. T, but we find it twenty-five times in John,
and only in the mouth of Jesus,—therefore all the more cer-
tainly original. —Vutv] to thee and Andrew, John, Peter
(James, see in ver. 42), and Philip. —dwdpte] from now
onwards, for Jesus was about to begin His Messianic work.
See chap. ii. Thus, in this weighty word He furnishes His
disciples with the key for the only correct understanding of
that work. — éyreafe, x.7A] The “opened heaven” is not
intended to be taken in its literal sense, as if it stood alone,
but is part of the figurative moulding of the sentence in keep-
ing with the following metaphor. Observe here the perfect
participle : Zeaven stands open; comp. Acts vii. 56, The
ascending and descending angels are, according to Gen, xxviii,
12, a symbolical representation of the wninterrupted and living
intercourse subsisting between the Messiah and God,—an inter-
communion which the disciples would clearly and vividly
recognise, or, according to the symbolic form of the thought,
would see as a matter of experience throughout the ministry
of Jesus which was to follow.! The angels are not therefore
to be regarded as personified divine powers (Olshausen, De
Wette, and several), or as personal energies of God’s Spirit
(Luthardt and Hofmann), but as always God’s messengers,
who brought to the Messiah God’s commands, or executed
them on Him (comp. Matt. iv. 11, xxvi 53; Luke xxii, 43),
and return to God again (dvafBaivovras), while others with
new commissions came down (xarafaiv.), and so on, We are
not told whether, and if so, to what extent, Nathanael and his
companions now already perceived the symbolic meaning of the
declaration. It certainly is not to be understood as having
reference to the actual appearances of angels in the course of
the Gospel history (Chrysostom,Cyril, Euthymius Zigabenus,

! This expression tells us nothing concerning the origin of Christ's knowledge
of God, which ver, 18 clearly declares, and which cannot therefore be attributed
to a series of progressive revelations (Weizsicker); the expression rather presupe
poses that origin. Comp. also Weiss, Lekrbegr, p. 286 ff.
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and most of the early expositors), against which dwdpre is
conclusive; nor merely to the working of miracles (Storr,
Godet), which is in keeping neither with the expression
itself, nor with the necessary reference to the Messiah's
ministry as @ whole, which must be described by dwdpre
oreabe, etc. — dvaBaiv.] is placed first, in remembrance of
Gen. xxviii. 12, without any special purpose, but not inappro-
priately, because when the dyreafe takes place, the intercourse
between heaven and earth does not then begin, but is already
going on. 'We may supply ano Tod viod Toi dvfp. after dva-
Baiv. from the analogy of what follows. See Kiihner, 1I. p.
603. — Concerning ¢ vios Tod dvfp., see on Matt. viii. 20;
Mark ii. 8, note. In John likewise it is the standing Mes-
sianic designation of Jesus as used by Himself; here, where
angelic powers are represented as waiting upon Him who
bears the Messianic authority, it corresponds rather with the
prophetic vision of the Son of man (Dan. vii. 14), and forms
the impressive conclusion of the whole section, confirming and
ratifying the joyous faith and confession of the first disciples,
as the first solemn self-avowal on the part of Jesus in their
presence. It thus retained a deep and indelible hold upon the
recollection of John, and thercfore it stands as the utterance
of the clear Messianic consciousness of Jesus unveiled before
us at the outset of His work. It is exactly in John that the
Messiahship of Jesus comes out with the greatest precision,
not as the consequence and result, but as already, from the
beginning onwards, the subject-matter of our Lord’s self-con-
sciousness! ’

Note.—The synoptical account of the call of the two pairs of
brothers, Matt. iv. 18 ff. and parallels, is utterly drreconcilable with
that of John as to place, time, and circumstances; and the usual
explanations resorted to—that what is here recorded was only
a preliminary call? or ouly a soctul wuniorn with Christ (Luther,
Liicke, Ebrard, Tholuck ; comp. also Ewald and Godet), or ouly

' The historic accuracy of this relation, as testified by John, stands with the
npostolic origin of the Gospel, against which even the oljections of Holtzmann
in his investigation, which are excellent in a historical point of view (Jaksb. f.
D. Theol. 1867, p. 389), can have no eftect.

2 So, most recently, Mircker, Ucbereinstimm. der Evang. d. Matt. u. Jol.,
Meiningen 1868, p. 10 . The ¢ér Aeyimaver Tirpoy, Matt. iv. 18, furnishes uo
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the gathering together of the first believers (Luthardt), but not
their call—fall to the ground at once when we see how the
narrative proceeds; for according to it the wadnras, ii. 2, are with
Jesus, and remain with Him. See on Matt. iv. 19, 20. The
harmony of the two accounts consists in this simply, that the
two pairs of brothers are the earliest apostles. To recognise
in John’s account not an actual history, but a picture of the
author’s own, drawn by himself for the sake of illustrating his
idea (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Schenkel),—that, viz., the knowledge of
the disciples and that of Jesus Himself as to His Messianic
call might appear perfect from the outset,—is only one of the
numerous self-deceptions in eriticism which form the premisses
of the unhistorical conclusion that the fourth Gospel is not the
work of the apostle, but of some writer of much later date, who
has moulded the history into the form of his own ideal. On the
contrary, we must here specially observe that the author, if he
wished to antedate the time and place of the call, certainly did
not need, for the carrying out of his idea, to invent a totally
different situation from that which was before his eyes in the
Synoptics. Over and above this, the assumption that, by pre-
viously receiving John's baptism, Jesus renounced any inde-
pendent action (Schenkel), is pure imagination. Weizsicker (p.
404) reduces John's account to this: “The first acquaintance
between Jesus and these followers of His was brought about by
His meeting with the Baptist; and on that occasion, amid the
excitement which the Baptist created, Messianic hopes, how-
ever transitory, were kindled in this circle of friends.” But
this rests upon a treatment of the fourth Gospel, according to
which it can no longer claim the authority of an independent
witness; instead of this witness, we have merely the poet of a
thoughtful Idyll. And when Keim (I. p. 553) finds here only
the narration of an age that could no longer endure the humble
and human beginnings of Jesus, but would transplant-into the
time of His first appearance that glory which, as a matter of
history, first distinguished His departure and His exaltation,
this is all the more daring a speculation, the more closely,
according to Keim, the origin of the Gospel verges upon the
lifetime of the apostle, and must therefore present the most
vivid recollections of His disciples.

proof, as is plain from the parallel in Mark i. 16, which is the source of Mat.
thew's account, but has not those words. They are simply a personal notice
udded from the standing-point of the writer, as in Matt. x. 2.
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CHAPTER IL

Ver. 10. rére is wanting in B. L. 8.* Min. Verss.; deleted by
Tisch. But how easily might it, in itself superfluous, have
been passed over before 7dv!— Ver. 11. The =7v before dpyiv
we must delete, with Lachm. and Tisch, following A. B. L. A.
Min,, Origen, and other Fathers.—Ver. 12. fueivav. A.F.G. A.
Min. Copt. Arm. Pers. p. Ver. Nonn.: fuenev. In keeping
with the preceding xari8s and the following &wB2—Ver. 15.
For % #éppue, B. L. TP X. 33. Copt. Arm. Ver. Origen : =& xép-
wero (explanatory).—Ver. 17. 3¢ is wanting in B. L. X, &. Copt.;
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. Added for connection
sake. For xarapdyeras Elz. has zaripay:, against all the
Uncials, from the LXX.—Ver. 22. After ¢éreye Elz. has abrei,
an addition feebly supported.

Ver. 1. Tpirn] is, with Origen, e. Cels. vi. 30, to be reckoned
from the last-named day, i. 44, not from the coming to Cana
(Ewald), which has not yet been alluded to. Thus we have
in all siz days from i. 19, not seven (see on i 41), in which
number Luthardt would find this symbolic meaning: “It is a
Sabbath, as it were, which Jesus here is keeping.”— By 77js
TFaxiraias the village of Cana (now not Kafar kenna, as
Hengstenberg and Godet still think, but Kana el-Jelil: see
Lobinson, IIT. p. 443; Ritter, XVI. 753 ff.), about three hours
N.W. from Nazareth, is distinguished from another Cana; for in
ver. 11, iv. 46, xxi. 2, 7ijs T'ahi\alas is also added, and hence it
must be taken as a standing descriptive addition, as if belong-
ing to the name (like our “ZFreiburg im Breisgau” and the
like), and not here as a mere allusion to the arrival in Galilee
(B. Crusius). The other Cana lay in the tribe of Asher, Josh.
xix. 28 (S.E. from Tyre; comp. Robinson, III. 657), and
though also to be considered as belonging to Galilee, was yet
so near to Phoenicia, that the designation of our Cana as K.
s I'aMhalas, in distinction from the otler, is justified on
geographical grounds. Ewald distinguishes our Cana from the
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Kanath lying east of the river district, but the name (M:D,
Num. xxxil. 42, 1 Chron. ii. 23 ; and Bertheau on the word‘;
Kavaf LXX., Kavdfa Josephus) does not correspond. — xail
nv 9 piTyp, x7N] Mary was already there when Jesus and
His disciples arrived in Cana, no doubt arranging and helping
(see vv. 3, 5) in the friend’s house where the wedding was to
take place. That shortly before the baptism of Jesus she had
come to live at Cana (Ewald), but soon after removed thence
to Capernaum (ii. 12), is without specific intimation both here
and in iv. 46. That Joseph was not there with her, is in
keeping with his entire disappearance (equally unaccountable
as it is) from the Gospel narrative after Luke il 41 ff It
is usually assumed, though without proof (see vi. 42), that he
was already dead.

Ver. 2. Jesus also and His disciples (those won in chap. i)
were tnvited, 1.c. when, in the meanwhile, He had come to
Cana! To take éxh\ifn as pluperfect is objectionable both in
itself (see on =xviii, 24), and also because the disciples had
been first won by Jesus on the way. But there is nothing
against the supposition that Jesus had journeyed not to Naza-
reth, but to Cana, on account of the wedding ; for He may hava
known (through Nathanael, Godet thinks) that His mother
was there, and because, considering the friendly relations with
the family, He did not need a previous invitation. This is at
the same time in answer to Weisse, II. 203, who finds an in-
vitation inconceivable; to Lange, who holds that Jesus found
the invitation awaiting Him at Nazareth (?); also to Schlejer-
macher, who makes the invitation to have preceded even His
baptism. Of the disciples, Nathanael, moreover, was himself
a native of Cana (xxi. 2). But even apart from this, the
friendly invitation of the disciples along with Jesus by no
means implies a previous extended ministry of Jesus in Galilee
(Schenkel), or even such a ministry at all before His baptism
(Schleiermacher).—As to the sing. éx\ajfn, see Kiihner, § 433,
1; Buttmann, N. 7. Gk 110 [E. T. p. 126 ff].

Ver. 3. ‘Toreprjo. olvov] because a scarcity of wine had
occurred,—on what day of the marriage feast (it usually lasted

1 Schenkel thoughtlessly szys, that, ‘according to our Gospel, Jesus was to
sll appearance trausported to Cana by a miracle of almighty power,”
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seven, Gen. xxix. 27; Judg. xiv. 14; Tob. ix. 12, x. 1) we are
not told! The expression Yorepel e, something fails or runs
short, belongs to later Greek (Mark x. 21; Isa. li. 14; Neh.
ix. 21; Dios. v. 86). — olvov odx &yovai] they are short of
wine, they, t.e. the family of the bridegroom, who provided the
feast. They might be disgraced by the failure of the wine.
The words, however, are not only an expression of interest,
which was all the more reasonable, as the deficiency was
accelerated by the invitation of her Son and His disciples;
but they also contain, as Jesus Himself understood (ver. 4),
an indirect appeal for help, as is confirmed by ver. 5, which
was prompted by thoughtful consideration for the credit of
the house providing the feast. Some find herein a call to
work a miracle. But wrongly, because this would imply
either that Mary had inferred from the conception, birth,
etc., of her Son, His power of working miracles, which she
now expected Him to display, or that Jesus had already, on
some previous occasion, though in a narrower circle, done
some wonderful works (the former hypothesis in Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Baumgarten, Maier, Godet,
Hengstenberg, and many more; the latter in Liicke and
others),—assumptions which are equally incapable of proof.
‘Wrongly too, because the supply of ¢his want of itself so little
suggested the need of a miracle, that the thought of so dis-
proportionate a means occurring to Mary's mind without any
adequate reason, even by the recollection of such traits as are
related in Luke ii. 49 ff. (Briickner), or by the miracle at His
baptism, or by the call of the disciples, or by the declaration
of i. 52, of which she would be informed at the marriage
(Godet), is quite inexplicable, even supposing that she had
observed more clearly than any others the change which had
taken place in her Son, and had therefore with fuller expecta-
tion looked up to Him as the Messiah (Ewald’s view, comp. Tho-
luck). Far rather did she wish to prompt Jesus in a gencral

! The text does not say that it lasted only one day, as Hengstenberg finds
expressed in ver. 1, where we are simply told that the marringe began on the
third day,—which has nothing to do with its duration. Nor is there any hint
in the text of *poor circumstances,” for it spenks of the master of the feast and

of servants. Least of all does the inviting of Jesus’ disciples along with Himsel
imply poverty. This also in answer to Godet. -
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way to render help; and this she would suppose He would do
in the most natural manner (by furnishing wine), which must
have appeared as obvious a way as that of miracle was remote.
But Jesus, in the feeling of His divine call (ver. 4), iniended
to render help in a special and miraculous manner; and accord-
ingly, with this design of His own in view, returns the answer
contained in ver. 4. In this way the obscurity of the words
is removed (which Lampe and De Wette dwell upon), and at
the same time the objection raised from ver, 11 (by Strauss,
B. Bauer, Schweizer, Scholten) against the entire narrative,
upon the assumption that Mary (from the Logos standing-
point of the evangelist, it is supposed!) expected a miracle.
Lastly, it is purely gratuitous to suppose that Mary wished to
gwe a hint to Jesus and His disciples Zo go away (Bengel,
Paulus) ; yet Ebrard (on Olshausen) bas brought this view
forward again, explaining afterwards “ mine hour” of the time
of His death, when Jesus would have to leave the marriage
(the marriage figuratively representing the period of His
earthly ministry). This is not profundity, but a mere play-
ing with exegesis.

Ver. 4. Jesus understands His mother’s wish, but He has
in His mind a method of help altogether diferent from what
she meant. He therefore repels her interference, in the con-
sciousness of the call which here is given Him to begin His
Messianic ministry of miracles, and holds out the prospect
of rendering help at a later period.—7{ époi xal goi;] a re-
jection of fellowship (3 *5"1p, Josh. xxii. 24; Judg. xi. 12, al;
Matt, viii. 29, xxvii. 19; Mark i. 24; Luke viii. 28; also in
the classics; see Bernhardy, p. 98), here with reference to the
help to be rendered, which He Himself, without His mother’s
assistance, and independently of her, would accomplish, accord-
ing to His own divinely determined call and will, and in a
miraculous manner. Godet well says: “Sa devise sera désor-
mais : mon pére et moi” Comp. Dorner, Jesu sindlose Voll-
kommenh. p. 11. The appellation ydvac added to the Té—aol
(which Hofmann thinks should be joined to what follows;
but why ?) does not contain anything unfriendly (*duriter
respondet,” Melancthon), as is clear already from xix. 21; see
also Wetstein. Comp. xx. 15. But His not saying pirep
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followed involuntarily from the consciousness of His higher
wonder-working capacity and will, by virtue of which, as an
aunrwp, He rejected any interference proceeding from feminine
weakness, even such as was presented here before Him in His
mother. The remark of Euthymius Zigabenus is not happy
(comp. Augustine): “ He spoke thus as God;” while that of
Epiphanius, Beza, Calvin, and many others, is singular: “His
aim was to oppose that future Mariolatry which He foresaw.”
Still, the passage tells acainst that worship. Schenkel says
erroneously, quoting Mark iii. 21, “He was at variance with
the members of His family.” — % dpa wpov] can only mean,
the moment when it will be for me to help So also Hengsten-
berg, in keeping with the context. Jesus, conscious of His
close communion with the Father, sees clearly that this His
first manifestation of Himself as Messiah in the working of
miracles stands, even with reference to the time when it is to
begin, in close connection with the divine appointment; and
He feels that the moment (4 dpa =0 ratpos, as in xvi. 21,
and often in the N. T. and the classics) for this first Messianio
display of power is not yet present when His mother refers to
the want of wine. How He was conscious of the exact horas
¢t moras for working, cannot be more precisely determined.
Euthymius Zigabenus is substantially right: % Tob favuatoup-
ynoas ; and Ewald: “the hour of full Messianic sense of power.”
Strangely attributing to Mary thoughts of that kind, Baumgarten
Crusius remarks, “the moment of my public appearance as
Messiah;” and Godet: “Theure de I'avénement royal.” Antici-
pating ver. 11, Liicke, Tholuck, Briickner, Maicr, Baur, Baum-
garten render: “the moment of the revelation of my glory.” Comp.
Luthardt: “This miracle, as the figurative prolepsis of Christ's
subsequent full revelation of Himself before the eyes of men,

V1t is an error to suppose that # dpz wov in John always siguifies the kour of
Claist's death. Its relerence depends entirely upon the context, as in vii. 30,
viii. 20, where it means the hour of Christ’s seizure ; and xiii. 1, where the more
precise definition is expressly given. Already suwis in Chrysostom, Ebrard, and
many, take it here as meaning the hour of Christ's death. Hilgenfeld under-
stands it of the hour of the glorification of Jesus, the culminating point of which
was cextamly the crucifixion ; and that Jesus, according to John, gives expression
to the full consciousness of the Logos, und its superhuman independence of ul]
human counsel.
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was of significance only for that narrow circle, and was intended
to lead Jesus on from it into public life,”—of which, however,
the text contains no hint either in ver. 5 or elsewhere.

Ver. 5. The words of Jesus last spoken implied that He
intended to help, though not immediately. Hence Mary’s
direction to the servants, whose service she supposed Jesus
would require (perhaps to go and fetch wine). Any allusion
to Gen. xli. 55 (Hengstenberg) is remote from the text.
Ebrard finds it implied in the passage, that Jesus, after He
had spoken, ver. 4, rose and turned towards the servants.

Ver. 6. "Exei] Whether in the feast chamber, or possibly
in the vestibule, we are not told. — ¥8pias] water-pitchers
for carrying water, iv. 28; often in the LXX.; Dem. 1155. 6;
Arist. Vesp. 926 ; Lysistr. 327, 358; Lucian, Dem. enc. 29,
— €E] Not stated as explanatory of the Jewish custom, but as
vividly describing the exact circumstances, yet not with any
symbolic significance (six, Lange thinks, was the number of

poverty and labour). — xeluevar] positae, set down, placed
there. Comp. xix. 29; Jer. xxiv. 1; Xen. Oec. viii. 19: ydrpas
. edrpuiss keypévas. — kata Tov kabap. THv 'Tovd] e

Jor the sake of cleansing (the hands and vessels, Matt. xv. 2;
Mark vii. 3 ff.; Luke xi. 39; Lightfoot, p. 974), which ¢he
Jews practised before and after meals. On «xard, in which, as
in 2 Tim. i 1, “notio secundum facile transit in notionem
propter” (Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 12). Comp. Winer, p.
376 [E. T. p. 602]. — perpnrds] In conformity with his
Hellenic tendency, John gives the .A¢¢tic measure, which, how-
ever, is equal to the Hebrew N3 (Josephus, Anft. viil. 2. 9).
The Attic metretes contained 12 xdes or 144 xoridas, 14
Roman amphorae, 1.e. about 21 Wiirtemburg measures (see
Wurm, de ponderum etc. rationib. 126), and about 33 Berlin
quarts, in weight eighty pounds of water [about 8% gallons]
(Bertheau, Gesch. d. Isracl, p. 77). Comp. Bockh, Staatshaush.
1. 12%7; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 46. 10. Each pitcher con-
tained two or three mefrelae (which are not, with Ammon, to
be referred to a smaller measure, nor even, with Ebrard, to that
of an amphora); for as a row of siz pitchers is named, avd
can, consistently with the context, only be taken in a dis-
tributive sense, not in the signification—which is, besides, lin-
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guistically untenable (see Winer, p. 372 [E. T. pp. 496-7])—of
circiter, according to which all six must have held only about
two or three metretae (Paulus, Hug). The great quantity of
water thus turned into wine (252-378 Wiirtemburg measures,
106-160 gallons) seems out of all proportion, and is used by
Strauss and Schweizer to impugn the historic character of the
narrative; but it is conceivable if we consider the character of
the miracle as one of blessing (compare the miraculous Feed-
ings), and that we are to suppose that what was left over may
have been intended by Jesus as a present for the married pair,
while the possible abuse of it during the feast itsclf was pre-
vented by the presence of the Giver. We must also bear in
mind that the quantity was suggested to Him by the six
pitchers standing there; and therefore, if the blessed Wonder-
worker had not merely to measure the amount of the need,
He had occasion all the more not to keep within tle exact
quantity which the circumstances demanded, by changing
the contents of only one or two pitchers into wine, and
omitting the rest. The blessing conferred by the Wonder-
worker has also, considering the circumstances, its appropriate-
ness and decorum, in keeping with which He was not to act in
a spirit of calculation, but, on the contrary, to give plentifully,
especially when, as was here the case, this abundance was
suggested by the vessels which were standing there.

Vv. 7, 8. The transformation is accomplished in the time
between ver. 7 and ver. 8.! — adTois] the servants, who
obeyed Him according to the direction of Mary, ver. 5 ; not,
as Lange’s imagination suggests, “under the influence of a
miraculously excited feeling pervading the household.” —
vepioaTe] The most natural supposition from this and ver. 6
is that the pitchers had been empty, the water in them having
been used up before the feast began, and were to be filled
afresh for use after meat. Observe, moreover, that Christ

! The commencement of the transformation might indeed be also placed after
the drawing out, and consequently after ver. 8, so that only that portion of
water which was drawn was converted into wine. But the minute statcment of
the number and large size of the vessels in ver. 6, by which it is manifestly
intended to draw attention to the greatness in a quantitative point of view of the
miracle of transformation, presupposes rather that all the water in the pitchers
was converted into wine.
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does not proceed creatively in His miracles, neither here nor
in the feedings. — €ws dvw] This is stated for no other
purpose than to give prominence to the quantity of the wine
which Jesus miraculously produced. — dvTAyoare] Alto-
gether general, without specifying any particular pitcher,—
showing that as «ll were filled, the water in all was turned
into wine (in answer to Semler and Olshausen). From the
nature of the case, no object is appended, and we therefore can
only understand the general word #. The drawing out was
done by means of a vessel (a tankard, 7péoxoos, Hom. Od. xviii.
397), out of which the master of the feast would fill the cups
upon the table (comp. Nitzsch on Hom. Od. #. 183). — The
apyeTpinhivoes, table-master (Heliod. vii. 27), in Petron. 27
triclinarches, elsewhere also called Tpamefomoids (Athen. iv.
p-170 D E; Beck Char. 11, 252), is the chief of the waiters
at table, upon whom devolved the charge of the meats and
drinks, and the entire arrangement of the repast. See Walch,
De architriclino, Jena 1753. Comp. Fritzsche on Ecclus.
xxxv. 1, where he is designated as syoUuevos. He was at
the same time the taster of the meats and drinks, and’ is not
to be confounded with the ouumooiapyos, modimperator, arbi-
ter bibendsi, who was chosen by the guests themselves from
among their own number (Xen. 4nab. vi. 1. 30 ; Herm. Privat-
alterth. § 28, 29 ; Mitscherlich, ad Hor. 0d. i. 4. 18).

Vv. 9, 10. The parenthesis, usually made to begin with
k. otk 78, must be limited to of 8¢ Sidwovor — Udwp, be-
cause not only does the construction run on with xai ovx 7€,
but a reason is also assigned for the ¢pwvel Tov vuudiov, x.T.\.,
which follows ; for had the man known whence the new wine
had come, he would not in surprise have called the bride-
groom, etc. — 76 H8wp olv. yeyer.] not the wine whick had
been water (Luther), but the water which had become wine (and
now was wine). Observe the force of the perfect. If the 70
had been repeated, this water, as that which had been made
wine, would have been distinguished from other water (aguam,
ewm dico quae, ete.). See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 6.1. The
70 not being repeated, the ¥8wp olv. yeyev. expresses one com-
plete conception. — woBev éar(v] whence it comes, 1.e. that it
had been drawn out of the water-pitchers. This is evident
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from the following o fukAnkores 0 U8wp. The table-master.
therefore, cannot have been present at the drawing out of the
water, ver. 8. Concerning the present éord, see i. 40. — The
insertion of the words o: 8¢ Sidxovor, k.7, serves to give pro-
minence to the reality of the miracle. — fbetaav] ie wobev
éor{v, but they did not know that it was wine which they
brought. — ¢wvei] He called him to him (comp. i 49), and
said to him. Whether the bridegroom was just outside at the
time (as Nonnus represents), or was reclining at the table, or
is to be supposed as employed in the chamber, does not appear.
— 6 apxeTpikA] a superfluous repetition, but suggested by the
parenthesis, as is often the case in Greek. — mas dvfpwmos,
k7.\.] spoken under the impression that the bridegroom had
kept the good wine in reserve, and had not allowed it to be
put forth (7{fnoe), but now was regaling them withk it. We
may suppose the words to have been spoken jocularly, in joyous
surprise after tasting the wine. The general custom, however,
to which the table-master refers, is not elsewhere with any
certainty confirmed (the proof in Wetstein is doubtful) ; nor,
indeed, considering the playful way in which it was spoken,
does it need any voucher.— érav pefvobidae] when they
have become intoxicated, so that they can no longer appreciate
the goodness of the wine. The word does not mean anything
else ; not when they have well drunk (Tholuck, De Wette, and
several, e¢g. Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, and others), because
intoxication is the essential though relative conception (see
also Gen. xliii. 34; Hag. i. 6; Rev. xvii. 2). The man says
only in joke, as if it were a general experience, what he cer-
tainly may often have observed, and no inference can there-
fore be drawn from his words that the guests at Cana were
already intoxicated ; especially as "ws &pT¢ simply means ¢l
now, after they had been drinking so long at the table, in
antithesis with the mp@Tov.

Ver. 11. The 75v before dpy7v being spurious (see critical
notes), we must translate : This, as beginning of His miracles,
did Jesus at Cana. See on iv. 54, and Bernhardy, p. 319 ;
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 D. From this it is clear
that it is the first miracle in general, and not merely the first
of those that were wrought in Cana (iv. 406 sqq.), that is

K
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meant (so already 7wés in Chrysostom and Paulus). This
concluding remark of John's simply serves to express, on occa-
sion of the first of them, the teleological nature of the miracles
of Jesus generally. — 79» Sofav avTod] not “ His excellent
humanity ” (Paulus), but His divine Messianic majesty, as in
i 14. The miracles of Jesus, as He Himself testified, had
for their object not only the 8dfa of the Father, but also His
own, xi. 4 (in opposition to Weizsicker, Jakhrb. f. Deutsche
Theol. 1857, p. 165).  The former is really the latter, and the
latter the former. Observe how in John (as well as in the
Synoptics) Jesus begins His Messianic ministry in Galilee,
even in this His first miracle. — xal émiocrevoay, xT\.]
and His disciples became believers in Him. The faith which
they already had (i 35-52) was only introductory, belonging
to the commencement of their connection with Jesus; now,
upon the basis of this manifestation of His glory (i. 14), came
the more advanced and fuller decision, 2 new epoch in their
faith, which, moreover, still continued susceptible of and re-
quiring fresh additions even to the end (xi. 15, xiv. 11).
There is no hint here of any contrast with the unbelief after-
wards manifested by the people (Briickner), nor can this be
inferred from ver. 12 fff Comp. Weiss, Lehrbegriff, p. 102.

Note.—This turning of the water into wine must be regarded
as an actual miracle, for John as an eye-witness (see on i 41,
42), in the most simple and definite manner (comp. iv. 46),
represents it as such, and as the first manifestation of the
divine glory dwelling in Christ in the direction of miraculous
working (not as portraying beforehand the heavenly marriage
supper, Rev. xix. 8, Matt. xxvi. 29, as Hofmann, Schriftbeweis,
II. 2, p. 407, and Baumgarten, p. 99, take it). Every exposition
which explains away the miraculous element contradicts the
words and the purpose of St. John, infringes on his credi-
bility and capacity for simple observation, and places even the
character of Jesus in an ambiguous light. The physiecal incon-
ceivability, which nevertheless is not identical with absolute
impossibility (against Scholten, p. 215), pertains to this work in
common only with every miracle;' and hence the appeal made

1 1t does not become more conceivable by Lange's fiction (L. J. 1. p. 479),
which is quite unsupported by the text, viz. that the company were elevated to
& higher tone of feeling, as the disciples were at a later time upon the mount of
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to a supposed accelerated process of nature (Olshausen, comp.
already Augustine and Chrysostom), which must have been at
the same time an artificial process, is only a superfluous crutch
on which the representation is made to lean, inapplicable to the
other miracles, and as arbitrary as it is (in the absence of a vine)
inadequate. Its inconceivableness in a felic point of view John
himself removesin ver. 11; and remembering its design as there
stated, the miracle was not an act of luxury (De Wette), but
of abounding human kindness in blessing (see on ver. 6). To
suppose another design, viz. that Jesus wished to show how
opposed He was to the strict asceticism of the Baptist (Flatt,
Olshausen), is pure and arbitrary invention, in opposition to
ver. 11. Further, the fact that the Synoptics have not the nar-
rative really amounts to nothing, because John selected and
wrote independently of the synoptical series of narrations; and
as they have not the first, so neither have they the last and
greatest miracle. We must, after all, abide by the simple state-
ment that there was a change of substance (ver. 9), effected by
the power of Jesus over the sphere of nature, in conformity with
a higher law of causation. Granting this power, which the
whole range of the Gospel miracles demands, there is no ground
whatever for contenting oneself (against ver. 9) with the as-
sumption of a change of attributes merely in the water, whereby
(after the analogy of mineral waters) it may have received the
colour and taste of wine (Neander). It is levity of an equally
objectionable kind, and a wronging of a writer so serious as John,
to explain what occurred as a wedding joke, as Paulus (Jesus had
a quantity of wine brought into the house, and had it mixed
with water out of the pitchers and put upon the tables, ver. 4
having been spoken jestingly) and Gfrorer (Mary brought the
wine with her as a wedding present, and during the feast, at
the right moment, she gave her son a sign to bring out and
distribute the gift) have agreed to do. Thus, instead of the
transmutation of the water, we have a frivolous transmutation
of the history.! Lastly, the mythical explanation contradicts
the trustworthiness and genuineness of the Gospel. According
to it, fact is resolved into legend—a legend derived from the

transfiguration, and that Christ, from the full spring of His highest life-power,
made them drink creatively ‘‘in the element of the higher feeling."”

! Ammon also, L. J. L., falls back upon an erroneons idea and representation
on the part of John : ** What took place in the intervening time, when the water-
pitchers were empty, and soon after were filled to the brim, is unknown to us.”
"The miracle is thus reduced into a natural event behind the scemes. Schenkel
simply enough removes every miraculous element from the history, as being
legendary adornments.
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analogies of the historiés of Moses (Ex. xv. 235qq.) and Elisha’
(2 Kings 1i. 19),as Strauss will have it, or from a misunderstood :
parable, as Weisse thinks; while De Wette—without, however,
adopting the mythical view, but not fully recognising the his-
toric character of the narrative—regards the dispensing of the
wine as an act corresponding with the dispensing of the bread,
and both as answering to the bread and wine in the Lord’s
Supper. This he holds to be the most appropriate explanation ;
but it is all the more inept, because there is not the least hint-
of it in the narrative, and because the Lord’s Supper is not once
mentioned in John. According to Schweizer and Weisse, the
paragraph is to be reckoned among certain interpolations which
have been added to the genuine Johannean nucleus,—an arbi-
trary assertion ; whereas Baur, whose criticism rejects the whole
Gospel, transforms the narrativeinto an allegory, wherein water
is the symbol of the Baptist, wine of the Messiah’s dignity (z.e.
the bridegroom’s), and the transformation typifies the transition
from the preparatory stage of the Baptist to the epoch of Mes-
sianic activity and glory (comp. Baumgarten Crusius, p. 82);
while Hilgenfeld (Evang. p. 248) looks upon the turning of the
water into wine as intended as a counterpart to the synoptical
narrative of the temptation, and to illustrate how Jesus was
raised above all narrow asceticism. Thus, too, some of the
Fathers (Cyril, Augustine, and many others) allegorize the
miracle, without, however, surrendering its objective and histo-
rical character as a fact; whereas Ewald, while renouncing any
investigation into the historic probability of the narrative, re-
gards it as the gilding of the idea of the beneficent power of the
Messianic spirit, whereby even now water ought to become wine.
Luthardt holds, indeed, the objective historical reality, but re-
cards the manifestation of the é¢¢« to have been in contrast with
that given in the 0. T',—the gift of God occupying the place of
the command, and the higher life, which Jesus the bridegroom
makes known in this miracle, the place of outward purification.
Similarly Scholten, p. 164. But while the representation of
Christ as bridegroom is quite remote from the narrative, John
gives no support or sanction to the idea that the miracle was
symbolical, either in the remark of ver. 6 (xard r. xalap. . Tovd.)
or in that of ver. 11 (épwvép. 7. 3f. abroi). — The miracle at
Cana is, finally, the only one to which the Synoptics have no
one that corresponds. Therefore the miracles in John are all
the less to be used in support of the assertion that, in John,
Christ, after the manner of the Gnostics, announces another and
higher God than the God of the O. T. (Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr.
281). According to Keim, the marriage in Cana, the first great
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beaming forth of the divine glory, stands in John as “ a loving
portrait” of Christ, and designedly in place of the painful
temptation in the wilderness. But this glory beamed forth
still more grandly and more significantly in its bearing upon the
Saviour’s whole ministry in the threefold triumph over Satan.

Ver. 12. Meta Todro xaréfB7n, x.r\] Direct from Cana?
or from Nazareth (i. 46), whither Mary, Jesus, and the dis-
ciples had returned ? The latter must be assumed as the
correct view, because the brotiers of .Jesus (His brothers lite-
rally, not His cousins, as Hengstenberg again maintains; see
vii. 3, 5, and on Matt. i 25, xii. 46, 1 Cor. ix. 5) had not
been with Him at the wedding. . It is quite arbitrary to sug-
gest that they were accidentally omitted to be mentioned in
ver. 2 (Baumgarten Crusius, following earlier commentators).
— ratéfBn] down, for Kadapvaovp (to be written thus,
.with Lachmann and Tischendorf; in John likewise) lay on the
.shore of the lake of Tiberias.— adTos «. % phTnp, kTA] A
common émavipfwass (correction).  See Fritzsche, Conject.
p- 25; ad Matt. p. 420 ; ad Marc. p. 70 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Crit.p. 50 E. John does not tell us why they went down to
Capernaum ' (Matt. iv. 13 is in a totally different connection).
The scttlement of the family at Capernaum is left uncertain by
John ; the fact had but little interest for the Judaistic stand-
ing-point of his history, and is neither recorded here, as Ewald
maintains (the x. (xel éuewav ov moA\. #p. which follows is
against this), nor even presupposed (Wieseler, De Wette,
Tholuck), for the mention of the brothers who were not with
Him at the marriage forbids this. Nor is the settlement
-attested either by iv. 3, 43, or by vi. 17, 59, — o0 moAAdc
nuépas] because the Passover was at hand, ver. 13, which
Jesus (and the disciples, iii. 22) attended ; not, therefore, on
account of misconstruction and hostility (Ewald).

Vv. 13-16. Kai] Simply the continuative and, z.e. during
this short stay at Capernaum. — For vv. 14-16, see on Matt.

1 Hengstenberg supposes that John mentions this only from a feeling of
personal interest ; that he himself had belonged to Capernaum, and Jesus had
stayed at his father's house. An utterly groundless conjecture, made for the sakeo
of harmonizing (i. 45; comp. Luke iv. 33, Mark i. 29), according to which wa
should have to regard Bethsaida as a suburb of Caperpaum ; sce, on the con-
trary, Matt. xi. 21, 23.
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xxi. 12, 13. — wravras] refer not to the persons, but to the
anvmals named immediately afterwards with the Té—«af, ‘e
not only, but also (see Bauml. ¢n loc., and Pariik. 225). Thus
the unseemliness which some have found in the wuse of the
scourge,—certainly intimated by the connection of moujoas and
éééBarev,—and along with it every fypical explanation of the
scourge (Grotius, Godet, and others regard it as the symbol
of God's wrath), disappear.—'E £éyee] uncontracted form,
to be taken as the aor. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 222.— 70
képua) coin, especially small coin. Mostly in the plural in
Greek. The singular here is collective. — xkai Tols Tds Tepi-
atepas, «..x] He could not of course drive out the doves
like the other animals, and He therefore says to those who
sold them, dpate TaiTa évrebfev. John is here more minute
than the Symoptics; but we must not regard the words as
indicating greater mildness towards the sellers of the doves,
because these were used by the poor (Rupertius, De Wette).
The command w7 woweite, .7.\., addressed to them applied to
all. — 1od mwaTpos pov] Admiranda auctoritas, Bengel; the
full consciousness of the Son manifested itself already (as in
Luke ii. 49) in the temple.— oix. éumoplov] a housc of, a
place of, merchandise. The holy temple house had, in the
Lord’s view, become this, while the temple court had been
made a place of buying and marketing (éumopiov, Thue. i. 13.
3; Dem. 957, 27; Xen. de red. iil. 3; Herodian. viil. 2. 6;
Ezek. xxvii. 3; Isa. xxiil 17, not the same as éumopia). Pos-
sibly Zech. xiv. 21 was in His thoughts.

Ver. 17. 'Euvialnoav] At the very time of the occur-
rence, and not {as Olshausen asserts) after the resurrection, a
circumstance which has to be stated in ver. 22 (comp. xiL
16). — The text quoted is Ps. Ixix. 10 ; the theocratic sufferer
in this psalm, a psalm written during the exile, is a type of the
Messiah; see xv. 25, xix. 28 ff. Comp. Rom. xv. 3, xi. 9;
Acts i 20.— kaTapdyeral pe] will devour or consume me,
is to be understood of a power which wears one out ¢nternally,
Ps. cxix. 139, not to be referred to the death of Jesus (Bengel,
Olshausen, Hofmann, Weissag. %. Erf. p. 111 ; Luthardt, comp.
Briickner), for the disciples could at that time have thought of
anything but His death; comp. ver. 22, In this wrathtul zeal,
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which they saw had faken hold of Jesus, they thought they
saw the Messianic fulfilment of that word in the psalm, wherein
the speaker declares his great zeal for God’s house, which was
yet to wear him out. The fulfilment relates to the o jros
Tob oikov oov, Whereof the xavagddryerac indicates only the
violence and permanence; and there is therefore no ground
for imagining already any gloomy forebodings on the part of
the disciples (Lange). For éofiecr and &8ew, used of con-
suming emotions (as in Aristophanes, Vesp. 287), see Jacobs,
ad Anthol. VI. 280; Del. epigr. p. 257. As to the future
¢dyopar, which belongs to the LXX. and Apocrypha, see
Lobeck, ad Plhryn. p. 327; like the classical &8ouat, it never
stands as present (against Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Godet, and
others),

Note—If there was but one cleansing of the temple, then
either John or the Synoptics have given an erroneous narrative.
But if it happened twice,* first at the beginning, and then at
the end of the Messianic ministry of Jesus,—a supposition which
in itself corresponds too well to the significance of the act (in
so far as its repetition was occasioned by the state of disorder
remaining unchanged after so long an interval had elapsed) to
be inconceivable (as has been asserted by some), or even merely
to pass the limits of probability,—it is then, on the one hand,
conceivable that the Synoptics do not contain the first cleans-
ing, because Christ's early labours in Jerusalem do not belong
to the range of events which they generally narrate; and, on
the other hand, that John passes over the second cleansing,
because he had already recorded the Messianic onueiov of the
same kind. We are not therefore to suppose that the one
account is true, and the other false, but to assume that the act was
repeated. See on Matt. xxi. 12, 13.  So the Fathers and most
subsequent writers; also Schleiermacher, Tholuck, Olshausen,
B. Crusius, Maier, Ebrard, Luthardt, Riggenbach, Lange, Baum-
garten, Hengstenberg, Godet,etc. Others, on the contrary, admat-
ting only one temple-cleansing, decide in favour, some of the
synoptical account (Strauss, Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Scholten,
Schenkel?), and some in favour of John's (Licke, De Wette,

! ¢*Whether it toak place before or after, once or twice, it takes nothing from
our faith.” —LUTHER.

* Comnp. also Luther: *‘It seems to me that John Lerc skips over the three
first yeaxs,"
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Ammon, Krabbe, Briickner, Ewald, Weizsticker, and many
others ; Baumlein hesitatingly). The latter would be the correct
view, because John was an eye-witness; although we are not to
suppose, as Baur, in keeping with his view of the fourth Gospel,
thinks, that John derived the facts from the Synoptics, but fixed
the time of the transaction independently, in consistency with
the idea of reformatory procedure. See also Hilgenfeld, who
traces here the “idiosyncrasy of John,” who, with reference
at least to the knowledge of the disciples and the relations of
Jesus to the Jews, begins where the Synoptics leave off ; and thus
his narrative is merely a peculiar development of synoptical
materials. Besides, upon the supposition of two distinct cleans-
ings of the temple, any essential difference between the two acts
themselves is not to be discovered. Luthardt, indeed, follow-
ing Hofmann (comp. Lichtenstein, p. 156), thinks that, in the
synopt*cal account, Jesus as prophet protects the place of divine
worship, but that in John’s He as Son exercises His authority
over the house; but the ¢ ofxés mov of the Synoptics, as the declara-
tion of God, exactly corresponds with v ofxoy 700 warpés mov in
John as the word of Christ. The distinction, moreover, that
the first cleansing was the announcement of r¢formation, and
the second that of judgment (Hengstenberg), cannot be made
gocd, separates what is clearly connected, and attaches too much
iumportance to collateral minutiae. This remark in answer to
Go let, who regards the first cleansing as “un appel,” the second
as “wune protestation.” The essential element of difference in
Jehn's account lies in the very striking declaration of Jesus
about the temple of His body, ver. 19, of which the Synoptics
have not a word, and which possesses great prophetic signi-
ficance as uttered at the very outset of His Messianic ministry,
but has no special fitness at the end of it. Jesus accordingly
did not utter it again at the second cleansing, but only at the
first, though upon that second cleansing also, occasion was
given for so doing (Matt. xxi. 23). It is this very declaration,
however, which marks unmistakeably the Messianic character
of the appearance of Jesus in Jerusalem from the very first
(against Weizsicker, Evang. Gesch. p. 260). Chap. vii. 3 is not
the first place which treats of that Messianic appearance.

Vv. 18, 19. The same question as in Matt. xxi. 23, but
how totally different an answer ! It cannot therefore be used
to confirm the supposed identity of the two events.— dre-
xptB] As in Matt. xi. 25 (which see), and often, denoting
what is said wupon occasion of Christ’s act, and with reference
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thereto. — 7( onpelov] If what He had dohe was to be
recognised as appropriate to Him, it must be based upon a
really prophetic é€ove(a, and consequently upon divine autho-
rization ; in proof of this, they desired a special miraculous
sign or act, accrediting Him as a divine messenger, and which
wasg to be wrought by Him before their eyes, ni¥, onueiov ris
atbevrias, Euthymius Zigabenus; comp. vi. 30. — 8esnviess)
dost thow bring before us, lettest us see; comp. Hom. Il »v
244: Kpoviwv—38ewkvis ofjpa Bpotoiow. Od. . 174.— 87:]
els éxelvo, 61¢, ix. 17, xi. 51, xvi. 9; Mark xvi. 14; 2 Cor. i.
18, xi. 10. See Fritzsche ad Mast. p. 248. Consequently
in the sense of quatenus, see Ast, Lex. Plat. 1I. 485. —
motels] The present denotes the act just performed, but which
is still regarded as present. — Ver. 19. Adoate Tov vaow
TovuTovy, k1.\] refers, according to the apostle’s explanation
in ver. 21, to the death and resurrection of Jesus, so that he
consequently means His body as the dwelling-place of God,
who was ¢n Christ (x. 38, xiv. 10, 11, 20, xvii. 21,1 14),
i.e. as the antitype of the temple,' and, in conformity with this,
His violent death as the pulling down, and His resurrection as
the reburlding of it. 'We must therefore, according to John,
suppose that Jesus, with the temple buildings before Him, to
which He points (¢his temple here), sees in them the sacred
type of His body, and with that directness of expression
characteristic of the old prophets (such as we often see, e.g.,
in Isaiah), straightway substitutes the image for that which
it represented, so that these sharp, vivid strokes, dashed down
without any explanation, contain, as in a pictorial riddle, a
symbolic and prophetic announcement of His resurrection,’ as

' Considering the oft-recurring representation of the indwelling of God in
Christ, it is very far-fetched to derive the temple comparison here from the
Valentinian Christology concerning a higher body of the Messiah appropriate
for union with the Logos (in answer to Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. 247). Seeing,
further, that Christ (ver. 16) calls the literal temple ** His Father’s honse,”
‘how can the Demiurge be conceived of us the God of the Jews? How can we
reconcile with that expression even ‘“a milder Gnosticism” (Hilgenfeld, in the
Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 516)? Simply to admit that ‘‘a weak reference to the
highest God was not wanting even in Judaism,” is both incorrect in itself, and
wltogether unsuited to solve the palpable contradietion.
~ ?Itis assumed (with Bengel) still in my 4th edition, that Jesus indicated the
reference to His body ‘‘nutw gestuve,” but that the Jews did not unotice it.
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in Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4, and in keeping with what we ave to
assume throughout, viz. that He never foretold His resurrec-
tion in so many words, but only by figures and in obscure
terms. The thought accordingly, divested of this figurative
envelope, is, according to John, no other than this : kil me, and
within three days (év, see Bernhardy, p. 209; Winer, p. 361
[E. T. p. 482)) I will rise again. The imperative in the
protasis is not permissive merely, which weakens the emotion,
but contains a challenge; it springs from painfully excited
feeling, as He looks with heart-searching gaze upon that im-
placable opposition which was already beginning to show
itself, and which would not be satisfied till it had put Him
to deatl. Comp. mAnpwoare, Matt. xxiii. 32. Jokhn's ex-
planation is adopted by the ancients, and among modern
expositors by Kuinoel, Tholuck, Hildebrand (in Hiiffell’s
Zetschr. 11 1), Kling (in d. Stud. . Krit. 1836, p. 127),
Krabbe, Klee, Olshausen (at least as to their 4nner meaning,
while the words, he thinks, were apparently simply a repelling
paradox), Maier, Hasert (Ueb. d. Vorhersagungen Jesw wvon
setnem  Tode, Berlin 1839, p. 81), Hauff in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1849, p. 106 ff.; Briickner (against De Wette), Lauril-
lurd, de locis ev. Jok. in quibus ipse auctor verba J. interpretal.
est, Lugd. B. 1853, p. 1 ff; Baumgarten, Maier, Baeumlein,
Godet, even Luthardt (though bringing in a double meaning;
by putting Jesus to death, Israel destroyed itself as the house
of God, while the resurrection was the setting up of God’s
spiritual house; comp. Ebrard, Lange, Riggenbach, Hengsten-
berg) ; similarly Baur, p. 137 ff,, who, however (and with him
Hilgenfeld), traces the expression to synoptic elements much
later in point of time. But Jobn's explanation is abandoned,
since the time of Herder (vom Sokne Gotics) and Henke (Pro-
gramm 1798, in Pott, Sylloge, I. p. 8 ff), by Eckermann,
Paulus, Liicke, Schweizer, Bleek, B. Crusius, Ammmon, Strauss,
Girérer, De Wette, Ewald, Weizsicker, Schenkel, Scholten,

This is inadmissible, because thus the rsirov would have no reference whatever
to the temple of stone, whereas the entire scene in the temple court shows that
this reference is contained in it. Besides, such a gesture would be inappropriate
while using an enigmatical word, for it would at once give the key to its solution.
The intellectua) point would be quite lost.
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and mony others, who, with various modifications, explain
the pulling down of the temple of the decay of the old temple
religion, and the sctting up in three days of the new spiritual
theocracy so soon to be established; thus the imperative is
taken by some as a challenge (as above) (Herder, Henke,
Ewald), by some again as a concession (Schenkel), and by
some as an hypothesis (Liicke, B. Crusius, De Wette:
“ Granted that ye destroy”)—according to De Wette, with
allusion perhaps to the late partial pulling down of the
temple by Herod. But (1) before we can assume that John
of all men, who yet elsewhere was so deeply imbued with the
mind of Jesus, wholly misunderstood Him, and that too at the
time when he wrote his Gospel, when, consequently, the old
degenerate religion had been long ago overthrown, and the
new spiritual sanctuary long ago set up,—the most decisive
evidence of such a misunderstanding is requisite. If this be
not forthcoming, we are bound to seek the ¢rue interpretation
of any saying of Jesus from him, and especially in this case,
where he distinctly gives his own explanation in opposition to
the misconception of the Jews, and gives it not only as ks
own, but as that of the rest of the disciples likewise. (2) The
accusation in Matt. xxvi. 61, Mark xiv. 58 (comp. Acts vi.
13) is no argument in favour of the modern interpretation,
for it is based only upon the Jewish misunderstanding of the
saying. (3) The place and occasion alike suggested the
temple as an dllustration, but they determined nothing as to
the subject-matter of the comparison; a onuelov in general was
asked for, not one bearing specially upon the temple. (4) The
setting uwp of the spiritual temple was an event not at all
dependent upon a previous Aew of the old economy ; on the
contrary, a beginning had already been made, the further
development of which was not the effect but the cause (the
fermenting element) of the dissolution of the old theocracy :
hence the relation of the protasis to the apodosis of the
sentence would be neither lozically mor historically correct.
(5) This spiritual building uwp was so far from being a
momentary act, and was to so great a degree a gradual
development, that neither the conception of a amueiov in
general, nor the words év Tpwiv fuépass, which belong essen-
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tially to this conception, have any corresponding relation
thereto; the latter expression, even if taken in a proverbial
sense (Hos. vi. 2, not Luke xiii, 32; but see Dissen ad Dem.
de cor. p. 362), could only mean “4n a few days,” and there-
fore would be quite unsuited to the comparison, and would
even have the appearance of grandiloquence. Moreover, as
the three days joined to the éyepd were always the fized cor-
relative of Christ’s resurrection, this ought itself to have ex-
ciuded the modern explanation. (6) A new temple would of
necessity have been spoken of as another (comp. Mark xiv,
58), but éyepd adrdv can only mean the same; and thus the
Jews as well as John rightly understood it, for Jesus did not
say éyepd dANov or €repov, or the like! (7) It is only a
seeming objection to John’s explanation, that according to N.
T. theology Christ did not raise Himself from the dead, but
was raised by the Father; comp. ver. 22; Acts ii. 24, 31 ff,
iii. 15, 1v. 10, v. 30, al.; Rom, iv. 24, viii. 11; 1 Cor. vi. 14;
2 Cor. iv. 14; Gal i 1; Eph. i. 21; Col. ii. 12; 1 Thess. i
10; 1 Pet. i 21. Any such contradiction to the Christian
mode of view, if real, must have prevented John himself above
every one from referring the words to the resurrection. But
the objection disappears if we simply give due weight to the
figurative nature of the expression, which rests upon that
visible contemplation of the resurrection, according to which
the Sulbject that arises, whose resurrection is described as the
re-erecting of the destroyed temple, must also be the Subject
that erects the temple,—without affecting the further doctrine,
which, moreover, does not come under consideration, that the
causa efficiens, t.e. the actual revivifying power, is the Father.
Christ receiving His life again from the Father (x. 17)and rising
again, Himself raises up by His very resurrection the destroyed
temple. See, moreover, Briickner, p. 57, and Godet. Comp.
Tenat. Smyrn. 2: d\pfds dvéornoev éavrov. — For éyelpewy
as used of erecting buildings, see Ecclus. xlix. 11; 3 Esdras

' Appeal is wrongly made to Matt. x. 39, where vxsvr denotes earthly life
mierely, and then « i =#v life efernal, yux#» as well as aérfv there means nothing
but the soul; and the enigma of the expression lies not in a different sense being
applied to these two words, but in the different meaning a9 respects duration of
sipav and dxonion,
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v. 44, vili. 81; Ael V. H. 12, 23; Herodianus, 3, 15. 6:
Jacobs ad Anthol. XII. p. 75

Note—It cannot perplex us in John's explanation, that the
answer which Jesus gave was rightly understood neither by
the Jews nor by the disciples at the time. It was the manner
of Jesus, as especially appears in John, to throw out seeds of
thought for the fufure which could not take root at the time.
Comp. Chrysostom: TORNG Torabra POeyyeTor Toi ey TiTe drodovory
oUx tvra SFha, To% 8t merd Tabra écimeva.  Tivog 8t Evexey ToUTo woissl;
va deixdn mpoerdars dvwley T mera Tubra, Srav é5EAdn awl T wpop-
procwg b Téhog 8 8A mal éml Th¢ wpopnTeims TabTng yiyover.  And
that from His very first public appearance He foresaw the
development of the opposition of this seemingly guileless
party, onwards to its goal in the destruction of the temple
of His body, can be regarded as an unhistorical presupposition
of the Logos doctrine only by one who, on the one hand, can
by critical doubts® get rid of the early references of Jesus to
His death which are contained in the Synoptics (e.g. Matt. x.
38, xii. 39, x. 23), and, on the other hand, does not sufficiently
estimate Christ’s higher knowledge, and especially His acquaint-
ance with the heart which John unfolds, by virtue of which He
apprehends the full intent (vi. 64) of this seemingly justifiable
requirement of a sign.

Ver. 20. An intended deductio ad absurdum. Teaoapdr.
k. €£ €éreawv] length of time named without é». Bernhardy,
p- 81; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. p. 273] The great number of
years stands emphatically first. — cdxo8oprifn] e so far as
it was already complete. The proposed enlargement and
renewal of the temple of Zerubbabel was begun in the 18th
year of Herod the Great's reign (autumn of 734-5; see
Joseph. Antt. xv. 11. 1), and was first completed, according
to Josephus, Antt. xx. 9. 7, under Herod Agrippa 11, A.D. 64.
How the 46 years named here prove that the passover then
being held was that of the year 782 (ao.Dn. 29), corresponding
with the year of the DBaptist's appearance according to Lulke
iil. 1 (August 781—2), see on Acts, Introd. § 4. Wieseler,
p. 166, reckoning onwards from Nisan 735, places the end
of the 46th year exactly in Nisan 781;% comp. also Wicseler
in Herzog's Encykl. XXI. 546.

! Comp. Keim, Geschichtl. Christus, pp. 35, 36, ed. 3.
3 Ewald reckons from B.c. 20 to A.D. 28, and, counting only the full inter
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Vv. 21, 22. To? codpatos]' Genitive of apposition; see
Winer, p. 494 [E. T. p. 666]. — Ver. 22. odv] represents
the recollection as answering to the true meaning of that
declaration. — éuvioOnaav] they became mindful of, ver. 17,
xii. 16. The saying came afresh to their remembrance when
it was explained as a fact by the resurrection; previously,
because not understood, it had been forgotten. With Ayépfn
comp. éyepd, ver. 19. — kal émiocTevoav, xT\] As the
result of this recollection, they believed the Seripture (felt con-
vinced of the truth of its statements),—observing, that is, the
harmony of its prophecies concerning the resurrection of
Jesus (Ps. xvi. 10; Isa. liii.; ef Luke xxiv. 26; Acts xiii. 33 f£;
1 Cor. xv. 4; Matt. xii. 40) with that saying of Christ's,—and
the word which Jesus had (then, ver. 19) spoken, which now, as
fulfilled in the resurrection, presented itself to them in its full
prophetic truth. Upon wioTedery Tewve in St. John, comp.
Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 20. — Schweizer (whom Scholten follows)
regards vv. 21, 22 as spurious, quite groundlessly. The
statement is the exact outcome of St. John's inmost personal
experience.

Ver. 23. 4¢€] introducing a characteristic summary state-
ment (to ver. 25) regarding this stay of Jesus at the feast, in
order next to give prominence to a special scene, the story of
Nicodemus in iii. 1 ff. — év 7. ‘Iepoa. év 7. mdoxa év T3
éop77] The latter clause is not added as an explanation for
Greek readers (that should have been dome at ver. 13), but
“ He was at Jerusalem during the passover in the feast (engaged
in celebrating the feast);” thus the first év is local, the second
refers to time, and the third joins on with 7y, and expresses

vening years, he gets the 46, thus omitting B.c. 20, the year in which the
rebuilding began, and A.D. 28, the year of the passover named in our text. —
For the rest, it must be remembered (in opposition to Keim’s doubts in his
Gesch. J. 1. p. 615) that the statement in the text does not necessarily oblige
us to suppose an oixodoueicdus without any interruptions. The building bad
been going on now for 46 years.

! John explains the saying so simply and definitely, that there is no room for
the double meaning which Luthardt, Hengstenberg, and others import into it.
With equal simplicity and definiteness does he represent the meaning given as
that of Jesus Himself (against Weizsicker, p. 266). In like manner vii. 38,
xii. 82, xxi. 19. In none of these passages is any distinction drawn between
the sense given and the meaning intended by Jesus Himself,
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the surroundings, that in which a person is engaged (versar:
i aligua re). See, concerning elvas év here, Bernhardy, p.
210; Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. 623. — OewpoivTes, kTN while they
beheld His miracles, ete. On avrtod, comp. Lycurg. 28: Taira
éuot éfewpricare, and Kiihner, § 528, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 11,
Euthymius Zigabenus rightly says: éxeivoc qyap axpiBéotepov
émioTevoy, aos uf Sid Td onuela wovov, AANE xai Sid Ty Sidac-
xallay avrod émictevoy, Their faith in His name (as that of
the Messiah) did not yet amount to any decision of their inner
life for Jesus, but was only an opinion, produced by the sight
of His miracles, that He was the Messiah ; comp. viii. 30, vi.
26. Luther calls it “milk faith.” Comp. Matt. xiii. 20. On
Ta onupela, comp. iii. 2. None of the miracles of this period
has been recorded; xx. 30, comp. iv. 45. Consequently, not
only the Symoptics, but John also speaks summarily of maiti-
tudes of miracles, without relating any of them individually
(against Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 201).

Vv. 24, 25. AdTos 8¢, x.r\] But He on His part, though
they on their part, on account of His miracles, believed on
Him. ~— oV« émwicT. éavTov] an intentional antithesis to the
preceding émio7. els T0 dvopa adrod. Observe the emphatic
éavrov: it must not be taken as meaning “ He kept back His
doctrine from them” (Chrysostom, Kuinoel, and many), or “ His
work” (Ebrard); but He did not trust Himself, i.e. His own
person, to them ; He refrained from any closer personal inter-
course with them. Without any such reserve on His part,
rather with confident self-surrender, had He given Himself to
His intimate Galilean friends. Towards the Jews in Jerusalem,
on whom, from His knowledge of the human heart, He could
not bestow this self-devotion, because there were wanting in
them the inward moral conditions necessary thereto, His bear-
ing was more strange and distant. Observe the imperficts
emiotever and eylvwoke. — Sia TO avTOV Gqvdok. TAVT.]
because He Himsclf (as in the following avros) knew all men,
universal. Respecting none did His personal knowledge fail Him
with regard to the state of his moral feeling. —- xai 87¢, £.7\.]
negative expression of the same thought in the popular form
of a still further reason, — ¢'va] not instead of the infinitive
coustruction (Matt. iii. 14 al.), but the object of the need is
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conceived of in the form of a purpose which the person need-
ing guidance entertains. Comp. xvi. 30; 1 John ii. 27. —
wept Tob avBp.] does not apply to Jesus Himself (“ concern-
ing Him as man,” Ewald), but concerning any man with whom
He had at any time to do. See Bernhardy, p. 315; Winer,
p. 109 [E. T. p. 143). — adros] of Himself, ie. adrodi-
daxros, Nonnus. See Herm. ad Viger. p. 733; Kriiger, Anab.
1. 3. 7; comp. Clementine Homal. iii. 13 : ameipp rvyis
opbarud. — T¢ v év 76 avfp.] the inward, though not out-
wardly indicated capacity, character, disposition, and so on;
70 «pumTov Tob vols, Origen. Comp. Nonnus: Goa ¢ppevos.
évbolev dvnp elyev dxmpikTe kekavuuéva $dpei auyis. To
this supernatural and <mmediate discernment, as possessed by
Jesus, special prominence is often given by John. Comp.
i 49, 50,1iv. 19, 29, vi 61, 64, xi. 4, 15, xiii. 11, xvi. 19,
xxi. 17. Tt is the life expression of His divine essence (Ps
vii 10, cxxxix. 2; Acts xv. 8), like the working of miracles
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CHAPTER IIL

Ver. 2. Instead of airéy, the Elzevir has by 'I5ocly, in the face
of decisive testimonies. The beginning of a new section and of
8 church lesson. — Ver. 2. The position of $lvarasr immediately
after ydp (Lachm. Tisch.) is supported by preponderating testi-
mony. — Ver. 5. For ¢ deos Tisch. reads riv olpaviy, upon
ancient but yet inadequate testimony (x* Inst. Hippol. etc.). —
Ver. 13. ¢ &y év r. o0b2] wanting in B. L. T% x. 33. Eus. Naz.
Origen; deleted by Tisch. But these mysterious words may
easily bave been regarded as objectionable or superfluous, be-
cause not understood or misunderstood ; and there was nothing
to suggest the addition of them. — Ver. 15. w3 d=irnray,
a»2’] 1s deleted by Tisch. after B. L. T. n. Min. Verss. Fathers.
Rightly so; it is an addition borrowed from ver. 16. — The
readings i’ adrév (Lachm.), éz” abrg and & w«drg (Tisch.), have
indeed less support than the received eis «bréy, but this latter
forced itself in as the most current form of expression, and &
airg is, following B. T® Codd. It, to be preferred. — Ver. 19.
The order airav wovgpe has preponderating evidence in its
favour.— Ver. 25. The Elzevir has "Toudaiwy instead ot ’Tov-
deiov, in the face of decisive testimony. The plural evidently
was inserted mechanically.— Ver. 31 f The second émdva
wdvrwy iors has against it very weak testimony, viz. D. . Min.
and some Verss. and Fathers. But the following x«7 (bracketed
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.) is omitted rot only by the same
testimonies, but also by B. L. Min. Copt. Pers., and must be
regarded as an interpolation, the absence of which originally
led more easily to the omission of émdvw #. & — Ver. 34, ¢ deis
after 8idwow is wanting in B. C.* L. T® . Min. Ver. Brix. Cyr.;
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A supplying of the
subject, which seemed uncertain.

Vv. 1, 2. Prominence is now given to a specially important
narrative, connected by the 8¢ which continues the discourse,
—a narrative belonging to that first sojourn in Jerusalem,—
viz. the conversation with Nicodemus, wherein Jesus more fully

L
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explains His person and work. No intimation is given of
any inner connection with what precedes (Liicke: “now
comes an instance of that higher knowledge possessed by
Jesus;” De Wette, Lange, Hengstenberg: “an illustration of
the entire statement in ii. 23-25;” Tholuck: “an instance of
the beginnings of faith just named;” Luthardt: “from the
people collectively, to whom Jesus had addressed Himself, a
transition is now made to His dealing with an individual ;”
Ewald: “ Nicodemus appears desirous to make an exception to
the general standing aloof of men of weight in Jerusalem”),
— dvfpwmos] in its most ordinary use, simply equivalent to
7is; not “un exemplaire de ce type humain que Jésus con-
naissait si bien” (Godet). It is quite independent of ii. 25,
introducing a new narrative. — N¢xoSnuos, a frequent name
as well among the Greeks (Demosth. 549. 23, and later
writers) as among the Jews (873 or IiP"1P3, see Lightfoot and
Wetstein). We know nothing certain of this man beyond
the statements concerning him in St. John (comp. vii. 50,
xix. 39)." The Nicodemus of the Talmud was also called
Bunai, must have survived the destruction of Jerusalem, and
was known under this latter name as a disciple of Jesus. See
Delitzsch in the Zewtschr. f. Luther. Theol. 1854, p. 643. The
identity of the two is possible, but uncertain. The so-called
Euvangelium Nicodemi embraces, though in a doubtful form,
two different treatises, viz. the Acta Pilati and the Descensus
Christi ad inferos. See Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr. p. 203 ff.
— dpywr] He was a member of the Sanhedrim, vii. 50;

! According to Baur, p. 173, he is a {ypical person, representing the believing
and yet really unbelieving Judaism, just as the Samaritan woman (chap. iv.)
represents believing heathendom ; thus leaving it uncertain how far the narrative
is to be taken as fact. According to Strauss, the whole owes its origin to the
reproach that Christianity made way only among the common people (notwith-
standing 1 Cor. i 26, 27). Weisse rcjects at least the truth of the account,
which De Wette designates ‘‘a poetical, free, and bighly spiritualized repro-
duction.” See on the other hand Briickner. According to Hilgenfeld, the
whole conversation eannot be understood “unless we view it from the evange-
list's standing-point ;"' according to which, we see that the design is simply and
solely to explain how Christianity essentially distinguished itself from Judaism.
According to Scholten, we have here set forth the power of Christianity triumph-
ing over the slowness of heart and prejudices of the learned,—this merely, with-
out any historical basis of fact in the story.
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Luke xxiii. 13, xxiv. 20. — He came to Jesus by night!
being still undecided, in order to avoid the suspicion and
hostility of his colleagues. He was not a kypocrite (as Koppe
in Pott, Sylloge, IV. p. 31 ff,, holds), who pretended to be simple
in order to elicit from Jesus some ground of accusation; a
circumstance which, if true, John would not have failed to
state, especially considering what he says of him in vii. 50
and xix. 39: he was, on the contrary, though of a somewhat
slow temperament, a man of Aonourable character, who, together
with others (ol8apev, comp. vuas, ver. 7), was in a general way
convinced by the miracles of Jesus that He must be a divinely
commissioned and divinely supported Teacher, and he there-
fore sought, by a confidential interview, to determine more
exactly his to that extent half-believing judgment, and especi-
ally to find out whether Jesus perhaps was the very Messiah,
His position as a Pharisee and a2 member of the Sanhedrim
shows how strongly and honestly he must have felt this need.
Comp. xii. 42. — For the entire section see Knapp, Scripta
var. arg. 1. 183; Fabricius, Commentat. Gott. 1825; Scholl in
Klaiber's Studien, V. 1, p. 71; Jacobi in the Stud. w. Krit.
1835, 1; Hengstenberg in the Evang. K. Z. 1860, 49; Stein-
fass in the Meklenb. Zeitschr. 1864, p. 913. — That the dis-
ciples, and John in particular, were with Jesus during the
interview, has nothing against it (as De Wette and most others
think), for Nicodemus came to Jesus by night only through
fear of the Jews; and the vivid and peculiar features, with the
harmonious characteristics of the narrative, even if touched
up by the pen of John, confirm the supposition that he was a
witness. If not, he must have received what he relates from
the Lord Himself, as it impressed itself deeply and indelibly
upon his recollection. As to the result of the interview,
nothing historically to be relied upon has come down to us,
simply because there was no immediate effect apparent in
Nicodemus. But see vii. 50, xix. 39.—&7¢ amo feod
éAgA. 8i8daralas] that thou art come from God as leacher.
The expression implies the thought of one divinely sent, but
not the idex of the Logos (as Bretschneider holds).—radTa Ta

! A symbolical reference to *‘ the still benighted mind” must not be attributed
to this simple historical statement (against Hengstenberg).



164 THE GOSPEL OF JOIN.

onueta] emphatie, haccee tanta signa. — €dv u) 7 o fede
et avTod] 87 ok EE olxelas Suvduews Talita moiel, aAN €k
ths 7ob Oeod, Euthymius Zigabenus. From the miracles (ii.
23) Nicodemus thus infers the assistance of God, and from
this again that the worker of them is one sent from God.

Ver. 3. In ver. 2 Nicodemus had only uttered the preface
to what he had it in his mind to ask; the question itself was
to have followed. But Jesus interrupts him, and gives him
the answer by anticipation. This question, which was not (as
Lange thinks, in contradiction of the procedure of Nicodemus
on other occasions) kept back with remarkable prudence and
caution, is to be inferred solely from the answer of Jesus;
ard it was accordingly no other than the general inquiry,
“What must @ man do in order to enter the Messiah's kingdom?”
not the special ome, “Is the baptism of John sufficient for
this ?” (Baeumlein), for there is no mention of John the
Baptist in what follows; comp. rather Matt. xix. 16. The
first is the question which the Lord reads in the heart of
Nicodemus, and to which He gives an answer,—an answer in
which He at once lays hold of the anxiety of the questioner
in its deepest foundation, and overturns all Pharisaic, Judaistic,
and merely human patchwork and pretence. To suppose that
part of the conversation is here omitted (Maldonatus, Kuinoel,
and others), is as arbitrary as to refer the answer of Jesus to
the words of Nicodemus. Sucl a reference must be rejected,
because Jesus had not given him time to tell the purpose of
his coming. We must not therefore assume, either that Jesus
wished to lead him on from faith in Hts miracles to that faith
which effects a moral transformation (Augustine, De Wette,
comp. also Luthardt and Ebrard); or that “He wished to
convince Nicodemus, who imagined he had made a great
confession in his first words, that he had not yet so much
as made his way into the porticoes of true knowledge”
(Chrysostom); or that “He wished to intimate that He had
not come merely as a Teacker, but in order to the moral
renewal of the world” (Baumgarten Crusius, comp. already
Cyril, and Theophylact); or, “ Videris tibi, O Nicodeme, videre
aliquod signum apparentis jam regni coelorum in hisce mira-
culis, quae ego edo ; amen dico tibi: nemo potest videre regnuui
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Dei, sicut oportet, si non, ete.” (Lightfoot, approved by Liicke,
and substantially by Godet also). — eéav un 7is yevv. dvw-
Oev] except a man be born from above, i.e. except a man be
transformed by God into a new moral life. See on i 13.
What is here required answers to the wueravoeire, ete., with
which Jesus usually began His preaching, Mark i. 15. &dve-
Oev, the opposite of xdrwler, may be taken with reference #»
place (here equivalent to éx 70D ovpavoed ; comp. Xen. Mem. iv.
3. 14; Symp. vi. 7; Thue. iv. 75. 3; Soph. £l 1047 ; Eur.
Cycl. 322; Baruch vi 63; James i 17, iii. 15), or with
reference to time (equivalent to éf dpyfis); Chrysostom gives
both renderings. The latter is the ordinary interpretation—
Syriac, Augustine, Vulgate, Nonnus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin,
Beza, Maldonatus, etc. {so likewise Tholuck, Olshausen,
Neander, and substantially Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Godet)—
because Nicodemus himself (ver. 4) thus understood it. Ac-
cordingly, dvwfev would be equivalent to iterum, again, anew,
as Grimm (on Wisd. xix. 6) also thinks. But this is already
unjustifiable upon linguistic grounds, because drwfer when
used of time does not signify 4ferum or denuo, but throughout,
from the beginning onwards® (and so Ewald and Weiss interpret
it), Luke i 3; Acts xxvi. 5; Gal iv. 9; Wisd. xix. 6; Dem.
539, 22. 1082, 7. 13; Plat. Phil. 44 D; and, couformably
with Johannean usage, the only right rendering is the local,
not only linguistically (ver. 31, xix. 11, 23), but, considering
the manner of representation, because John apprehends regene-
ration, not according to the element of repetition, a being born

! This, and not *again from the beginning,” as Hofmann (Schriftbeweis, 11.
11) arbitrarily renders it, is the meaning of Zvadsr. It is self-evident that the
conception from the beginning does not Larmonize with that of being born.
Nor, indeed, would “again from the beginning,” but simply *‘ again,” be appro-
priate. Again from the beginning would be wérn &wwdw, as in Wisd. xix. 6;
Gal. iv. 9. The passage, moreover, from Josephus, Antt. i. 18. 3, which
Hofmann and Godet (following Krebs and others) quote as sanctioning their
rendering, is inconclusive, For tlhere we read @iaiay &vwliv worsicas : *“lie makes
friendship from the beginning onwards," not implying the continuance of &
friendship befors unused, nor an entering again upon it. Artemidorus also,
Oneirocr. i. 14, p. 18 (cited by Tholuck after Wetstein), where mention is made
of a dream of a corporeal birth, uses &wésr in the sense not of again, but as
equivalent to coclitus with the idea of a divine egency in the dream (Herm.
Gotlesd. Alterth, §37. 7. 19).
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again, but as a divine birth, a being born of God; see i 13;
1 John ii. 29,1iii. 9,1iv. 7, v. 1. The representation of it as
a repeated, a rencwed birth is Pawline (Tit. iil. 5, comp. Rom.
xii. 2; Gal. vi. 15; Eph. iv. 23, 24; Col. iii. 9) and Petrine
(1 Pet. iii. 23). “dvwbev, therefore, is rightly taken as
equivalent to éx feod by Origen, Gothic Vers. (iupathré), Cyril,
Theophylact, Arethas, Bengel, etc.; also Liicke, B. Crusius,
Maier, De Wette, Baur, Lange, Hilgenfeld, Baeumlein, Weiz-
sdcker (who, however, adopts a double sense), Steinfass. —
i8etv] e as a partaker thereof. Comp. elgeretv, ver. 5, and
see ver. 30, also idetv fdvaror (Luke ii. 26; Heb. xi. 5),
Siadpbopdv (Acts il 27), fuépas dyabds (1 Pet. iii. 10), wévfos
(Rev. xviil. 7). From the classics, see Jacobs ad Del. epigr.
p- 387 ff.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. 343. Not therefore:
“simply fo see, to say nothing of entering” Lange; comp.
Ewald on ver. 5. It is to be observed that the expression
Bac. Tob Beo does not occur in John, save here and in ver. 5;*
and this is a proof of the accuracy with which he has recorded
this weighty utterance of the Lord in its original shape.
In xviii. 36 Christ, on an extraordinary occasion, speaks of
His kingdom. The conception of “ the kingdom™ in John does
not differ from its meaning elsewhere in the N. T. (see on
Matt. iii. 2). Moreover, the necessary correlative thereto, the
Parousia, is not wanting in John (see on xiv. 3).

Ver. 4. The question does not mean: “If the repetition of
a corporeal birth is so utterly impossible, how am I to under-
stand thy word, dvefey yevwnbijva. ?” (Liicke); nor: “ How can
this dvwbev yevv. take place, save by a second corporeal birth?”
as if Nicodemus could not conceive of the beginning of a
new personal life without a recommencement of patural life
(Luthardt, comp. Hofmann); nor: “ How comes it that a Jew
must be born anew like a proselyte?” (Knapp, Neander, comp.
Wetstein ; for the Rabbins liken prosclytes to new-born babes,
Jevamoth, f. 62. 1; 92. 1); nor again: “This requirement is
as impossible in the case of a man already old as for one to
enter again, etc.” (Schweizer, B. Crusius, Tholuck, comp.
Baumgarten and Hengstenberg). These meanings are not in

! The expression, moreover, fas, s&v olzardy (comp. the Critical Notes) i
pot found in Jobun.
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the words, they are simply imported into them. But the opinion
that Nicodemus here wished to “entangle Jesus in His words”
{Luther), or that, under excited feelings, he intentionally took
the requirement in a literal sense in order to reduce it ad
absurdum (Riggenbach), or “ by a stroke of Rabbinical clever-
ness in argumentation” to declare it to be too strongly pnt
(Lange, Life of Jesus p. 495), is opposed to the honourable
bearing of this straightforward man. According to the text,
what Nicodemus really asks is something preposterous. And this
is of such a nature, that it is only reconcilable with the even
scanty culture of a Jewish theologian (ver. 10), who could
not, however, be ignorant of the O. T. ideas of circumecision of
heart (Deut. xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 4), of a new heart and a new
spirit (Ex. xi. 19, 20, xxxvi. 26, 27; Ps. li. 12, Ixxxvi. 4 ff),
as well as of the outpouring of the Spirit in the time of the
Messiah (Joel ii. ; Jer. xxxi.), upon the assumption that, being
a somewhat narrow-minded man, and somewhat entangled by
his faith in the miracles, he was taken aback, confused and
really perplexed, partly by the powerful impression which Jesus
produced upon him generally, partly by the feeling of surprise
at seeing his thoughts known to Him, partly by the unex-
pected and incomprehensible dvwfev qevvpfivar, in which,
however, he has an anticipation that something miraculous is
contained. In this his perplexity, and not “in an wronical
humour” (as Godet thinks, although out of keeping with the
entire manifestation), he asks this foolish question, as if Jesus
had spoken of a corporeal birth and not of a birth of one’s
moral personality. Still less can there be any suspicion of
this question being an <nvention, as if John merely wished to
represent Nicodemus as a very foolish man (Strauss; comp. De
Wette and Reuss),—a notion which, even on the supposition
of a desire to spin out the conversation by misapprehensions
on the part of the hearers, would be too clumsy to be enter-
tained. — yépwv @v] when he is an old man; Nicodemus
added this to represent the impossibility with reference to him-
sclf in a stronger light. — SedTepor] with reference to being
for a time in the mother’s womb before birth. He did not
take the dvwfev to mean Sevrepov, he simply did not under-
stand wt at all.
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Ver. 5. Jesus now explains more fully the dvwBer wyevvn-
Giva: onwards to ver. 8. — é¢ §8aTos x. mvedpaTos] water,
inasmuch as the man is daptized therewith (1 John v. 7, 8;
Eph. v. 26) for the forgiveness of sins (Acts il. 33, xxii. 16;
2 Cor. vi. 11), and spirst, inasmuch as the Holy Ghost is
given to the person baptized in order to his spiritual renewal
and sanctification; both fogether'—the former as causa medians,
the latter as causa e¢ficiens—constitute the objective and
causative element, out of which (comp. i. 13) the birth from
above is produced (¢x), and therefore baptism is the Novrpov
wakvyyeveoias (Tit. ill. 5; comp. Tertullian ¢. Mare. i. 28).
Dut that Christian baptism (ver. 22, iv. 2), and not that of
John (B. Crusius; Hofmann, Schriftbewess, 11. 2. 12; Lange,
who, however, generalizes ideally; and earlier comm.), is to be
thought of in 8avos, is clear from the x. wwveluatos joined
with it, and from the fact that He who had already appeared
18 Messiah could no longer make the baptism of His fore-
runner the condition, not even the preparatory condition, of
His Messianic grace; for in that case He must have said odx
éE Udatos povov, d\ha xal. If Nicodemus was not yet able to
understand $datos as having this definite reference, but simply
took the word in general as a symbolical designation of
Messianic expiation of sin and of purification, according to
O. T. allusions (Ezek. xxxvi. 23; Isa. i. 16; Mal iii. 3; Zech.
xiii 1; Jer. xxxiii. 8), and to what he knew of John’s baptism,
still it remained for him to look to the <mmediate future for
more definite knowledge, when the true explanation could not
escape him (iv. 2, iii. 22). We are not therefore to conclude
from this reference to baptism, that the narrative is “a pro-
leptic fiction” (Strauss, Bruno Bauer), and, besides Matt. xviii. 3,
to suppose in Justin and the Clementines uncanonical develop-
ments (Hilgenfeld and others; see Introduction, § 2). Neither
must we explain it as if Jesus were referring Nicodemus not
to baptism as such, but only by way of allusion to the symbolic

1 Weisse, who does not regard the rite of baptism by water as having origi-
nated in the institution of Clrist, but considers that it arose from a misappli-
cation of His words concerning the baptism of the Spirit, greatly errs when he
declares that to make regeneration depend upon baptism by water ‘“is litile
Uelter than blasphemy " (Evangelienfrage, p. 194).
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tmport of the water in baptism (Liicke; Neander, p. 910).
T'his latter view does not satisfy the definite yessn65 é£, upon
which, on the other side, Theodore of Mopsuestia and others,
in modern times Olshausen in particular, lay undue stress,
taking the water to be the female principle in regeneration
(the Spirit as the male)—water being, according to Olshausen,
“the element of the soul purified by true repentance” All
explanations, moreover, must be rejected which, in order to do
away with the reference to baptism,! adopt the principle of an
& &wa Svoiy, for water and Spirit are two quite separate con-
ceptions. This is especially in answer to Calvin, who says:
“of water, which is the Spirit,” and Grotius: “spiritus agqueus,
ie. aquae instar emundans.” It is further to be observed, (1)
that both the words being without the article, they must be
taken generically, so far as the water of baptism and the Holy
Spirit are included in the general categories of water and
Spirit; not till we reach ver. 6 is the concrete term used ;—(2)
that ¥datos is put first, because the gift of the Spirit as a rule
(Acts ii. 38) followed upon baptism (Acts x. 47 is an excep-
tional case) ;—(3) that believing in Jesus as the Messiah is
presupposed as the condition of baptism (Mark xvi. 16);—(4)
that the necessity of baptism in order to participation in the
Messianic kingdom (a doctrine against which Calvin in par-
ticular, and other expositors of the Reformed Church, contend)
has certainly its basis in this passage, but with reference to
the convert to Christianity, and not extending in the same
way to the children of Christians, for these by virtue of their
Christian parentage are already ayeor (see on 1 Cor. vil. 14).
Attempts to explain away this necessity—eg. by the com-
parative rendering: “not only by water, but also by the
Spirit ” (B. Crusius; comp. Schweizer, who refers to the
baptism of proselytes, and Ewald)—are meanings tmported
wnto the words.

Ver. 6. A more minute antithetic definition of this birth,
in order further to elucidate it. — We have not in what
follows two originally different classes of persons designated

! Krummacher, recently, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1859, p. 509, understands by
{he water the working of the Holy Spirit. How untenable! for the Spirit ia
named as a distinct factor side by side with water.
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(Hilgenfeld), for the new birth is needed by all (see ver. 7
comp. also Weiss, Lehrbegriff, p. 128), but two different and
successive epochs of life. — 7o qeryevvnp.] meuter, though
designating persons, to give prominence to the statement as
general and categorical. See Winer, p. 167 [E. T. p. 222]—
éx is aapros] The adpf is that human nature, consisting of
body and soul, which is alien and hostile to the divine, influ-
enced morally by impulses springing from the power of sin,
whose seat it is, living and operating with the principle of
sensible life, the Yruy7. See on Rom. iv. 1. “ What s born
of hwman nature thus sinfully constituted (and, therefore, not
in the way of spiritual birth from God), <s a being of the same
sinfully conditioned nature! without the higher spiritual moral
life which springs only from the working of the divine Spirit.
Comp. i. 12, 13. Destitute of this divine working, man is
merely caprikos, Yuyess (1 Cor. ii. 14), wempapévos dmo mw
duapriay (Rom. vii. 14), and, despite his natural moral con-
sciousness and will in the wods, is wholly under the sway of
the sinful power that is in the odpf (Rom. vii. 14-25). The
odpE, as the moral antithesis of the wvedua, stands in the
same relation to the Auman mvedpa with the wobs, as the
prevailingly sinful and morally powerless life of our lower
nature does to the higher moral principle of life (Matt. xxvi.
41) with the will converted to God; while it stands in the
same relation to the diwvine mvedpa, as that which is determi-
nately opposed to God stands to that which determines the
new life in obedience to God (Rom. viii. 1-3). In both
relations, odpE and mredua are antitheses to each other, Matt.
xxvi. 41; Gal. v. 17 ff.; accordingly in the unregenerate we
have the lucta ecarnis e MENTIS (Rom. vii. 14 ff), in the
regenerate we have the lucta carnis et SPIRITUS (Gal v. 17).
— éx Tod mwrebpaTos] that which s born of the Spirit, i.e.
that whose moral nature and life have proceeded from the

1 The sinful constitution of the #épE in itself implies the necessity of a being
born of the Spirit (vv. 3, 7); comp. 1 Joln ii. 16, The above exposition cannot
therefore be considered as attributing to John a Pauline view which is strange
to him. Tlis is in answer to Weiss, according to whom Jesus here merely says,
“‘as the corporeal birth only produces the corporeal sensual part.” Similarly

J. Miiller on Sin, vol. L. p. 449, 1I. 382. See on the other hand, Luthardt,
v. freien Willen, p. 393,
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operation of the Holy Spirit,! is a being of a spiritual nature,
free from the dominion of the odpf, and entirely filled and
governed by a spiritual principle, namely by the Holy Spirit
(Rom. viii. 2 ff)), walking év rawornr. mvebpatos (Rom. vii
6). — The general nature of the statement forbids its limita-
tion to the Jews as descendants of Abraham according to the
flesh (I{uinoel and others), but they are of course included in
the general declaration; comp. ver. 7, duds.— In the apodoses
the substantives capf and mvebua represent, though with
stronger emphasis (comp. vi. 63, xi. 25, xil. 50; 1 John iv. 8;
Rom. viii, 10), the adjectives gapxinés and wvevpatinss, and
are to be taken gualitatively.

Vv. 7, 8. To allay still more the astonishment of Nico-
demus (ver. 4) at the requirement of ver. 3, Jesus subjoins
an analogy drawn from nafure, illustrating the operation of
the Holy Spirit of which He is speaking. The man is seized
by the humanly indefinable Spirit, but knows not whence He
cometh to him, and whither He leadeth him.— duas] in-
dividualizing the general statement: “fe et eos, quorum nomine
locutus es,” Bengel. Jesus could not have expressed Himself
in the first person. — 16 mredua] This, as is evident from
mvet, means the wind (Gen. viil. 1; Job xxx. 15; Wisd. xiii.
2; Heb. i. 7; often in the classics), not the Spirit (Steinfass).
It is the double sense of the word (comp. MY) which gave
rise to this very analogy from nature. For a similar com-
parison, but between the human soul, so far as it participates
in the divine nature, and the well-known but inexplicable
agency of wind, see, eg, Xen. Mem. 4. 3. 14. Comp. also
Eccles. xi. 5; Ps. cxxxv. 7. On the expression 1o mvedua e,
see Lobeck, Paral. 503. — 8mov 6érer] The wind blowing
now here, now there, is personified as a free agent, in keeping
with the comparison of the personal Holy Spirit (1 Cor. xii.
2)2—od] with a verb of motion. Comp. Hom. /. 13. 219;
Soph. Trach. 40: «xeivos & 6mov BéBnkev, ovleis oide; and see

1 The ix vo5 $3zro;, implying the ix 7oi mvedparos (after ver. 5), and the mean-
ing of which is clear in itself, is not repeated by Jesus, because His aim now
is simply to let the contrast between the s&pE and the arixa stand out clearly.

2 Conecerning the personality of the Holy Spirit as taught in John, see espe-
cinlly xiv.-xvi.
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Lobeck ad Phryn. 45; Mitzn. ad Antiph. 169,§8. Express-
ing by anticipation the state of rest following upon the move-
ment. Often in the N. T. as in John (vii. 35, viii. 14, xii.
35) and Heb. xi. 8. — o¥7ws éari was, xTA] A popular
and concrete mode of expression (Matt. xiii. 19, ete.): so s ¢,
1.c. with reference experimentally to the course of his higher
birth, with every one who has been born (perfect) of the Spirit.
The points of resemblance summed up in the ofrws are: (1)
the free sclf-determining action of the Holy Spirit (dmrov Géhe:,
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 11; John v. 21), not merely the greatness
ot this power, Tholuck; (2) the felt experience of His opera-
tions by the subject of them (m9v ¢wraw adrod dx.); and (3)
vet their incomprehensibleness as to their origin and their end
(@AN’ oUk oidas, x.7.\.), the latter pertaining to the moral
sphere and reaching unto eternal life, the former proceeding
from God, and requiring, in order to understand it, the previ-
ously experienced workings of divine grace, and faith ensuing
thereupon. The man feels the working of grace within,
coming to him as a birth from above, but he knows not
whence it comes; he feels its attraction, but he knows not
whither it leads. These several elements in the delineation
are so distinctly indicated by Jesus, that we cannot be satis-
fied with the mere general point of incomprehensibleness in the
comparison (Hengstenberg), upon the basis of Eccles, xi. 5.
Vv. 9, 10. The entire nature of this birth from above
(tadra) is still a puzzle to Nicodemus as regarded its pos-
sibility (the emphasis being on dvvarac); and we can easily
understand how it should be so to a learned Pharisee bound
to the mere form and letter. He asks the question in this
state of ignorance (haesitantis est, Grotius), not in pride
(Olshausen). Still, as one acquainted with the Scriptures, he
might and ought to have recognised the possibility; for the
power of the divine Spirit, the need of renewal in heart and
mind, and the fact that this renewal is a divine work, are often
mentioned in the O. T. Jesus therefore might well ask in
wonder : Art thou the teacher, etc. 2 The article o &iddox. and
the rob 'Igp. following designate the man not merely in an
official capacity (Ewald), which would not mark him out in-
dividually from others, but as the well-known and acknowledged
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teacher of the people. See Bernhardy, p. 315; Winer, p. 110
[E. T. p. 143]. Hengstenberg puts it too strongly: “the con-
crete embodiment of the ideal teacher of Israel;” comp. Godet.
But Nicodemus must have held a position of influence as a
teacher quite inconsistent with this proved ignorance; there
is in the article a touch of 7rony, as in the question a certain
degree of indignation (Nagelsbach on the Iliad, ed. 3, p.
424).

Ver. 11. Jesus now discloses to the henceforth silent
Nicodemus, in growing excitement of feeling, the source of
his ignorance, namely, his wunbelief in what He testifies, and
which yet is derived from His own knowledge and intuition.
~—— The plurals oi8apey, etc., are, as is clear from the singulars
immediately following in ver. 12, simply rhetorical (plurals of
category; see Sauppe and Kiihner ad Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 46),
and refer only to Jesus Himself. Comp. iv. 38, and its
frequent use by St. Paul when he speaks of himself in the
plural. To include the disciples (Hengstenberg, Godet), or to
explain them as refering to general Christian consciousness as con-
trasted with the Jewish (Hilgenfeld), would be quite inappro-
-priate to what has been stated (see especially 6 éwpdk. paprt.).
To understand them as including John the Baptist (Knapp, Hof-
mann, Luthardt, Weizsicker, Weiss, Steinfass), or iim along
with the prophets (Luther, Beza, Calvin, Tholuck), or even God
(Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Rupertus, Calovius, etc.),
or the Holy Ghost (Bengel), is quite arbitrary, and without a
trace of support in the text, nay, on. account of the éwpdx.,
opposed to it, for the Baptist especially did not by i 34
occupy the same stage of éwpaxévar with Christ. It is, more-
over, quite against the context when B. Crusius says: “men
generally are the subject of the verbs oiSauev and éwpdx.,” so
that human things—what one sees and knows (ta émiyewa, ver.
12)—are meant. — Observe the gradual ascent in the parallel-
ism, in which éwpdrapev does not refer to the knowledge
attained in this earthly life (Weizsicker), but to the vision of
God enjoyed by Christ in His pre-existent state. Comp. ver.
32, i. 18, vi. 46, viil. 38, xvil. 5.—od AauBdvere] ye
Jews: comp. 7o "Iopar), ver. 10; and for the fact itself,i. 11,
12. The reproach, like the o0 woTedere of ver. 12, refers to
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the nation as a whole, with a reference also to Nicodemus
himself. To render this as a gquestion (Ewald) only weakens
the tragic relation of the second half of the verse to the
first.

Ver. 12. How grievous the prospect which your unbelief
regarding the instructions I have already given opens up as to
the future! — ra émwiyera] what is on earth, things which take
place on earth (uot in heaven). We must strictly adhere to
this meaning of the word in this as in all other passages
(1 Cor. xv. 40; 2 Cor. v. 1; Phil. ii 10, iii. 19; Jas. iii
15, Comp. Wisd. ix. 16, and Grimm, Handbuch, p. 189).
To the category of these earthly things belonged also the birth
from above (against Baeumlein), because, though brought
about by a power from heaven, 4t is accomplished on earth;
and because, proceeding in repentance and faith, it is a change
taking place on earth within the earthly realm of our moral
life ; and because it is historically certain that Christ every-
where began His work with this very preaching of uerdvoia.
The Lord has in His mind not only the doctrine of regenera-
tion just declared to Nicodemus, but, as the plural shows, all
which thus far He had taught the Jews (elmov Juiv); and this
had becn hitherto only émiveia, and not émovpdvia, of which
He still designs to speak! It is therefore wrong to refer the
expression to the comparison of the wind (Beza) or of corporeal
birth (Grotius), as prefiguring higher doctrine; for the relation
to the faith spoken of did not lie in these symbols, but in the
truths they symbolized. The meaning of the words is quite
altered, moreover, if we change the word éwlyeia into “human
and moral” (B.Crusius), or take it as meaning only what is stated
in the immediate context (Liicke), or, with De Wette, make the
point of difference to be nothing more than the antithesis be-
tween man’s susceptibility of regeneration as a work within him
and his susceptibility of merely belZeving. — The counterpart
of the émlyeia are the émovpdvia, of which Jesus intends to

! Trov is dixi, not dizerunt, as Ewald thinks, who regards the ancients in
the O. T. as the subject, and upon too feeble evidence reads imworeicars instead
of misresere. This new subject must have been expressed, and an tya should
have stood over against it in the apodosis. Comp. Matt. v. 21, 22. The earthly
might be appropriate to the law (following Col il 17; Heb. ix. §, x. 1), but
not to the prophets.
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speak to them in future, things whick are in heaven (so in all
places, Matt. xviii, 35; 1 Cor. xv. 40, 48, 49; Eph. i. 3;
Phil. ii. 10, etc). To this category belong especially the
Messianic mysteries, i.e. the divine decrees for man’s redemption
and final blessedness. These are émoupdvia, because they have
their foundation (Wisd. ix. 16, 17) in the divine wiil, thouch
their realization commences in the present aiww, through the
entire work, and in particular through the death of Jesus and
the faith of mankind ; but while still unaccomplished, belongs
to the divine counsel, and shall be first consummated and fully
revealed in the kingdom of the Messiah by the exalted Christ,
when the tw) aidveios will reveal itself at the goal of perfection
(Col. iii. 4), and “it will appear what we shall be.” To the
émovpaviots, therefore, does not first belong what is to be said
of His exaltation, Matt. xxvi. 64 (Steinfass); but that very
statement, and indeed as the first and main thing, which Jesus
immediately after delivers in ver. 14 ff., where the Aeavenly
element, i.e. what is in the counsels of God (vv. 15, 16),1s clearly
contained. According to the connection, it is to be inferred that
what is heavenly s difficult to be understood; but this difficulty
has nothing to do wéth the word 4tself, as Liicke holds.

Ver. 13. “And no other than I can reveal to you heavenly
things.” This is what Jesus means, if we rightly take His
words, not an assertion of His diwvinity as the first of the
heavenly things (Hengstenberg), which would make the nega-
tive form of expression quite inexplicable. Comp. i. 18, vi. 46.
— The kai is simply continuative in its force, not antithetic
(Knapp, Olshausen), nor furnishing a basts, or explanatory of
the motive (Beza, Tholuck; Liicke, Lange). — od8¢is avafBé-
Bnrev, k1 \] which, on account of the pertect tense, obviously
cannot refer to the actual ascension of Christ’ (against Augus-
tine, Beda, Theophylact, Rupertus, Calovius, Bengel, etc.); nor
does it give any support to the unscriptural raptus in coclum
of the Socinians (see Oeder ad Catech. Racov, p. 348 ff); nor
is it to be explained by the unio hypostatica of Christ's human
nature with the divine, by virtue of which the former may be

1 So also Weizsicker, who assumes that we have here an experience belonging
to the apostolic age, carried back and placed in the mouth of Christ. An ana.
clironism which would amount to literary carelessness.
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said to have entered into heaven (Calovius, Maldonatus, Stein-
fass, and others). It is wsually understood in a figurative
sense, as meaning a spiritual clevation of the soul to God in
order to knowledge of divine things, a coming to the per-
ception of divine mysteries, which thus were brought down,
as it were, by Clrist from heaven (see of late especially
Beyschlag) ; to support which, reference is made to Deut.
xxx. 12, Prov. xxx. 4, Baruch iii. 29, Rom. x. 6, 7. But
this is incorrect, because Christ brought along with Him
out of His pre-existent state His immediate knowledge of
divine things (ver. 11, i 18, viil. 26, al), and pos-
sesses it in uninterrupted fellowship with the Father;
consequently the figurative method of representation, that
during Hus earthly life He brought down this knowledge
through having been raised up into heaven, would be inappro-
priate and strange. ‘O éx Tov olp. kataf. also must be taken
literally, of an actual descent; and there is therefore nothing
in the context to warrant our taking avaB. els 7. olp. sym-
bolically. Hengstenberg rightly renders the words literally,
but at the end of the verse he would complete the sense by
adding, “who will ascend up into heaven.” This in itself is
arbitrary, and not at all what we should look for in John; it
is not in keeping with the connection, and would certainly
not have been understood as a matter of course by a person
like Nicodemus, though it were the point of the declaration:
consequently it could not fitly be suppressed, and least of all as
a saying concerning the future. Godet does not get beyond
the explanation of essential communion with God on the part
ot Jesus from the time of His birth. The only rendering true
to the words is simply this: Instead of saying, “No one has
leen in heaven except,” etc., Jesus says, as this could only
Lave happened to any other by his ascending thither, “No
one has ascended into heaven except,” etc.; and thus the e w7
refers to an actual existznce in heaven, which is implied in the
dvafBéBnrev. And thus Jansenius rightly renders: Nullus
hominum in coelo fuit, quod ascendendo fieri solet, ut ibi
coelestia contemplaretur, nisi, etc.; and of late Fritzsche the
elder in his Novis opusc. p. 230; and now also Tholuck, and
likewise Holtzmann in Hilgenficld's Zeitschr. 1865, p. 222
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~—0 éx 70D odp. kaTaBds] which took place by means of the
tncarnation. These words, like o &v év 7. 0¥p,, are argumenta-
tive, for they necessarily imply the fact of existence in heaven;
but ¢ &d», which must be taken as an attributive definition of o
vios T. avfp., and not as belonging to xaraBds, and therefore
taking the article, cannot be equivalent to & 7w (Luthardt;
Hofmman, I. 134; Weiss, etc.), as if mote, 76 mpérepor or the
like were there, but is equivalent to 8s éore, whose existence is
in hcaven, who has there His proper abode, His home!— 6
vios tod avfp.] a Messianic designation which Christ applies
to Himself, in harmony with the fulfilment of the prophetic
representation in Dan. vii. 13, which began with the xaraBds
(comp. on i. 52). Nicodemus could understand this only by
means of a fuller development of faith and knowledge.

Note—According to Beyschlag, p. 99 ff, this verse is utterly
opposed to the derivation of Christ’s higher knowledge from the
recollection of a pre-existent life in heaven. DBut we must bear
in mind, (1) that tlie notion of an ascent to God to attain a
knowledge of His mysteries (which Beyschlag considers the only
right explanation) never occurs in the N. T. with reference to
Jesus—a circumstance which would surprise us, especially in
John, if it had been declared by Jesus Himself. But it was
not declared by Him, because He has it not, but knows His
knowledge to be the gift of His Father which accompanied
Him in His mission (x. 36). (2) He could not have claimed
such an ascent to heaven for Himself alone, for a like ascent,
though not in equal degree, must belong to other men of God.
He must, therefore, at least have expressed Himself compara-
tively: obdels obrws dvaBiBnxev 6 7. odp. wg 6, xmA. Even the
cliurch now sings:

¢ Rise, rise, my soul, and stretch Thy wings
Towards heaven, Thy native place.”

But something distinct and more than this was the case with
Christ, viz. as to the past, that He had His existence in
heaven, and had come down therefrom; and as to His earthly
presence, that He 45 in heaven.

Y Nonnus: zesepitrrs pshibpay wiapior obdas xav.—IX. 25 is similar: roaés
&v: blind from one’s birth, Schleiermacher refers the coming down from heaven
to the conception of His mission, and the being in heaven to the conrtinuity of
His God-consciousness. See e.g. his Leben Jesu, p. 287 .

M
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Vv. 14, 15. Jesus, having in ver. 13 stated the ground of
faith in Him, now proceeds to show the blessedness of the
believer—which was the design of His redemptive work—in
order the more to incite those whom He is addressing to fulfil
the fundamental condition, contained in faith, of participating
in His kingdom. That this is the logical advance in the
discourse, is clear from the fact that in what follows it is
the blessedness of faith which is dwelt wpon; see vv. 15, 16,
18. We have not here a transition from the possibility to the
necessity of communicating heavenly things, ver. 13 (Licke);
nor from the ddeal unveilings of divine things to the chicf
mystery of the doctrine of salvation which was manifested in
historical reality (De Wette, eomp. Tholuck and Briickner);
nor from the first of divine things, Christ’s divenity, to the
second, the afonement which He was to establish (Hengsten-
berg, comp. Godet); nor from the Word to His manifestation
(Olshausen); nor from the work of enlightenment to that of
blessing (Scholl); nor from the present want of faith to its
future rise (Jacobi: “faith will first begin to spring up when
my roous is begun”); nor from Christ's work to His person
(B. Crusius) : nor from His person to His work (Lange).—The
event recorded in Num. xxi. 8 is made use of by Jesus as a
type of the divinely appointed manner and efficacy of His
coming death! to confirm a prophecy still enigmatical to
Nicodemus, by attaching it to a well-known historical illus-
tration. The points of comparison are: (1) the being lifted up
(the well-known brazen sepent on the pole, and Jesus on the
cross) ; (2) the being saved (restored to health by looking at
the serpent, to eternal {wy by believing on the crucified One).
Comp. Wisd. xvi. 6, and, in the earliest Christian literature,
Epist. of Barnabas, c¢. 12; Ignatius ad Smyrn. 2, interpol.;
Justin, Apol. 1. 60, Dial. ¢. Tr. 94. Any further drawing
out of the illustration is arbitrary, as, for instance, that of
Bengel: “ut serpens ille fuit serpens sine veneno contra
serpentes venenatos, sic Christus homo sine peccato contra
serpentem antiquum,” comp. Luther and others, approved by
Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 826. Lange goes

1 Which, consequently, He had clearly forescen not for the first time in vi. 61
(Weizsicker); comp. on il 19.
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furthest in this direction; comp. Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 104.
There is, further, no typical element in the fact that the
brazen serpent of Moses was a dead representative (“as the
sign of its conquering through the healing power of the Lord,”
Hengstenberg).  For, apart from the fact that Christ was
lifted up alive upon the cross, the circumstance of the brazen
serpent being a lifeless thing is not made prominent either in
Num. xxi. or here. — vrw87jvac] not glorified, acknowledged
in His exaltation (Paulus), which, following inrwoe, would be
opposed to the context, but (comp. viii. 28, xii 32, 33) shall be
lifted up, that is, on the cross!—answering to the Aramaean AP
(comp. the Heb. A2}, Ps. cxlv. 14, cxlvi 8), a word used of the
hanging up of the malefactor upon the beam. See Ezra vi.
11; Gesenius, Thes. 1. 428; Heydenreich in Hiiffell's Zedtschr.
IL. 1, p. 72 ff.; Briickner, 68, 69. Comp. Test. XII. patr. p.
739: xipios UBpiuabiicerar xai émi Eohov Uwbrjgerar. The
express comparison with the raising up of the brazen serpent,
a story which must have been well known to Nicodemus, does
not allow of our explaining WJwbio., as =&, of the exalta-
tion of Jesus to glory (Bleek, Beitr. 231), or as <ncluding
this, so that the cross is the stepping-stone to glory (Lechler,
Godet); or of referring it to the near coming of the kingdom,
by which God will show Him in His greatness (Weizsiicker);
or of our abiding simply by the idea of an exhibition (Hofmann,
Weissag. w. Erf. II. 143), which Christ underwent in His
public sufferings and death; or of leaving wholly out of
account the form of the exaltation (which was certainly
accomplished on the cross and then in heaven), (Luthardt),
and conceiving of an exaltation for the purpose of being
visible to all men (Holtzmann), as Schleiermacher also held
(Leben Jesu, 345); or of assuming, as the meaning which
was intelligible for Nicodemus, only that of removing, where
Jesus, moreover, was conscious of His being lifted up on

' The higher significance imparted to Christ’s person and work by His death
(Baur, Neutest. Theol. 379) is not implied in the word iywéiras, but in the
comparison with the serpent, and in the scntence following, which expresses the
object of the lifting up. This passage (comp. i. 29) should have prevented Baur
from asserting (p. 400) that the Pauline doctrine concerning such a significance
in Christ’s death is wholly wanting in St. John’s doctrinal view. See also
vi. 61, 53, 54.
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the cross and up to God (Hofmann, Sckriftbew. II. 1, 301).
—8¢i] according to the divine decree, Matt. xvi. 21, Luke
xxiv. 26, does not refer to the type, but only to the anti-
type (against Olshausen), especially as between the person
of Christ and the brazen serpent as such no typical relation
could exist. — Lastly, that Jesus should thus early make,
though at the time an enigmatic, allusion to His death by
crucifixion, is conceivable both on the ground of the doctrinal
peculiarity of the event, and of the extraordinary importance
of His death as the fact of redemption. See on ii. 19. And
in the case of Nicodemus, the enigmatic germ then sown bore
fruit, xix. 39. — Adopting the reading év aidre (see Critical
Notes), we cannot refer it to maTedwy, but, as u9) dmornTar,
aA\’ is spurious (see Critical Notes), to &yn: “every believer
shall én Him (i.c. resting upon Him as the cause) have eternal
life.” Comp. xx. 31, v. 39, xvi. 33, xiii. 31. — {wyv aie-
viav] eternal Messianic life, which, however, the believer
already has (éyz) as an internal possession in aiov obros, viz.
the present self-conscious development of the only true moral
and blissful {w7, which is independent of death, and whose
consummation and full glory begin with the second advent.
(Comp. vi. 40, 44, 45, 54, 58, xiv. 3, xvii. 24; 1 John iii. 14,
iv. 9.)

Ver. 16. Continuation of the address of Jesus to Nicodemus,
onwards to ver. 21! not, as Erasmus, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel,
Paulus, Neander, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier think (see also
Baumlein), an explanatory meditation of the evangelist’s own;
an assumption justified neither by anything in the text nor by
the word wovoyersjs, a word which must have been transferred
from the language of John to the mouth of Jesus (not wice
versa, as Hengstenberg thinks), for it is never elsewhere used
by Christ, often as He speaks of His divine sonship. See on
i. 14. The reflective character of the following discourse is so
fully compatible with the design of Christ to instruct, and the
preterites ydmqoar and 7w so little require to be explained
from the standing-point of a later time, that there does not

1 Luther rightly praised *‘the majesty, simplicity, clearness, expressivencss,
truth, charm” of this discourse. He **exceedingly and beyond measure loved”
this text.
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seem any sufficient basis for the infermediate view (of Liicke,
De Wette, Briickner), that in this continued account of the
discourse of Jesus, vv. 16 ff,, John inserts more explanations
and reflections of his own than in the preceding part, how
little soever such a supposition would (as Kling and Heng-
stenberg think) militate against the trustworthiness of John,
who, in recording the longer discourses, has exactly in his own
living recollection the abundant guarantee of substantial cer-
tainty. — oUTw) so much; see on Gal iii. 3.— ydp] reason
of the purpose stated in ver. 15.— gydmwnoev] loved, with
reference to the time of the €dwxev. — Tov Koo pov] %.e. man-
kind at large! comp. mas, ver. 15, xvii. 2; 1 John il 2. —
T6v povory.] to make the proof of His love the stronger, 1 John
iv. 9; Heb. xi. 17; Rom. viii, 32. —é8wxev] He did not
reserve Him for Himself, but gave Him, %.e. to the world. The
word means more than dméoreiker (ver. 17), which expresses®
the manner of the éSwrer, though it does not specially denote
the giving up to death, but the state of humiliation as a
‘whole, upon which God caused His Son to enter when He
left His pre-existent glory (xvii. 5), and the final act of which
-was to be His death (1 John iv. 10). The Indicative following,
@oe, describes the act objectively as something actually done.
See on Gal.ii. 13; and Klotz ad Devar. 772. — p1 amwornTar,
x.1\.] Concerning the subjunctive, representing an object as
present, see Winer, 271 [E. T. p. 377]. The change from the
Aorist to the Present is to be noted, whereby the being utterly
ruined (by banishment to hell in the Messianic judgment) is
spoken of as an act in process of accomplishment; while the
possession of the Messianic {w# is described as now already

1 This declaration is the rock upon which the absolute predestination doctrine
goes to pieces, and the supposed (by Baur and Hilgenfeld) metaphysical dualism
of the anthropology of St. John. Calovius well unfolds our text thus: (1)
salutis principium (ydr.); (2) dilectionis objectum (the xéruos, not the electi);
(3) donum amplissimum (His only-begotten Son); (4) pactum gratiosissimum
(faith, not works); (5) finem missionis Christi saluberrimum.

? Weissicker in the Zeitschr. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 176, erroneously
finds wanting in John an intimation on the part of Christ that He is the Logos
who came voluntarily to the world. Heis, however, the Logos sent of God, who
undertook this mission in the feeling of obedience. Thus the matter is presented
throughout the N, T., and the thought that Christ came aireferds is quite
foreign thercto.
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existing (commencing with regeneration), and as abiding for
ever. Comp. on ver. 15.

Ver. 17. Confirmation of ver. 16, in which dmwéoreiher
auswers to the éwkev, kpiry to the amoAntar, and cwby to
the éxn Cwnw alowov of ver. 16. Considering this exact
correspondence, it is very arbitrary with modern critics (even
Liicke, B. Crusius) to understand the second ov xoouov differ-
ently from the first, and from the 7. xoopov of ver. 16, as
denoting in the narrow Jewish sense the Gentile world, for
whose judgment, ¢.c. condemnation, the Messiah, according to
the Jewish doctrine, was to come (see Bertholdt, Christol. pp.
203, 223). Throughout the whole context it is to be uni-
formly understood of the world of mankind as a whole. Of it
Jesus says, that He was not sent to judge it,—a judgment
which, as all have sinned, must have been a judgment of con-
demnation,—but to procure for it by His work of redemption
the Messianic cwrgpia. “Deus saepe ultor describitur in
veterl pagina; itaque conscii peccatorum merito expectare
poterant, filium venire ad poenas patris nomine exigendas,”’
Grotius. It is to be remembered that He speaks of His
coming in the state of humiliation, in which He was not to
accomplish judgment, but was to be the medium of obtaining
the owlegbar through His work and His death. Judgment
upon the finally unbelieving was reserved to Him upon His
Second Advent (comp. v. 22, 27), but the xpiua which was to
accompany His works upon earth is different from this (see on
ix. 39).—The thrice-repeated xdouos has a tone of solemnity
about it. Comp. i. 10, xv. 19,

Ver. 18. More exact explanation of the negative part of
ver. 17. Mankind are either believing, and are thus delivered
from condemnation (comp. v. 24), because if the Messiah had
come to judge the world, He would only have had to condemn
sin; but sin is forgiven to the believer, and he already has
everlasting fwi ;—or they are unbelieving, so that condemnation
las already been passed upon them in idea (as an internal
fact),! because they reject the Only-begotten of God, and there

1 Henee it is clear that the signification of xpiveww as meaning condemnatory
judgment is correct, and not the explanation of Weiss, Lehrbegriff, p. 184,
sccording *o whom the ¢“ judgment” here means in general only a decision eithef
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is no need of a special act of judgment to be passed on them
on the part of the Messiah; their own unbelief has already
passed upon them the sentence of condemnation. “He who
does not believe, already has hell on his neck,” Luther; he is
avtokaTdxpiros, Tit. 1ii. 11. Ver. 18 does not speak of the
last judgment which shall be the solemn and ultimate com-
pletion of this temporal judgment,! but it does not call it
in question, in opposition to the Jewish Messianic belief (Hil-
genfeld). See on v. 28-30, xii. 31. Well says Euthymius
Zigabenus: 7 amiaria katéxpwe wpo Tis kaTakpicews. Comp.
ver. 36. — wem{aTevrer] has become a believer (and remains
50); the subjective negation in the causal clause (contrary to
the older classical usage), as often in Lucian, etc., denoting the
relation as one presupposed in the view of the speaker. See
Herm. ad Viger. p. 806; Winer, p. 442 [E. T. p. 602]
Otherwise in 1 John v. 10. —70{ povoery. vied 7. feod] very
impressively throwing light upon the #8n réxpirar, because
bringing clearly into view the greatness of the guilt.

Ver. 19. The %8y kexpirar is now more minutely set forth,
and this as to its moral character, as rejection of the light, <.
of God’s saving truth,—the possessor and bringer in of which
was Christ, who had come into the world,—and as love of
darkness. “ But herein consists the condemnation (as an inner
moral fact which, according to ver. 18, had already occurred),
that,” etc. 7 xpiots is the judgment in question, to be under-
stood here also, agreeably to the whole connection, of condem-
natory judgment. But in alry ... é7¢ (comp. 1 Johnv. 11) we
have not the reason (Chrysostom and his followers), but the
characteristic nature of the judgment stated. —d7e 70 ¢ds,

for life or death. In thatcase, not ob xpiverar, but #¥n xixpras, must apply also to
the believer. But this very distinction, the a0 xpiveras used of the believer and
the #n xéxpras of the unbeliever, places the explanation of a condemnatory
xpivuv beyond doubt. This is also against Godet, who with reference to the
believer hits upon the expedient of supposing that the Lord here anticipates the
judgment (viz. the ‘‘constater I'état moral”). But according to the words of
Jesus, this suggestion would apply rather to the case of the unbeliever.

1 This temporal judgment of the world is the woild’s history, the conclusion
of which is the las¢ judgment (v. 27), which, however, must not (as Schleier-
macher, L. J. 355) be dissipated by means of this text into a merely natural
issue of the mission of Jesus, See on v. 28. See also Croosin the Stud. u. Krit.
1808, p. 251.
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ete., kal fydmnoav] The first clause is not expressed in the
dependent form (87¢ ére 70 P, ete,, or with Gen. abs.), but
as an independent statement, in order to give emphatic pro-
minence to the contrast setting forth the guilt. See Kiihner,
II. 416 ; Winer, p. 585 [E. T. pp. 785-6] — fydwnoar]
after it had come. Jesus could now thus speak already from
experience regarding His relations to mankind as @ whole; the
Aor. does not presuppose the consciousness of a later time.
See ii. 23, 24. For the rest, jydm. is put first with tragic
emphasis, which object is also served by the simple xal (not
and yct). The expression itself: they loved the darkness rather
(potius, not magis, comp. xii. 43 ; 2 Tim. iii. 4) than the light,
—udXhov belonging not to the verb, but to the noun, and 7
comparing the two conceptions (Elendt, Lex. Soph. I1. p. 51 ;
Biuml Partik. p. 136),—is a mournful meiosis; for they did
not love the light at all, but Aated it, ver. 20. The ground of
this hatred, however, does not lie (comp. ver. 6,1 12) in a
metaphysical opposition of principles (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Colani),
but in the light-shunning demoralization into which men had
sunk through their own free act (for they might also have
done dxjfeia, ver. 21). The source of unbelief is immorality.
— v yap avTdv, x7.\] The reason why “they loved the
darkness rather,” ete. (see on i. 5), was their dmmoral manncr
of life, in consequence of which they must shun the light, nay,
even hate it (ver. 20). We may observe the growing emphasis
from avtév onwards to wovmpd, for the works which they (in
opposition to the individual lovers of the light) did were evil;
which 7rovnpa does not in popular usage denote a higher
degree of evil than ¢aira, ver. 20 (Bengel), but answers to
this as evil does to bad (worthless) ; Fritzsche ad Rom. p. 297.
Comp. v. 29; Rom. ix. 11; 2 Cor. v. 10; Jas. iii. 16;
¢adra épya in Plat. Crat. p. 429 A.; 3 Mace. iil. 22.

Ver. 20. T'ap] If by the previous ydp the historical basis
for the statement 7ydmnoav oi dvfpwmor, .7\, was laid, then
this second «dp is related to the same statement as ezplanatory
thereof (see on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11; Rom. viii. 6), intro-
ducing a general elucidation, and this from the psychological
and perfectly natural relation of evil-doers to the light which
was manifested (in Christ) (6 ¢ds not different from ver. 19),
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which they hated as the principle opposed to them, and to
which they would not come, because they wished to avoid the
é\eyyos which they must experience from it. This “coming
to the light” is the believing adherence to Jesus, which, how-
ever, would have to be brought about through the perdvoia® —
{va p7 éxeyy07] Intention. This é\eyyos is the chastening
censure, which they shunned Loth on account of their being
put to shame before the world, and because of the threatening
feeling of repentance and sorrow in their self-consciousness.
Comp. Luke iii. 19; John viii. 8; Eph. v. 11,13. “Gravis
malae conscientiae lux est,” Senec. ¢p. 122. 14. This dread
is both moral pride and moral effeminacy. According to
Luthardt (comp. B. Crusius), the éréyyesfa: refers only to the
psychological fact of an inner condemnation. But against this
is the parallel ¢avepw8s, ver. 21.—Observe, on the one hand,
the participle present (for the mpagas might turn to the light),
and, on the other, the distinction between mpdoowv (he who
presses on, agit, pursues as the goal of his activity) and moidw,
ver. 21 (he who does, facit, realizes as a fact). Comp. Xen.
Mem. iii. 9. 4: émwrapévos pév & 8el mpdrrew, moiodvTes
3¢ Tavavria, also iv. 5. 4, al.; Rom. i, 31, ii. 3, vii. 15, xiii. 4.
See generally, Franke, ad Dem. Ol iii. 15.

Ver. 21. ‘O 8¢ moitdv THv aA76.] The opposite of o
¢atha mpagowy, ver. 20, and therefore dAnfeia is to be taken
in the ethical sense: he who does what is morally true, so that
his conduct is in harmony with the divine moral standard.
Comp. Isa. xxvi. 10; Ps. cxix. 30; Neh. ix. 33; Job iv. 6,
xiii. 6; 1 John i. 6; 1 Cor. v. 8; Eph. v. 9; Phil iv. 8.
Moral truth was revealed before Christ, not only in the law
(Weiss), but also (sce Matt. v. 17) in the prophets, and, out-
side Scripture, in creation and in conscience (Rom. i. 19 fi, ii.
14 ff). Comp. Groos, p. 255. — {va ¢avep. abtod Td Epya)
davep. is the opposite of the uy éxeyydi of ver. 20. While the
wicked wishes his actions not to be reproved, but to remain
in darkness, the good man wishes Azs actions to come to the light
and to be made manifest, and he thercfore épyerar mpos T0 $as ;
for Christ, as the personally manifested Light, the bearer of

1 In opposition to Colani, who finds a circle in the reasoning of vv. 19, 20,
Seo Godot.
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divine truth, cannot fail through His working to make these
good deeds be recognised in this their true nature. The mani-
festation of true morality through Christ must necessarily throw
the true light on the imnoral conduct of those who come to
Him, and make it manifest and show it forth in its true
nature and form. The purpose fva ¢avep., x.7.\., does not
spring from self-seeking, but arises from the requirements,
originating in a moral necessity, of moral satisfaction in itself,
and of the triumph of good over the world. — a¥7oi] thus
put before, for emphasis’ sake, in opposition to the evil-doer,
who has altogether a different design with reference to his acts.
— 871 év Oep, k.7 \] the reason of the before-named pur-
pose. How should he not cherish this purpose, and desire the
davépwais, seeing that his works are wrought ¢n God! Thus,
so far from shunning, he has really to strive affer the mani-
festation of them, as the revelation of all that is divine. We
must take this év feq, like the frequent év Xpiord, as denot-
ing the element in which the épydfecfar moves; not without
and apart from God, but living and moving in Him, has the
good man acted. Thus the kurd 70 Oérnua Tob feod, 1 John
v. 14, and the xara Bedv, Rom, viii. 27, 2 Cor. vii. 10, also the
els Beov, Luke xii 21, constitute the necessary character of the
év 0ed, but are not the év Oed itself. — Epya elpyaopuéva]
as in vi 28, ix. 4, Matt. xxvi. 10, ¢ al, and often in the
classics—Observe from ver. 21, that Christ, who liere ex-
presses Himself generally, yet conformably to experience,
encountered, at the time of His entering upon His ministry
of enlightenment, not only the ¢adira wpasoovrres, but also
those who practised what is right, and who were living in
God. To this class belonged a Nathanael, and the disciples
generally, certainly also many who repented at the preaching
of the Baptist, together with other Q. T. saints, and perhaps
Nicodemus himself. They were drawn by the Father to
come to Christ, and were given to Him (vi. 37); they were
of God, and had ears to hear His word (viii. 47, comp. xviil.
37); they were desirous to do the Father's will (vii. 17);
they were His (xvii. 6). But according to ver. 19, these were
exceptions only amid the multitude of the opposite kind, and
even their piety needed purifying and transfiguring into true
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8ikatoabyn, which could be attained only by fellowship with
Christ; and hence even in their case the way of Christian
penitence, by the ¢avépwois of their works wrought in God,
brought about by the light of Christ, was not excluded, but
was exhibited, and its commencement brought about, because,
in view of this complete and highest light, the sincere Old
Testament saint must first rightly feel the need of that
repentance, and of the lack of moral satisfaction. Con-
sequently the statement of vv. 3, 5, still holds true.

Vv. 22, 23. After this interview with Nicodemus® (uera
rav7Ta) Jesus betook Himself with His disciples from the
capital into the country of Judea, in a north-easterly direction
towards Jordan. ’'Iovdalav is, as in Mark 1. 5, Acts xvi. 1,
1 Mace. ii. 23, xiv. 33, 37, 2 Macc. v. 23, 3 Esr. v. 47,
Anthol. vii. 645, an adjective. — éBamtiLev] during His stay
there (Imperf.), not Himself, however, but through His dis-
ciples, iv. 2. Baur, indeed, thinks that the writer had a definite
purpose in view in this mode of expression; that he wished
to bring Jesus and the Baptist as closely as possible together
in the same work. But if so, the remark of iv. 2 would be
strangely illogical ; see also Schweizer, p. 194. The baptism
of Jesus, besides, was certainly a continuation of that of John,
and did not yet possess the new characteristic of Matt. xxviii.
19 (for see vii. 39); but that it already included that higher
element, which John’s baptism did not possess (comp. Acts xix.
2, 3),—namely, the operation of the Spirit, of which Christ was
the bearer (ver. 34), for the accomplishment of the birth from
above,—is manifest from ver. 5, a statement which cannot be a
prolepsis or a prophecy merely. — 7v 8¢ xai 'Iwdvp, x.7.\]
but John was also employed in baptizing, namely in Aenon, ete.
This name, usually taken as the intensive or adjectival form
of 1V, is rather =1 py, dove spring,; the place itself is other-
wise unknown, asis also the situation of Salim, though placed
by Eusebius and Jerome eight Roman miles south of Scytho-
polis. This is all the more uncertain, because Aenon, accord-
ing to the mention of it here (comp. iv. 3), must have been
in Judaea, and not in Samaria, and could not therefore have

! To interpose a longer interval, e.g. a retuin to and sojourn in Galilee, is
quite gratuitous, Not before iv. 3 does Jesus return to Galilce.
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been the Ainun discovered by Robinson (Later Explorations,
p. 400). Ewald thinks of the two places ! 25 in Josh. xv.
32. So also Wieseler, p. 247. In no case could the towns
have been situated on the Jordan, for in that case the state-
ment &7t ¥8ara moAld would have been quite out of place.
Comp. Hengstenberg, who likewise refers to Josh. xv. 32, while
Pressel (in Herzog’'s Encykl. XIII. 326) prefers the statement
of Eusebius and Jerome. For the rest, the narrative of the
temptation, which Hengstenberg places in the period after
ver. 22, has nothing to do with the locality in this verse; it
does not belong to this at all—The question why John, after
the public appearance of Jesus, still continued to baptize, with-
out baptizing in His name, is answered simply by the fact
(against Bretschneider, Weisse, Baur) that Jesus had nof yet
come forth as John expected that the Messiah would, and that
consequently the Baptist could not have supposed that his
work in preparing the way for the Messiah’s kingdom by his
baptism of repentance was already accomplished, but had to
await for that the divine decision. This perseverance of John,
therefore, in his vocation to baptize, was by no means in conflict
with his divinely received certainty of the Messiahship of Jesus
(as Weizsicker, p. 320, thinks), and the ministry of both of them
side by side must not be looked upon as improbable, as “in it-
self a splitting in sunder of the Messianic movement” (Keim).

Ver. 24 corrects, in passing, the synoptic tradition,! which
John knew as being widely spread, and the discrepancy in
which is not to be explained either by placing the imprison-
ment between John iv. 2 and 3, and by taking the journey of
Jesus to Galilee there related as the same with that mentioned
in Matt. iv. 12 (Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, B. Crusius,
Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and many others), or by making the
journey of Matt. iv. 12 to coincide with that named in
John vi. 1 (Wieseler). See on Matt. iv. 12. Apart from
that purpose of correction, which is specially apparent if we
compare Matt. iv. 17 (subtleties to the contrary in Ebrard),
the remark, which was quite intelligible of itselt, would be,

LIt is supposed, indeed, that John simply wishes to intimate that what he
records, vv. 22-36, must be placed before Matt. iv. 12 (Hengstenberg). DBut
sn the connection of Matthew, there is no place for it before iv. 12
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to say the least, superfluous,—unnecessary even to gain space
for bringing Jesus and the Baptist again alongside each other
(Keim), even if we were to venture to propose the suggestion,
of which the text says nothing, that Jesus felt himself obliged,
as the time of the Baptist was not yet expired, to bring the
kingdom of God near, in keeping with the form which the
Baptist had adopted (Luthardt, p. 79).

Vv. 25, 26. OU»] in consequence of the narration of
ver. 23 (ver. 24 being a parenthetical remark). Nothing is
known more particularly as to this question ({7rnoes) which
arose among John's disciples (éyévero éx 1oy pab. ’Iwdwv.,
comp. Lucian. Alez. 40; Herod. v. 21). The theme of it
was “ concerning purification” (mwepi xabapiopod), and, according
to the context, it did not refer to the usual prescriptions and
customs in general (Weizsicker), but had a closer reference
to the baptism of John and of Jesus, and was discussed with
a Jew, who probably placed the baptism of Jesus, as being
of higher and greater efficacy with regard to the power of
purifying (from the guilt of sin), above that of John. Comp.
ver. 26. Possibly the prophetic idea of a consecration by
purification preceding the Messiah’s kingdom (Ezek. xxxvi. 25 ;
Zech. xiil. 1; Hofm. Weissag. u. Erf. IL 87) was spoken of.
Who the 'Tovdaios was (Hofmann, Tholuck, a Pharisee) cannot
be determined. A Jewish Clristian (Chrysostom, Euthymius
Zigabenus, and others; also Ewald) would have been more
exactly designated. According to Luthardt, it was an wn-
Sriendly Jew who declaved that the baptism of John might
now at length be dispensed with, and who wished thus to
beguile the Baptist to become unfaithful to his calling, by
which means he hoped the better to work against Jesus. An
artificial combination unsupported by the text, or even by & o
pepapripnkas, ver. 26. For that this indicated a perplexity
on the part of the disciples as to the calling of therr master findsg
no support in the words of the Baptist which follow. There
is rather expressed in that ¢ od pepapr., and in all that John’s
disciples advance,—who therefore do not name Jesus, but only
indicate Him,—a jealous vrritation on the point, that a man,
who himself had just gone forth from the fellowship of the
Raptist, and who owed his standing to the testimony borne
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by the latter in his favour (¢), should have opened such a
competition with him as to throw him into the shade.
Through the statements of the Jew, with whom they had
been discussing the question of purification, there was awakened
in them a certain feeling of envy that Jesus, the former pupil
(as they thought), the receiver of a testimony at the hand of
their master, should now presume to put himself forward as
his superior rival. They saw in this a usurpation, which
they could not reconcile with the previous position of Jesus
in relation to the Baptist. But he, on the contrary, vindicates
Jesus, ver. 27, and in ver. 28 brings into view His far higher
position, which excluded all jealousy. — bs 7v' peTd oo,
k.7 \] 1 28,29. — i8¢ and odTos have the emphasis of some-
thing unexpected ; namely, that this very individual should
(according to their view) interfere with their master in his
vocation, and with such results |—«ai 7wavTes, an exaggeration
of excited feeling. Comp. xii. 19. Not: “all who submit
to be baptized by Him” (Hengstenberg).

Vv. 27, 28. The Baptist at first answers them, putting his
reply in the form of a general truth, that the greater activity
and success of Jesus was given Him of God, and next reminds
them of the subordinate position which 'he held in relation to
Jesus. The reference of the general affirmation to the Baptist
himself, who would mean by it: “non possum mihi arrogare
et rapere, quae Deus non dedit,” Wetstein (so Cyril, Rupertus,
Beza, Clarius, Jansen, Bengel, Liicke, Maier, Hengstenberg,
Godet, and others), is not in keepiwg with the context; for the
petty, jealous complaint of the disciples, ver. 26, has merely
prepared the way for a vindication of Jesus on the part of the
Baptist; and as in what follows with tAds intent, the compari-
son between the two, as they, in vv. 27, 28, according to
our interpretation, stand face to face with each other, is
thoroughly carried out; see vv. 29, 30, 31; so that Jesus
is always first characterized, and then John. We must not
therefore take ver. 27 as referring to botk (Kuinoel, Tholuck,
Lange, Briickner, Ewald, Luthardt'). — o? 8dvata.] relatively,
i.e. according to divine ordination. — &v@pwmos] quite general,

! Who, in keeping with his view of ver. 26, takes ver. 27 to mean: * The
work of both of us is divinely ordained, and therefore I, for my own part, am
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e man, any one; not as Hengstenberg, referring it to Johm,
renders it: “ because I am merely a man.” ~—MapBaverv] not
arrogate to himself (éavrd Aauf3., Heb. v. 4), but simply to
receive, answering to be given. — adToi Upels] though you ale
so irritated about him. — paprvp.] Indic: ye are yourselves my
witnesses, see i. 19-28, the substance of which John sums up
in the words odx elui, etc. They had themselves appealed
(ver. 26) to his paprupia concerning Jesus, but he mepirpémes
Tavryw kab' adrdv, Euthymius Zigabenus. — AN 67¢] Transi-
tion to dependent speech., Winer, p. 539 [E. T. p. 679 f.]. —
éxelvov] referring not to the appellative ¢ Xpiaros, but to
Jesus as the Xpiaos.

Vv. 29, 30. Symbolical setting forth of his subordinate
relation to Jesus. The bridegroom is Jesus, John is the friend
who waits upon Him; the bride is the community of the
Messianic kingdom ; the wedding is the setting up of that
kingdom, now nigh at hand, as represented in the picture
which the Baptist draws (comp. Matt. ix. 15, xxv. 1 ff).
The O. T. figure of God’s union with His people as a mar-
riage (Isa. liv. 5; Hos. il. 18, 19; Eph. v. 32; Rev. xix.
7, xxi. 2, 9) forms the basis of this comparison. It may
reasonably be doubted -whether Solomon’s Song (especially v.
1, 6) was likewise in the Baptist’s thoughts when employing
this illustration (Bengel, Luthardt, Hengstenberg); for no
quotation is made from that book in the N. T, and therefore
any allegorical interpretation of this Song with Messianic
references cannot with certainty be presupposed in the N. T.
Comp. Luke xiii. 31, note—He to whom the bride (the bride-
elect of the marriage feast) belongs is the brideyroom,—
therefore it is not L—The friend of the bridegroom (xav
éfoynv: the appointed friend, who serves at the wedding) is
the mapavipdios, who is also, Sanhedr. {. 27, 2, called amy,
but usually jaene.  Lightfoot, p. 980 ; Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. s.v. ;
Schoettgen, p. 335 ff.; and see on 2 Cor. xi. 2. — 6 éoTnK®S
k. drxovwv avTod] who standeth (tanquam apparitor, Bengel)
and attentively hearcth him, e in order to do his bidding!

justified in continuing my work after the appearance of Jesus, so long at least
as the sell-witness of Jesus is not believed.”

! The working of Jesus was so manjsest, and now so near to the Buptist, that
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Contrary to the construction (xai), and far-fetched, is the ren-
dering of B. Crusius: “ who is waiting for him (éarnx.), and
when he hears him, viz. the voice of the approaching bride-
groom. (?)”  Tholuck also, following Chrysostom, brings i
what is not there when he renders: “who standeth, kaving
Jinwshed Ris work as forerunner”” The Baptist had still to
work on, and went on working. The éornx. must be regarded
as taking place at the marriage feast, and not before that,
during the bridal procession (Ewald, who refers to the frequent
stoppages which took place in it); but it does not mean
standing at the door of the wedding chamber, nor dx. abrob the
audible pleasure of the newly married pair. An indelicate
sensualizing (still to be found in Kuinoel) unwarranted by the
text. — yapa yaipei] he rejoiceth greatly ; see Lobeck, Paralip.
p. 524 ; Winer, p. 424 [E. T. p. 584] Comp. 1 Thess.
iil. 9, where, in like manner, 8¢z stands instead of the classical
émi, év, or the dative. — &ta THv Pwvyy Tod vuud.] This is
not to be understood of his loud caresses and protestations of
love (Grotius, Olshausen, Lange), nor of the command of the
bridegroom to take away the cloth with the signum virgini-
tatis (thus debasing the beautiful figure, Michaelis, Paulus),
aor of the conversing of the bridegroom with the bride
(Tholuck and older expositors),—all of which are quite out of
keeping with the general expression; the reference is merely
to the conversation and joy of the bridegroom amid the marriage
mirth. Comp. Jer. vil. 34, xvi. 9, xxv. 10. The expla-
nation, also, which makes it the voice of the approaching
bridegroom who calls the bride o fetch her home, would need
to be more precisely indicated (against B. Crusius and
Luthardt), and is not in keeping with ¢ éomnwss ;' the acti-
this feature of the comparison is fully exp]ained byit. Neither in this place nor
elsewhere is there any answer to the question, whether and what personal inter-
course the Baptist had already had with Him (Hengstenberg thinks ‘‘through
intermediate persons, especially through the Apostle John"). In particular, the
assumption that the interview with Nicodemus became known to the Baptist
(through the disciples of Jesus who had previously been the Baptist’s disciples)
is quite unnecessary for the understanding of the words which here follow
(against Godet).

L For the #zpaviupios does not stand there waiting for the bridegroom, but
accompanies him on his way to the bride’s house. The standing and waiting
pertain to the female attendants on the bride, Matt, xxv. 1 fL.
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vity of Jesus, moreover, was already more than a call to the
bringing home, which might have symbolized His first
appearing. Comp. Matt. ix. 15.— Note, besides, how the
ardent expression of joy stands contrasted with the envious
feelings of Jobn's disciples. —adTn o0v 75 xapa, x1)\] ofv
infers the adry from the application of the figure: this joy,
therefore, which is mine, viz. at the bridegroom’s voice. —
memAnpwTacr] kas been fulfilled completely, so that nothing
more is wanting to it. The DBaptist, with prophetic antici-
pation, sees, in the successful activity of Jesus, and in the
flocking of the people to Him, the already rising dawn of
the Messiah’s kingdom (the beginning of the marriage). On
wemhjp. comp. xv. 11, xvi 24, xvil. 13; 1 John i. 4. — 8¢?]
as in ver. 14. This noble self-renunciation was based upon
the clear certainty which he had of the divine purpose. —
avfdvecv] in influence and efficiency. —éxarrotofas] the
counterpart of increase: to become less, Jer. xxx. 16 ; Symm. ;
2 Sam. iii. 1; Ecclus. xxxv. 23, al.; Thuec. ii. 62. 4; Theophr.
A pl vi. 8. 5; Josephus, Aatt. vii. 1. 5. Comp. Plat. Leg. iii.
p. 681 A: avfavopévwv ék TéV éNaTTovw.

Vv. 31, 32, down to ver. 35, is not the comment of the
evangelist (so Wetstein, Bengel, Kuinoel, Paulus, Olshausen,
Tholuck, Klee, Maier, Baumlein). Ver. 32, comp. with vv. 29,
30, seems to sanction the notion that it is; but as no intimation
to this effect is given in the text, and as the thread of dis-
course proceeds uninterruptedly, and nothing in the subject-
matter is opposed to it, we may regard it as the continucd
descourse of the Baptist, though elaborated in its whole style
and colouring by John,—not, however, to such an extent that
the evangelist’s record passes almost entirely inlo a comment of
his own (Liicke, De Wette, comp. also Ewald). We perceive how
the Baptist, as if with the mind of Jesus Himself, unveils
before his disciples, in the narrower circle of whom he spealks,
with the growing inspiration of the last prophet, the full
majesty of Jesus; and therewith, as if with his swanlike song,
complctes his testimony before he vanishes from the history.'
Even the subsequent momentary perplexity (Matt. xi) is

! 1t is self-evident, that all that is said in ver. 31 f. was intended to incite the
disciples of Joln to believe in Jesus, and to scare them from unbelief.

N
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psychologically not irreconcilable with this (see on i. 29), simply
because John was éx 7is s, But the Baptist, notwith-
standing his witness concerning Jesus, has not gone over to
Him, because the calling of forcrunner had been once divinely
commiitted to him, and he felt that he must continue to fulfil
it so long as the Messianic kingdom was not yet established.
These remarks tell, at the same time, against the use which is
made of this passage to prove that the entire scene is unhistori-
cal (Strauss, Weisse, Reuss, Scholten, following Bretschneider).
—o dvewfev épyopn] He who cometh from above, i.e Christ
(comp. ver. 13, viii. 23), whose coming, i.e. whose coming forth
from the divine glory in human form as Messiah, is here
regarded as still in the course of its actual self-manifestation
(cf. viii 14), and consequently as a present phenomenon, and
as not ended until it has been consummated in the establish-
ment of the kingdom. — wavrev] Mase. John means the
category as a whole to which Jesus belonged—all interpreters
of God, as is clear from what follows, vv. 31, 32. —¢ v 4«
Ths y#s] e the Baptist, who, as an ordinary man, springs
from earth, not heaven.— éx 7% os éo7¢] as predicate de-
notes the nature conditioned by such an origin. He is of no
other kind or nature than that of one who springs from
earth ; though withal his divine mission (i. 6), in common with
all prophets, and specially his divinely conferred baptismal
vocation (Matt. xxi. 25, 26), remain intact. — xa’ éx 7. s
Aaret] and he speaketh of the earth. His speech has not
Lieaven as its point of departure, like that of the Messiah,
who declares what He has seen in heaven (see ver. 32); but it
proceeds from the earth, so that he utters what has come to
his knowledge upon earth, and therefore under the limitation
of earthly conditions,—a limitation, however, which as little
excluded the reception of a revelation (i. 33 ; Luke iii. 2), as
it did in the case of the saints of the O. T., who likewise
were of earthly origin, nature, and speech, and afterwards eg.
in that of the Apostle Paul! The contents of the discourse

1 The Fathers rightly perceived the relative character of this self-assertion.
Euthymius Zigabenus : xods cdyrpiory vdv Smsppuisy Asyww wov Xpiorev. Hofmann,

Schriftbew. 11, 1, p. 14, misapprehends this, supposing that this ver. 31 has no
reference to the Baptist.
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need not therefore relate merely to 7a émlyea (iii. 12), as
Weisse thinks, but may also have reference to émovpdvia, the
knowledge and promulgation of which, however, do not get
beyond the éx pépovs (1 Cor. xiii. 9 ff). The expression éx
s ofis Aalk. must not be confounded with éx Tob xéopov
Aateiv, 1 John iv. 5. — 6 éx Tod odp. épy., £TA] A solemn
repetition of the first clause, linking on what follows, viz. the
antithesis still to be brought out, of the éx 77js yijs Aakei. —
o édpake, kal fjrovoe] t.e during His pre-existence with God,
i. 15, 18, iii. 11. From it He possesses tmmediate knowledge
of divine truth! whose witness (naprupet) Fe accordingly is.
Note the interchange of tenses (Kiihner, II. p. 75). — TodTo0)
this and nothing else. — . 7. paprt. avTod o0vdeis Aappf)]
tragically related to what preceded, and introduced all the
more strikingly by the bare xal Comp. i. 10, iii. 11. The
expression ov8els AapB. is the hyperbole of deep sorrow on
account of the small number of those—small in comparison of
the vast multitude of unbelievers—who receive His witness,
and whose fellowship accordingly comstitutes the bride of the
marriage. John himself limits the ovdeis by the following
6 AaBoy, «.tA. Comp. i. 10, 11, 12. The concourse of
hearers who came to Jesus (ver. 26), and the Baptist's joy
on account of His progress (vv. 29, 30), could not dim his
deep insight into the world’s unbelief. Accordingly, his joy
(ver. 29) and grief (ver. 32) both forming a noble contrast to
the jealousy of his disciples (ver. 26).

Ver. 33. 4Y7od] placed before for emphasis: His witness,
correlative with the following o feds. — éoppdyiaer] has, by
this receiving, sealed, i.c. confirmed, ratified as an act. For this
ficurative usage, see vi. 27 ; Rom. iv. 11, xv. 28 ; 1 Cor.ix. 2;
2 Cor. 1. 22; Eph. i. 13; Jacobs, ad Anthol. ix. pp. 22, 144,
172. —87e 6 feds annb. éorev] In the reception of the
witness of Jesus there is manifested on man’s part the practical
ratification of the truthfulness of God, the human “ yea vertly”

! Decisive against Beyschlag, p. 96, who understands the words only of a pro.
phetic sight and hearing through the Spirit, is the antithesis with the Baptist
(who was yet himself a prophet), running through the whole context, as also
the izdva wdvray irriy, which ranks Jesus above the prophets. Comp. also Heb,
xii. 25.
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in answer to the proposition “ God is true,” because Jesus (sce
ver. 34) is the ambassador and interpreter of God. The non-
reception of that witness, whereby it is declared untrue, would
be a rejection of the divine truthfulness, the “nay” to that
proposition. Comp. 1 John v. 10, Reference to O. T. pro-
mases (Luthardt) is remote from the context.

Ver. 34. The first ydp serves to state the reason for the
éodpdyiaev, é7i, ete.; the second, for the ta prjuara 7. Ocod
AaAet, so far, that is, as it would be doubtful, if God gave the
Spirit éx wérpov, whether what God's ambassador spoke was
a divine revelation or not; it might in this case be wholly
or in part the word of man—ov ydp éméar. 6 feds] not a
general statement merely, appropriate to every prophet, but,
following ver. 31, to be taken more precisely as a definition
of a heavenly (GvwBev, éx Tob ovpavod) mission, and referring
strictly to Jesus. This the context demands. But the fol-
lowing oY yap éx pérpov, .7\, must be taken as a general
statement, because there is no avrg.  Commentators would
quite arbitrarily supply avrd! so as to render it, not by
measure or limitation, but without measure and in complete
Julness, God gives the Holy Spirit to Christ. This supplement,
unsuitable in itself, should have been excluded by the present
8i8waw, because we must regard Christ as possessing the Spirit
long before. The meaning of this general statement is rather:
“ He does mot give the Spirit according to measure” (as if it
consequently were out ot His power, or He were unwilling to
give the Spirit beyond a certain quantitative degree, deter-
mined by a definite measure); He proceeds herein <ndepen-
dently of any pétpov, confined and limited by no restricting
standard. The way in which this is to be applied to Jesus
thus becomes plain, viz. that God must have endowed Him?
when He sent Him from heaven (ver. 31), in keeping with
His nature and destination, with the richest spiritual gifts,
namely, with the entire fulness of the Spirit (wdv T0 wNjpwpa,
Col. i. 19), more richly, therefore, than prophets or any others;
—which He could not have done had ¥e been fettered by a

1 The subterfuge of Hengstenberg is no better : ‘ we must supply, in the case
before us.” Bee also Lange.
2 00 7&; ,uifrpa Adyne (or rather W‘vllf'/draznf] ¢ifu Aéyu.—Nonnus.
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measure in the giving of the Spirit! — ¢k pérpov] éx used
of the rule. See Bernhardy, p. 230 ; comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 27.
Finally, the ob yap éx uérpov must not be regarded as pre-
senting a different view to ver. 32 (comp. Weiss, p. 269);
for the Spirit was in Christ the principle whereby He com-
municated (the Aakeiv) to men that which He had beheld
with God. See on vi. 63, 64; Acts i, 2,

Ver. 35. A further description of the dignity of Christ.
The Father hath given wunlimited power to His beloved Son.
— a&yam.] the ground of the 8é8wx. — wavTa] neut. and
without limitation. Falsely Kuinoel: ommnes doctrince suae
partes (comp. Grotius: “omnia mysteria regni”)! Nothing is
exempted from the Messianic 'fovoia, by virtue of which
Christ is xepary dmép mwdvra, Eph. i 22, and wavrev xipos,
Acts x. 36; comp. xiii. 3, xvil. 2; Matt. xi. 27; 1 Cor. xv.
27; Heb.ii. 8.—év 75 el av7oD] Result of the direction
of the gift, a well-known constructio praegnans. Winer, p.
385 (E. T. p. 454).

Ver. 36. All the more weighty in their results are faith in
the Son and unbelief! Genuine prophetic conclusion to life
or death. — &xe: & ai] “ he has eternal life,” 7.e. the Messianic
{wn, which, in its temporal development, is already a present
possession of the believer; see on vv. 15, 16. At the Second
Advent it will be completed and glorified ; and therefore the
antithesis o0« 8yreTar {w7v, referring to the future alow, is
justified, because it presupposes the odx éyer & —ametfdv]
not: “he who does 7ot believe on the Son” (Luther and the
Fathers), but: *“he who s disobedicnt to the Son;” yet, accord-
ing to the context, so far as the Son rcquires faith. Comp.

! Hitzig, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1859, p. 152 fI., taking the first half of
the verse as a general statement, applicable to every prophet, would read the
relative o5 instead of od, *‘according to the measure, that is, in which He gives
the Spirit.” Considering the ydp, this rendering is impossible.—Ewald and
Briickner come necarest to our interprctation. B. Crusius and Ebrard (on
Olshausen) erroneously make &v dwior. x.7.A. the subject of 3dawew (¢ 155 i3
spurious, see the critical notes) ; but this yields a thought neither true in itself,
nor in keeping with the context. Godet puts an antithetical but purely im-
ported emphasis upon 33wew : to other messengers of God the Spirit is not given,
but only lent by a “visite momentanée ;" but when God gives the Spirit, He does
60 without measure, and this took place on the first occasion at the baptism of
Jesus, This is exegetical poetizing.
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Acts xiv. 2, xix. 9; Rom. xi. 30; Fritzsche, ad Rom. L p. 17.
Contrasted herewith is the Umaxoy wioTews, Rom. i. 5, — 9
0pyn] not puniskment, but wrath, as the necessary emotion of
holiness; see on Rom. i. 18; Eph. ii. 3; Matt. iii. 7.—
péver] because unreconciled, inasmuch as that which appro-
priates reconciliation, .e. faith (iil. 16), is rejected; comp. ix. 41,
This wéver (it is not termed épyerar) implies that the person
who rejects faith is still in a moral condition which is subject
to the divine wrath,—a state of subjection to wrath, which,
instead of being removed by faith, abides upon him through his
unbelief. The wrath, therefore, is not first awakened by the
refusal to believe (Ritschl, de ira Dei, pp. 18, 19 ; Godet),
but is already there, and through that refusal remains!
Whether or not this wrath rests upon the man from his birth
(Augustine ; Thomasius, Chr. Pers. w. Werk, I. p. 289), this
text gives no information. See on Eph. ii. 3. — That the
Baptist could already speak after this manner, is evident from
chap. i 29.—é7’ adTév] asin i 32, 33.

7 This is also against Hengstenberg. But certainly the xéves must, according
tc toe context, be an eternal abiding, if the izaxon #irriws never occurs.
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CHAPTER IV.

Ver. 3. #4sv] wanting in A. and many other Uncials and
Cursives, Syr. p. Pers. p. Or. Chrys. It is found, indeed, in B.
(in the margin) C. D. L. M. T® «., but was probably added to
denote the return.— Ver. 5. o%] Elz. Tisch. §, against C.* D. L.
M. S. Curss. Chrys, an inelegant correction. — Ver. 6. doei]
Lach. Tisch. read «g, for which the testimonies are decisive.—
Vv. 7-10. For #seiv, Tisch. foll. B.* C.* D. 8&.* reads ¢, for
which also ## occurs. e is to be adopted on account of the
preponderating testimony. — Ver. 14. The words o0 pi—ddow
adrg are wanting in C.* Curss. and some Verss. and Fathers,
even Or.; bracketed by Lach. The testimonies are too weak
to warrant our striking them out, and how easily might their
omission have occurred through éuowrereir.! — For 8/ 767 Lach.
and Tisch. read éiy7aer, following preponderating evidence. But
the Future seems to be connected with an early omission of w7
(which we still find in D.). — Ver. 15. Zpyawnai] the Indicative
tpyouar or dipyopar (so Tisch.) is bad Gk, and has witnesses
enough against it (A. C. D. U. V. A.; even &.*, which has éifpyu-
par) to be regarded as a transcriber’s error; comp. xvii. 3. —
Ver. 16. ¢ 'Ins0i¢ is wanting in B. C.* Heracl. Or.; an addition.
The position cov 7dv évépa (Tisch.) is too weakly attested by
B. Curss. Or. (three times) Chrys. — Ver. 21. ylvas, wisreveiy
wor] Lach.: y. wiorsvé p.; Tisch.: miorevéi w. -  Amid manifold
diversities of testimony the last must be adopted as the best
authenticated, by B. C.* L. k. Ver. Sahid. Heracl. Or. Ath. Cyr.
Chrys. Hilar.—Ver. 27. For ¢dabuafov Elz. has ifabeasay, against
decisive testimony. — Ver. 30. After ¢£#260v Elz. has olv, against
decisive testimony. Added for the purpose of connection, instead
of which & also occurs, and C. D. Verss. have xa/ before é£52 6o,
and accordingly Lachimn. puts this xa/ in brackets. — Ver. 34.
70&] B.C.D. K. L Tb 11. Cursives, Clem. Heracl. Or. Cyr.
Chrys.: monjow; recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.;
a co-ordination with what follows.— Ver. 35. For rerpiunvo;
Elz. has rerpdumov, against almost all the Uncials. A clumsy
emendation. Comp. Heb. xi. 23. — Ver. 36. DBefore ¢ d¢pil.
Elz. has xa/ (bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.), condemned
by B. C.* D. L. T® &. Cursives, Verss, and Fathers. Through
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the very ancient variation, which joins #87 either with what
follows (A. C. D. Cyr.) or with what precedes (Or.), the insertion
ot xai 1s the result of the latter mode of connection. If xai
were genuine, neither of the two constructions would have
prompted its omission. — Ver. 42. After xésuov Elz. has ¢ Xpse-
ri¢, which Lachm. Tisch., following important witnesses, have
deleted as an exegetical addition. — Ver. 43. xai da#Adey]
wanting in B. C.D. T n. Cursives, Codd. It. Copt. Or. Cyr.
Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. ; supplementing addition
after ver. 3, not in keeping with John's mode of expression, —
Ver. 45. Instead of & we must adopt 8¢z, with Lachm. Tisch.,
following A. B. C. L. Cursives, Or. Cyr. Chrys. As the concep-
tion expressed by dee is already in wdvre, ¢ would seem more
appropriate, which therefore we find in vv. 29, 39, in Codd. —
Ver. 46. After oiv Elz. has ¢ "Izsols, which is altogether wanting
in important witnesses, and in others stands after @daw (so
Scholz). A common addition.—Ver. 47. «irév after Jp. is
wanting in B. C. D. L. T® . Cursives, Verss. Or. Aug. Bracketed
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. Supplementary, — Ver. 50. §]
Lachm. Tisch., following A. B. C. L. 8.**, read &. An unskilful
emendation. — Ver. 51. éxsvrneav] B. C. D. K. L. &. Cursives:
brsverear.  So Lachm. and Tisch. ; rightly, for John elsewhere
always has dzawr. (x1 20, 30, xil. 18).—§ #a¥ sov] Lachm.
Tisch.: 6 = alroy, upon such weighty evidence that the received
reading must be regarded as a mechanical alteration in imita-
tion of ver. 50.— Ver. 52. Instead of x#i;, we must, with
Lachm. and Tisch., following the majority of Codd., adopt éx0és.

Vv. 1-3. ‘f2s odv &yvw, kTN] odv, igitur, namely, in
consequence of the concourse of people who flocked to Him,
and which had been previously mentioned. Considering this
concourse, He could not fail to come to know (&yre, not
supernatural knowledge, but comp. ver. 53, v. 6, xi. 57, xii. 9)
that it had reached the ears of the Pharisees, how He, etc.
This prompted Him, however, to withdraw to Galilee, where
their hostility would not be so divectly aroused and cherished as
in Judaea, the headquarters of the hierarchy. To surrender
Himself to them before the time, before His hour arrived, and
the vocation of which He was conscious had been fulfilled, was
opposed to His consciousness of the divine arrangements and
the object of His mission. He contented himself, therefore, for
the present with the interest which He had already excited in
Judaea on behalf of His work, aud withdrew, for the time being,
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to His own less esteemed country.! As to the date of this
return, see ver. 35 ; it is an arbitrary invention to say (Lange,
L. J. 1L p. 515), that upon leaving Judaea He gave up baptizing
because John’s imprisonment (?) brought a ban of uncleanness
upon Israel (515 sq.). The performance of baptism must be
supposed as taking place subsequent to this, when conver-
sions are spoken of (e.g. ver. 53), comp. iii. 5 ; and Matt. xxviii,
19 does not contain a wholly new command to baptize, but
its completion and extension to all times and natioms.— o/
Papia.] It is only this party, the most powerful and most
dangerous of the Jewish sects, that is still named by John, the
evangelist who had become furthest removed from Judaism. —
61¢ 'Inoovs, k.7 \.] a verbatim repetition of the report; hence
the name (1 Cor. xi. 28), and the present tenses. Comp. Gal. i.
23. — 4 'Iwdvrys] whom they had moreover less to fear, on
account of his legal standpoint, and his declarations in i. 19 ff,
than Jesus, whose appearance was in Jerusalem at once so
reformatory, miraculous, and rich in results, and who was
so ominously attested by John.— Ver. 2 is not to be put
in a parenthesis, for the construction is not interrupted. —
kaiTot ye] quangquam quidem, and yet; see Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 245 ff.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 654 f The thing is thus
expressed, because “semper is dicitur facere, cui praemini-

! According to Hofmann, Schriftbew. I1. 1, p. 168 f., whom Lichtenstein fol-
lows, Jesus withdrew, because He was apprehensive lest what had come to the
Pharisces' ears should be made use of by them to throw suspicion on the Baptist.
But this is all the less credible, when we remember that Jesus certainly, as well
a3 John himself (iii. 30), knew it to be a divine necessity that He should increase
and the Baptist decrease, and therefore would hardly determine his movements
by considerations of the kind supposed. He could more effectually have met
any such suspicions, by testifying on behalf of the noble Baptist in the neigh-
bourhood where he was, than by withdrawing from the scenc. No; Jesus went
out of the way of the danger that threatened Himself, and which He knew it
was not yet time for Him to expose Himself to; comp. vii. 1, x. 40, xi. 54.
Nonnus: @ibywr Adroar éaxigror dxnrirav Papieaiowv. Still, however, we must
not, with Hengstenberg and most others, suppose that this retirement to Galileo
aross from the fact that John had already fallen a prey to pharisaic persecution,
and that Jesus had all the more reason to apprchend this persecution. There is
no hint whatever of the supposed fact that the Pharisees had delivered John
over to Herod, This explanation is based merely upon an attempt at har-
monizing, in order to make this jowrney tack to Galilee the same with that
named in Matt. iv. 12, See on iil 24,



202 TIIE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

stratur,” Tertullian. A pretext for this lay in the fact that
John did himself baptize. Bui why did not Jesus Himself
baptize? Not because it was incumbent on Him only to
preach (1 Cor. i. 17); there must have been a principle
underlying His not baptizing, seeing that John, without
limitation, made it so prominent (against Thomas, Lyra,
Maldonatus, and most); not, again, because He must have
baptized unto Himself (so already Tertull. de bapt. 11), for He
could have done this; not even for the clear preservation of
the truth: “that it is He who baptizes all down to the pre-
sent day” (Hengstenberg), an arbitrarily invented abstraction,
and quite foreign even to the N.T. Nonnus hits upon the
true reason: ob yap dvaf Bdmwrilev év U8ari.. Bengel well
says: “Dbaptizare actio ministralis, Acts x. 48, 1 Cor. 1. 17;
Johannes minister sua manu baptizavit, discipuli ejus ut
videtur neminem, af Christus baptizat Spiritu sancto,” which
the disciples had not power to do until afterwards (vii. 39).
Comp. Ewald. For the rest, ver. 2 does not contain a cor-
rection of himself by the evangelist (Hengstenberg and early
expositors),—for we must not omit to ask why he should not
at once have expressed himself correctly,—but, on the contrary,
a correction of the form of the rumowr mentioned in ver. 1.
Comp. iii. 26. Nonnus: émjrupos ob méke ¢njun. In this
consists the historical interest of the observation (against Baur
and Hilgenfeld), which we are not to regard as an unhistorical
consequence of transporting Christian baptism back to the
time of Jesus.

Vv. 4, 5. "Edec] from the geographical position ; and hence
the usual way for Galilacan travellers lay through Samaria
(Josephus, Anitt. xx. 6. 1), unless one chose to pass through Perea
to avoid the hated land, which Jesus has at present no occasion
to do. Comp. Luke ix. 52. — els wor¢v] fowards a city (not
into, ver. 28 ff.). Comp. Matt. xxi. 1; see Fritzsche, ad Marc.
p- 81. — Svxdp] (not Zeydp, as Elz. has, against the best
witnesses) is, according to the usual opinion,—though, indeed,
the Aeyouévnw, comp. xi. 54, pointing to an unknown place,
does not tally with it,—the same town as that called 0¥ (LXX.
Suyép, comp. Acts vii. 16 ; also Jikepa, comp. Josephus) in
Gen. xxxiii. 18, Josh. xx. 7, Judg. ix. 7, ct al.; after the
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time of Christ, however, called Neapolis (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 1),
and now Nablus. See Crome, Beschreidb. von Pal. 1. p, 102 ff.;
obinson, ITI. 336 ; Rosen, in the Zeitschr. d. morgenl. Gesellsch.
1860, p. 634 ffi Upon the remnant of the Samaritans still
in this town, see Rogers on the Modern Samaritans, London
1855 ; Barges, tes Samaritains de Naplouse, Paris 1855, The
name Zvydp," which Credner quite arbitrarily tries to refer to
a mere error in transcription, was accordingly a corruption of
the old name, perhaps intentional, though it had come into
ordinary use, and signifying drunken town (according to Isa.
xxviil. 1), or town of lies, or heathen town, after Hab. iii. 18
(n%). Reland takes the former view, Lightfoot and Hengsten-
berg the latter, Hengstenberg supposing that John hvmself made
the alteration in order to describe the lying character of the
Samaritans—quite against the simplicity of the narrative in
general, and the express Aeyouéyny in particular. This Aeyop.,
and the difference in the name, as well as the following =Asn-
aloy, etc., and ver. 7, suggest the opinion that Sychar was a
distinct town in the neighbourhood of Sychem (Hug, Luthardt,
Lichtenstein, Ewald, Briickner, Baenmlein). See especially
Delitzsch, in Guericke’'s Luth. Zeitschr. 18356, p. 244 ff.; Ewald,
Jahrd. VIII. 255 ff, and in his Jokann. Schr. 1. 181. The
name may still be discovered in the modern al Askar, east of
Nablus. Schenkel still sees here an error of a Gentile-Christian
author. — The ywpiov belonged to Sychem (Gen. xxxiii. 19,
xlviii. 22, LXX. Josh. xxiv. 32). but must have lain in the
direction of Sychar.— wAnaior] the town lay in the neigh-
bourhood of the field, etc. Here only in the N. T., very often
in the classics, as a simple adverb.

Ver. 6. IInyn 70d 'TaxdB] a spring-well (ver. 11), the
making of which tradition aseribed to Jacod. It is still in
existence, and regarded with reverence, though there is mno
spring-water in it. Seée Robinson, II1. p. 330; Ritter, XVI. 634.
The ancient sacreduness of the spot made it all the more worthy
of being specially noted by John. — ofrws] thus, without

! Concerning the Talmudic name 72yD, see Wieseler, Synopse, p. 256 ff.

2 The LXX. in Gen. xIviii. 22 render DDU by =/zipue, the error being that they
took the Hebrew word directly as & mame, whercas it is only an allusion to the
town Sichem.
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further ado, just as He was, without any ceremony or prepara-
tion, “ut locus se obtulerat,” Grotius; dwAds ds érvye, Chry-
sostom. Sce Ast, Lex. Plat. II. p. 495 ; Nagelsbach, z. Ilias,
p- 63, ed. 3. The rendering “ tired as He was” (Erasmus, Beza,
Winer, Hengstenberg), so that the preceding participle is
repeated in meaning (see Bornemann in Rosenmiiller’'s Rep. 11,
p. 246 ff, Ast, lc.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Protag. p. 314 C),
would require the olires to be placed before, as in Acts xxvil.
17, 3x. 11.— éwi 7§ mwny7] at the well, denoting immediate
proximity to it, ver. 2; Mark xiii 29; Ex ii. 15. See
Bernhardy, p. 249 ; Reisig, ad Ocd. Col. 281 ; Ellendt, Lex.
Soph. I. 541. — dpa . . . €kTn] noon, mid-day; ixios dpn,
Nonnus. Here again we have not the Roman reckoning
(see on i. 40), though the evening! was the more usual time
for drawing water. Still we must not suppose that, because the
time was unusual, it was intended thereby that Jesus might
know, in connection therewith, ¢ that the woman was given Him
of the Father” (Luthardt, p. 80). Jesus knew that, indepen-
dently of the hour. But Join could never forget the hour, so
important in its issues, of this first preaching to the Samaritan
woman, and tkerefore he names it.  Comp. i. 40.

Vv. 7-9. Twvn éx 7. Japap.] to be taken as one desig-
nation, a Samaritan-woman. John gives prominence to the
country to which she belonged, to prepare the way for the
characteristic features of the following interview, It is not
the town two miles distant (Sebaste) that is meant, but the
country. — avrificas ¥8wp] The modern Nablus lies half
an hour distant from the southern well, and has many wells
of its own close by ; see Robinson, III. 333. It istherefore all
the more probable that Sychar, out of which the woman came,’
was a separate town. As to the forms mety and wiv (so Jacobs,
Del. epigr. vi. 718), see Herm. Herodian. § 47 ; Buttmann, IV.

UIf it had been six o’clock in the evening (as even Isenberg in the Luther.
Zeitschr. 1868, p. 454 fI., maintains, for the sake of xix. 14), how much too short
would the remainder of the day be for all that follows down to ver. 401 We
must allow a much longer time, in particular, for vv. 28-30, and yet ver. 35 still
presupposes bright daylight.

2 That, considering the sacred character of the water, she did not hesitate about
the distance of the well from Sychem (Hengstenberg), is withiout any hint in the
text,



CIAP, IV, 10. 205

T.Gr. p. 58 [E.T. p. 66), who prefers =iy, though this is
regarded by Fritzsche (de conform. Lachm. p. 27) as the mis-
tale of a copyist. As to the phrase 88wyt mielv, without any
object expressed, see Kriiger, § 55. 3. 21. It is an arbitrary
supposition in itself, to imagine, as Hengstenberg does, that
this “ Give me to drink” had underlying it “ a spiritual sense,”
“ Give me spiritual refreshment (by thy conversion),” and is
opposed to ver. 8, which by no means gives a general reason
why Jesus entered into conversation with the woman ; for He
might have done this in the apostles’ presence, though, ac-
cording to Hengstenberg, He must have sent them away (all
excepting John'), on purpose to have an undisturbed interview
with the woman. All this is mere imagination. — Ver. 8.
vap] The reason why he asked the services of the woman;
the disciples, whose services he would otherwise have claimed,
were absent. — {va Tpodas dyop.] According to later tradition
(“Samaritanis panem comedere aut vinum bibere prohibitum
est,” Raschi, ad Sofe, 515), this would not have been allowed.
But the separation could not have been so distinetly marked
at that time, especially as to commercial dealings and inter-
course with the Galileans, since their road lay through Samaria.
Jesus, moreover, was raised above these hostile divisions which
existed among the people (Luke ix. 52). — Ver. 9. The woman
recognised that Jesus was a Jew by His language, and not by
His accent merely. — wds] qui jfit ut. The words of the
woman indicate the pert feminine caprice of national feeling.
There is no ground whatever for supposing (Hengstenberg)
that the woman had at this stage any presentiment that He
who addressed her was any other than an ordinary Jew. — ov
vap, «.7.\.] not a parenthesis, but the words of the evangelist.
—Jews with Semaritans, without the article.

Ver. 10. Jesus certainly recognised at once the susceptibility
of the woman ; allowing, therefore, His own need to stand in
abeyance, He began the conversation, which was sufficiently
striking to excite at once the full interest of her sanguine
temperament, thongh at the outset this interest was nothing

! Who must, according to Godet also, have remained with Him. A gratui.
tous addition, made for the nurpose of securing a guarantee for the accuracy of
the narrative.
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but feminine curiosity. — v9v 8wp. 7. Geod] the gift of Gud,
which you may now partake of by conversation with me.
Not certainly the person of Jesus Himself (the Greek Fathers,
Erasmus, Beza, and most others, even Hengstenberg and
Godet), to which he refers only as the discourse advances
with the xai of closer definition.— ad dv frnoas] thou
wouldest have prayed Him (i.e. to give you to drink), and He
would have, etc. Observe the emphatic ov (the request would
have come from youw).— ¥8wp {@v] The woman takes this
to mean spring-water, B®1 D, Gen. xxvi, 19, Lev. xiv. 5,
Jer. ii. 13, as opposed to water in a cistern. Comp. vivi fontes
and the like among the Romans; sece Wetstein. Christ does
indeed mean spring-water, but, as in vii, 38, in a spiritual
sense (comp. ver. 14), namely, God's grace and truth (i. 14),
which He, who is the possessor of them, communicates by His
word out of His fulness, and which in its living, regenerating,
and, for the satisfying of spiritual need, ever freshly efficacious
power, is typified by water from the spring. Comp. analogous
passages, Ecclus. xv. 3, xxiv. 21; Baruch iii. 12; Buxtorf,
Lex. Talm. p. 2298. He does not mean Himself, His own
life (Olshausen, Godet, following Epiphanius and most others),
in the same manner as He speaks of Himself as the bread of
life, vi. 35, for this is not indicated in any part of the present
colloquy ; nor does He mean faith (iii. 15), as Liicke thinks,
nor the Spirit (Calovius, Baumgarten Crusius, Luthardt, Hot-
mann), the gift of which jfollows the communication of the
living water. Any reference to baptism (Justin, Cyprian,
Ambrose, and most others) is quite remote from the text.
Calvin is substantially right when he sees typified totam
Tenovationts gratiam.

Vv. 11, 12. “Thou canst not mean the spring-water here
in this well ; you could not give this to me, for thou hast no
bucket,! which is needed on account of the depth of the well;
whence hast thou, thercfore, the spring-water you speak of " —

! Zvranpa, elsewhere the drawing of water, is used in the sonse of haustrum.
Nonnus explains it xédo érxvoripa (@ bucket to draw water).—The woman had
with her a ¢dpia, ver. 28 (comp. ii. 6), but she must also have had an &vranea,
provided with a long handle or rope to draw the water up, or at least some con-
trivance for letting down the dpiz itself,
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xtpie] The Tis éorw ¢ Néywv aou, ete., ver. 10, has given
the woman a momentary feeling of respect, not unmixed with
irony.—o¥7e followed by xai is rare, 3 John 10; see Winer,
p. 460 [E. T. p. 619]; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 222 ; Klotz,
ad Devar. 714.— u3) ad peilwy, x.7.\.] Notice the emphatic
ov coming first: “ thow surely art not greater,” etc.; “ thou dost
not look like that!” Comp. viil. 53. — pellwv] i.e. more able,
in a position to give what is better. By him was the well
given us, and for Zém it was good enough for him and his
to drink from ; yet thou speakest as if thou hadst another and
a better spring of water! The woman dwells upon the enig-
matical word of Christ at first, just as Nicodemus did, iii. 4,
but with more cleverness and vivacity, at the same time more
pertly, and with feminine loquacity. — Tod waTpos Hudv]
for the Samaritans traced their descent back to Joseph.
Josephus, 4ntt. vii. 7. 3, viii. 14. 3, xi. 8. 6. They certainly
were not of purely heathen origin (Hengstenberg) ; see Keil
on 2 Kings xvii. 24 ; Petermann in Herzog's Encyll. X111 367.
— &8s &dwxey, k.7.\.] a Samaritan tradition, not derived from
the O. T. — xai ad7os, x.7.\.] xai is simply and, neither for
kal 8, nor and indeed. The Opéppara are the cattle (Plato,
Polit. p. 261 A; Xen. Oec. xx. 23 ; Ages. ix. 6 ; Herodian.
iii. 9. 17; Josephus, Antt. vii. 7. 3), not servants (Majus,
Kypke),! whom there was no need specially to name; the
mention of the kZerds completes the picture of their nomadic
progenitor. — 70 J8wp To C@»] which thou hast to give;
ver. 10.

Vv. 13, 14. Not an explanation, but (comp. iii. 5) a carry-
ing out of the metaphor, to lead the woman nearer to its
higher import.— roU7Tov] referring to the well. —od un
Suyr. els 7. aldva] “will certainly mot thirst for ever,”
antithesis to fleeting bodily refreshment, ver. 13. Comp.
vi. 34. That heavenly grace and truth which Christ communi-
cates, when recetved by faith into the inmer life, for ever supplics
what we need in order to salvation, so that the lack of this

1 The word, the general meaning of which is quicquid enutritur, is found on
inscriptions as applied to slaves; it is used of children likewise in the classics
(Valck. Diatr. p. 249), as in Soph. Phil. 243 ; comp. Ocd. Rex, 1143. 1t does
not occur in the LXX. or Apocryphe.
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satisfaction is never felt, becanse the supply 18 always there.
Dengel admirably remarks: “ Sane aqua illa, quantum in se
est, perennem habet virtutem; et ubi sitis recurrit, hominis
non aquae defectus est.” The expression in Ecclus. xxiv. 20 :
oi mwovrés pe (Wisdom) &rt Siymjoovae, Tests upon a different
view of the continuity of enjoyment, namely, that of the in-
dividual moments passing in the continual alternation of desire
and satisfaction, and not of the unity which they make up,
and of their condition as a whole. —yeviiocerar év adrg,
k.7.N\.] the positive effect following the negative (and hence
10 U8wp & Swow avte is emphatically repeated) : divine grace
and truth appropriated by faith will so energetically develope
thedr life in him in inexhaustible fulness, that its full impelling
power endures unto eternal Messianic life. Upon his entrance
into the Messiah’s kingdom (comp. iii. 3, 5), the man takes
along with him this inner living power of divine yapis xal
anibeaa, vi. 27. — Exhecfat eis, to spring wp indo, often also
in the classics (Hom. Il. a. 537 ; Xen. Mem. i. 3. 9), but
with reference to water here only. A Greek would say rpopeiv
els ; still the word in the text is stronger and more vivid.
The {w#n aiwv. is conceived of locally, in keeping with the
comparison of a widespreading spring ; to render eis “reaching
to everlasting life ” (B. Crusius, Luthardt, Briickner, Ewald),
arbitrarily lets go the concrete comparison, one of the main
features in which is endless power of springing up. This
description of the well springing up into everlasting life is the
finishing touch of the picture. Ow- els & al., see ver. 36.

Vv. 15, 16. The woman as yet having no apprehension of
the higher meaning of the water spoken of (against B. Crusius,
Lange), yet being in some degree perplexed, asks, not in irony,
as Lightfoot and Tholuck think, but sincerely, for this wonder-
ful water, which at any rate must be of great use to her.—
Jesus breaks off suddenly, and commences, by a seemingly
unimportant request, “ Call thy husband,” to lay hold of the
woman in her inner life, so that the beginnings of faith in
Him might be connected with His supernatural knowledge of
her peculiar moral relations. This process must be accom-
panied with the awakening in her of a sense of guilt (see ver.
29), and thus pave the way for uerdvota; and who dare deny



CHAP, IV, 17, 18. 209

that, besides the immediate object, this may have been in-
cluded in the purposes of Jesus ? though He does not directly
rebuke, but leaves the feeling to operate of itself (against
Strauss and most others). — pwvna. 7. dvdpa cov] We are
not to ask here what the husband was o do (Chrysostom,
Euthymius Zigabenus: “that he might partake with her of
the gift of salvation that was before her;” so also Liicke) ;
because the command was only an apparent one, not seriously
intended, for Jesus %new the relations of the woman, and did
not merely discover His prophetic gift by the answer she gave,
as Liicke and Godet quite gratuitously assume. The 7. dv8pa
gov was the sore spot where the healing was to begin. Accord-
ing to Lange, L. J. I1. p. 530 £, it would have been unseemly
if Jesus, now that the woman showed a willingness to become
His disciple (?), had continued to converse longer with her in
her husband’'s absence; His desire, therefore, was in keeping
“ with the highest and finest sense of social propriety.” But
the husband was nothing more than a paremour ! — éx6¢] in
the sense of come back, as the context shows. See Hom. Od. a.
408, B. 30; Xen. Anab. ii. 1. 1, v. 1. 4 ; Baruch iv. 37;
Tobit i. 18 ; Heind. ad Plat. Prot. p. 310 C. Comp. xiv. 18;
Luke xix. 13.

Vv. 17, 18. The woman is faken aback; lLer light, naive,
bantering manner is now completely gone, and she quickly
seeks to shun the sensitive point with the answer, true only
in words, ovk éxw dvdpa; but Jesus goes deeper still. —
kakas] rightly, truly; viii. 48 ; Matt. xv. 7; Luke xx. 39.
How far truly, what follows shows,—namely, only relatively,
and therefore the approval is only apparent, and in some
degree ironical. —dv8pa ovx €xw] “a husbund I have not ;"
as 1t is the conccption of dwvjp which Jesus Las to emphasize,
it stands first. — wévTe yap, x.7.A] It is doubtful whether
she really had five successive husbands, from whom she had
been separated either by death or by divorce, or whether
Jesus included paramours, using dvdpas in a varying sense
according to the varying subjects ; or whether, again, He meant
that all five were scortatores (Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and
most others). The first supposition is to be adopted, because
the present man, who is not her Ausband, stands in contrast

0o
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‘with the former husbands. She had been therefore five times
married (such a history had already seared her conscience, ver.
29 ; how ? is not stated), and now she was either a widow or
a divorced wife, and had a paramour (vofov droirnv, Nonnus),
who lived with her as a husband, but really was not her
husband (hence the odx éore is emphetically put first). To
interpret the story of the five husbands as a whole as a sym-
bolical history of the Samaritan nation (according to 2 Kings
xvil. 24 ff. ; Josephus, Anit. ix. 14. 3 : wévre é0vn ... éxaoTov
dwov Oeov els ZJapap. xouicavres), either as a divinely intended
coincidence (Hengstenberg, Kostlin, comp. Baumgarten and
Scholten), or as a type in the mind of the evangelist (Weiz-
sicker, p. 387), so that the symbolic meaning excludes any
actual fact (Keim, Gesch. J. p. 116), or again as fiction (B.
Bauer), whose mythical basis was that history (Strauss), is
totally destitute of any historical warrant. For the man
whom the woman 7now had must, symbolically understood,
represent Jehovah; and He had been the God of the Samari-
tans before the introduction of false gods, and therefore it
would have been more correct to speak of siz husbands
(Heracleon actually read &). But how incredible is it, that
Jesus would represent Jehovah under the similitude of a
paramour (for the woman was now living in concubinage),
and the “fivefold heathenism” of the nation under the
type of real marriages ! — For the rest, the knowledge which
Jesus had of the woman’s circumstances was smmediate and
suvernatural. To assume that He had ascertained her history
from others (Paulus, Ammon), is opposed to the Johannean
view ; while the notion that the disciples introduced into the
history what they afterwards discovered (Schweizer, p. 139)
is psychologically groundless, it once we admit that Jesus
possessed a knowledge of the moral state of others (and here
we have not merely a knowledge of outward circumstances,—
against De Wette) beyond that attainable by ordinary means.!
Lange invents the strange and unnecessary (ii. 24 f) addition,
that “the psychical effects produced by the five husbands
upon the woman were traceable in her manner and mien, and

' We must not therefore suppose, as Ewald does, that Jesus named simply o
round number of husbands, which in a wonderful manner turned out to be right.



CIIAP. 1IV. 19, 20. 211

these were recognised by Jesus.” — &Nn8és] as something true.
See Winer, p. 433 [E. T. p. 5682]. Comp. Plato, Gorg. p.
493 D: Toir’ dnnbéaTepov eipnkas; Soph. Phil, 909 ; Lucian,
D. M. vi. 3; Tym. 20.

Vv. 19, 20. The woman now discerns in Jesus the man of
God endowed with higher knowledge, a prophet! and puts to
Him accordingly—perhaps also to leave no further room for
the unpleasant mention of the circumstances of her life which
had been thus unveiled—the national religions question ever in
dispute; a question which does not, indeed, imply a presenti-
ment of the superiority of the Jews’ religion (Ewald), but one,
the decision of which might be expected from such a prophet
as she now deemed Him to be. The great national interest
in this question (see Josephus, Anff. xiii. 3. 4) is sufficient to
remove any apparent improbability attaching to it as coming
from the lips of this morally frivolous woman (against Strauss,
B. Bauer). Luthardt thinks that she now wished to go in
prayer for the forgiveness of her sins to the holy place ap-
pointed, and only desires to know where? on Gerizim or in
Jerusalem. But she has not arrived at this stage yet; she
does not give any intimation of this, she does not call the
place a place of expiation (this also against Lange) ; and Jesus,
in His answer, gives no hint to that effect. Her seeking after
religious information is still theoretical merely, laying hold
upon a matter of popular controversy, naive, without any depth
of personal anxiety, as also without any thought about the
fundamental difference between the two nations, which Heng-
stenberg attributes to her as a representative of the Samari-
tans, one who first wished to remove the stumbling-block
between the nations; see ver. 25. — Oewpd] mepioxomeitar
kal Gavpdler, Chrysostom, — o waTépes fpu.] As Upeis stands
opposed, we must not go back to Abraham and Jacob (accord-
ing to a tradition based upon Gen. xii. 6 ff, xiii. 4, xxxiii. 20),
as Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, even
Kuinoel and Baumgarten Crusius, do; we must simply take
the reference to be to the ancestors of the Samaritans as far
back as the building ot the temple on Mount Gerizim in the

! Comp. 1 Sam. ix. 9 ; in Greek and Latin writers : Hom. Il i 70 ; Hesiod,
Theog. 38 ; Virgil, Georg. iv. 392 ; Macrobius, Sat. i, 20. 5.
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time of Nehemiah. — év 7§ 8per To¥Te] pointing to Gerizim,
between which and Ebal the town of Sychem (and Sychar)
lay. The temple there had already been destroyed by Jokn
Hyrcanus; but the site itself, which Moses had already fixed
as that wherein the blessings of the law were to be spoken
(Deut. xi. 29, xxvii. 12, 13), was still held sacred by the
people (comp. Josephus, Anit. xviii. 4. 1; Bell. iii. 7. 32),
especially also on account of Deut. xxvii. 4 (where the Sama-
ritan text has oM instead of 53w), and is so even at the
present day. See Robinson, IIL. p. 319 ff.; Ritter, Erdk.
XVI. p. 638 ff.; Abulfathi, dnnab. Samar. arab. ed., ed.
Vilmar, 1865, Proleg. 4. Concerning the ruins on the top
of the mountain, see especially Bargés, as before, p. 107 ff.

Ver. 21. Jesus decides neither for the one place nor for
the other; nor, on the other hand, does He pronounce both
wrong (B. Crusius) ; but now that His aim is to give her the
living water, divine grace and truth, He rises to the Aigher
point of view of the future, whence both the local centres and
limitations of God’s true worship disappear; and the question
itself no longer arises, because with the triumph of His work
all outward localizing of God's worship comes to an end, not
indeed absolutely, but as fettering the freedom of the outward
service. — wpoaxvvijo.] As spoken to the woman, this refers
not to mankind generally (Godet), nor to the Israelites of both
forms of religion (Hilgenfeld, comp. Hengstenberg), but to the
future conversion of the Samaritans, who thus would be freed
from the ritual on Mount Gerizim (which is therefore named
first), but were not to be brought to the ritual in Jerusalem,
and therefore év ‘Iepoool. has its warrant with reference to
the Samaritans (against Hilgenfeld in the Z%eol. Jakrb. 1857,
p 517; and in his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 103). The divine
ordainment of the temple service was educational. Christ
was its aim and end, its wA¥pwoes; the modern doctrine of
the re-establishing of Jerusalem in its grandeur is a chiliastic
dream (see Rom. xi. 27, note). — 7& warp{] spoken from the
standing-point of the future converts, to whom God, through
their faith in the Reconciler, would be Father: “Tacite novi
foederis suavitatem innuit,” Grotius.

Ver. 22. Jesus has answered the question as to the where
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of worship; He now turns, unasked, to the object of worship,
and in this He pronounces in favour of the Jews. The chain
of thought is not: “ as matters now stand,” and so on (Liicke
and most others) ; such a change of #me must have been in-
dicated. — & odx oldare] ye worskip what ye know not. God
is meant, who is named not personally, but Ly the neuter,
according to His essence and character, not as He who is wor-
shipped, but as that which is worshipped (comp. the neuter,
Acts xvil. 23, according to the more correct reading); and
this is simply God Himself, not ta Tod feob or Ta mpos Tov
Oecv (Liicke), which would not be in keeping with the con-
ception expressed in wpogwvvety; for what is worshipped is
not what pertains 2o God, but God (comp. vv. 21, 23, 24).
The odk oldaTe is to be understood relatively ; comp. vii, 28.
As the Samaritans received the Pentateuch only, they were
without the developed revelation of God contained in the
subsequent books of the O. T., particularly in the Prophets,
especially the stedfast, pure, and living development of
Messianic hope, which the Jews possessed, so also they had
lost, with the temple and its sacred shrines, the abiding pre-
sence of the Deity (Rom. iii. 2, ix. 4, 5). Jesus, therefore,
might well speak of their knowledge of God, ¢n comparison
with that of the Jews (quels), who possessed the full revelation
and promise, as ignorance; and He could regard this great
superiority ot the Jews as unaffected by the monotheism, how-
ever spiritual, of the Samaritans. According to de Wette,
whom Ebrard follows, the meaning is: “ ye worship, and #n
so doing, ye do what ye know not,”—which is said to refer to
the arbitrary and unhistorical manner in which the Samaritan
worship originated. According to this, the é would have to
be taken as in & &¢ vbv &®, Gal. ii. 20 (comp. Bengel), so that it
would denote the mpocrivnas itself, which is accomplished in
the mpockvvely (see Bernhardy, p. 106). But in that case it
would have been more logical to write & uels mpookvveire, ovn
otdare. Tittmann, Morus, Kuinoel, also erroneously say that &
stands for xa8 8, pro vestra ignorantia. It is the accusative
of the object, in which is included the dative, or even the
accusative of the demonstrative (for mpookiw. is construed in
both ways; see Lobeck, ad Phyrn. p. 463). —nueis] e
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Jews, without a conjunction, and hence all the more emphatic.
According to the whole connection, it must mean we Jews, not
Christians, as if %uels were intended in the Gnostic sense to
deunote, as something altogether new, the distinctively Chris-
tian consciousness, as contrasted with the unconscious worship
of the Israelitish race in its Samaritan and Jewish branches
(Hilgenfeld, comp. his Zedtschr. 1863, p. 213 ff). That Jesus,
being Himself a Jew (Gal. iv. 4; John i. 11), should reckon
Himself among the Jews, cannot be thought strange in the
antithesis of such a passage as this. But in what follows,
the Lord rises so high above this antithesis between Samaritan
and Jew, that in the future which He opens up to view
(vv. 23, 24), this national distinctiveness ceases to have any
significance. Still, in answer to the woman’s question, He
could simply and definitely assign to the Jews that superiority
which historically belonged to them before the manifestation
of that higher future; but He could not intend “to set her
free from the unreality of her national existence” (Luthardt),
but rather, considering the occasion which presented itself,
could make no concession to the injury of the rights of His
patriotism as Messiah, based as this was upon historical fact
and upon the divine purpose (Rom. i 16). —é7e % ocwr,
k1] because salvation (of course, mot without the owrsp,
though this is not named) proceeds from the Jews (not from
the Samaritans),—a general doctrinal statement, incontestably
true, based upon the promise to Abraham, Gen. xii. (comp.
Isa. il 3, Mic iv. 2), concerning the cwrnpia of the Messiah’s
kingdom, whose future establishment is represented as present, as
is natural in such an axiomatic statement of historic fact. As
salvation is of the Jews, this design of their existence in the
economy of grace constitutes the reason (47s) why #hey, as a
nation, possessed the true and pure revelation of God, whose
highest culmination and consummation is that very cwmpia;
comp. Rom. ix. 4, 5. It must not, indeed, be overlooked that
Huets . . . oldapev was not true of every individual of the jueis
(not of those who rejected the cwrrpia), but refers to the nation
as a whole in its ideal existence as the people of God, whose
prerogative as such could not be destroyed by empirical excep-
tious, Thus the invisible church is hidden in the visible,
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Vv. 23, 24. But’ this antithesis will also disappear (comp.
ver. 21) by the mpooxuveiv of the true (i.e. answering to the
ideal of such, comp. i 19) worshippers of God, whose time
is coming, yea, already is present (inasmuch as Jesus had
already gathered round Him a small band of such worship-
pers). He could nof add xat viv éoTw to the épy. dpa of
ver. 21.—¢év myvedpate «. ahnf.] expresses the element
wherein the wpooxvweiv is carried on in its two closely con-
nected parts, viz.: (1) In spirit ; <.e. the worship does not consist
in outward acts, gestures, ceremonies, limitations of time and
place, or in anything pertaining to the sphere of sense; it has
to do with that higher spiritual nature in man which is the
substratum of his moral self-consciousness, and the seat of
his true moral life, manifesting itself in thoughts, feelings,
efforts of will, moods of elevation, excitements, ete. ; otherwise
the wpoaxivyoes would belong to the sphere of the adpf merely,
which is the opposite of true worship. Comp. Rom. L 9:
& \atpevw v Td mvebpari pov. It is self-evident, from both
the O. T. and N. T. view, that the wvefua in which this takes
place is influenced by the divine mvedua (comp. Rom. viii
14-16, 26); but we must not take év mveduate (ver. 24) to
denote objectively the Divine Spirit (Luthardt, Briickner,
Diumlein, following the early expositors). The wpookivnais
év mvedp. is Moy, Rom, xii. 1; it does not in itself exclude
the ritus externos, but it does exclude all mechanical ritnalism,
and all opus operatum. (2) In truth, not “in sincerity,
honesty,” which would be greatly too weak a meaning after
ol ainbivoi, but, so that the worship harmonizes with its
object, not contradicting but corresponding with God’s nature
and attributes. Otherwise it belongs to the sphere of the
yrebdos, either conscious or unconscious; this yrebdos, and not
gxud or Tumos, is the antithesis of énglela. — wpocrvyvyTys,
save only in FEustathius and Hesychius, occurs only in
Inscript. Chandl. p. 91.—«ai yap, wt. )] for the Father

* @224, yet, as contrasted, not with the # carnpiz ix 7. "lovdziar irriv (Hilgen-
feld, as if wiv. . . i were there), but, as is clear from what [ollows (the true «:s-
xvwiiv), with the dusis . . . ofdaper. Bacumlein regards it as an intensified addition
to ver. 21, *'yea, the hour is coming.” But thus ver. 22 would be arbitrarily
overleaped.
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also, ete. The xal denotes that what the mposrvvpral do on
their part is also what the Father Himself desires. Luther,
B. Crusius, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and most others, errone-
ously render it as if it were xal wap ToioUTous or kai yap
fnrel.  The emphasis given by xat in xal yap always rests
upon the word immediately following (even in 1 Cor. xiv. 8);
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 467 B. It does mot elsewhere
occur in John. Usually the xai has been overlooked ; but
the Vulgate rightly renders: “ nam ef pater.” — {nvet] accord-
wngly He desires. Comp. Herod. i. 94; John i. 39, iv. 27, al.
TotoUTovus is with marked emphasis put first : of this charac-
ter He desires His worshippers to be. — wvedpa ¢ Oeds, k7]
The predicate emphatically stands first (comp. i. 1: feos 7w o
Aoyos) : a Spirit i3 God, etc. Here God’s nature is added to
His will (ver. 23), as a further motive for true worship,! to
which the nature and manner of the wpooxirneis on man’s
part must correspond. How utterly Aeterogencous would be a
carnal and spurious worship with the perfectly pure and holy
nature of God, completely raised above every limit of sense,
of place, ot particularism, and of all need of gifts, simply
because He is Spirit ! whereas a spiritual and true worship
is Beompemns K. kaTdAnhos, Euthymius Zigabenus, and is
homogeneons with the idea of God as Spirit.

Vv. 25, 26. The woman is struck by Christ’s answer, but
she does not yet understand it, and she appeals to the Messiah ;
Xpiore Xpiorov élefer, Nonnus. Well says Chrysostom :
el\vyylacev 1) yuvy (she grew dizzy) mpos Td AeyOévra, xai
amrydpevae Tpos TO ifros TV elpnuévov, Kal Kauoloa GKovaov
7({ ¢naw, k. \. The presentiment that Jesus Himself was

! Mueipa ¢ fede is not to be conjoined with the assumption of a corporeily bes
longing to God (in answer to the concessions of Hamberger in the Jahrb. f. D.
Th. 1867, p. 421). Jesus might take it for granted that every one who belonged to
the O. T. monotheism understood that God is a Spirit, according to Ex. xx. 4,
Jer. xxxi. 8; and it is by no means necessary to reler to the traces ot Samaritan
spiritualism, ip order to make the expression more intelligible as addressed to
the woman (Gesepius, de Theol, Sam. p. 12; de Pentat. Sam. orig. p. 58 fl.).
Nu:tee must not be regarded as indicating something new in comparison with
the O. T. (Lutz, bibl. Dogm. p. 45 ; Kostlin, Lekrbegr. p. 79), but as something
known, and emphasized with corresponding impressiveness on account or its
importance. Comp. Hofmann, Sckriftbew. 1. 68 fi. ; Weiss, Lekrbegr. pp. 54, 55.
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the Messiah i3 mot to be recognised in her words (against
Luthardt) ; yet these are neither evasive nor abrupt (Liicke,
de Wette), but the expression of the need of the manifestation
of the Messiah, which was deeply felt in this moment of
profound impression,—a need which Jesus perceived, and
immediately satisfied by the declaration that followed. The
Samaritans, sharing the national hope of the Jews, and taking
their stand upon the Messianic passages in the Pentateuch
(such as Gen. xv., xlix. 10, Num. xxiv., and especially Deut.
xviii. 15), were expecting the Messiah,! whom they called 7%
or 3777 (now el Muhdy, see Robinson, IT1. 320), whose mission
they apprehended less in a political aspect, though also as the
restoration of the kingdom of Israel, and the re-establishment of
the Gerizim-worship, yet merely as the result of human work-
ing. See Gesen. de theol. Sam. p. 41 f, and ad carminag Sam.
p- 75 f.; Barges, passim ; Vilmar, passim. Against B. Bauer’s
unhistorical assertion, that at that time the Samaritans had
no Messianic belief (Evang. Gesch. Joh. Beil. p. 415 ff), see
B. Crusius. Meooias (without the article, as in i 42) is
uttered by the woman as a proper name, and thus she adopted
the Jewish title, which was doubtless well known in Samaria,
and the use of which might be so closely connected with a
feeling of respect for the highly gifted Jew with whom she was
conversing, that there is no adequate ground for the assumption
that the evangelist puts the word into her mouth (Ammon).
—mdvTa] used in a popular indefinite sense. — éyw elui]
I am He, ie. the Messiah, ver. 25, the simple usual Greek
expression, and not in imitation of Deut. xxxii. 39. Observe
the plain and direct avowal, in answer to the guilelcssness of
the Samaritan woman, whose faith was now ready to acknow-
ledge Him (comp. Chrysostom). The consideration of the
special circumstances, and of the fact that here there was no
dunger of a political abuse of the avowal (vi. 15), obviates the
seeming contradiction between this early confession and Matt.
viii. 4, xvi. 20.

' The Samaritan name 3w or 31NN is by some rendered the converter (so
Gesenius and Ewald), and by others the refurning one (Moses), as Sacy, Juyn-
boll (Commentar. in hist. gentis Sam. L. B. 1846), Hengstenberg. Both are

lingnistically admissible ; the latter, considering Deut, xvili. 15, is the most
probable.
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Ver. 27. ’Exi 70?7 »] Hereupon, while this was going on.
See DBernhardy, p. 250; Winer, p. 367 [E. T. p. 489].
Often in Plato. — é@avpalov] the descriptive imperfect alter-
nates with the simply narrative Aor. See Kiihner, IL. 74. —
peta qyuvaikos] with @ woman ; for they had yet to learn
the fact that Jesus rose above the Rabbinical precepts, teach-
ing that it was beneath the dignity of man to hold converse
with women, and the directions of the law upon the subject
(see Lightfoot, Schoettgen, and Wetstein).— od8eis pévroy,
«.7.\.] reverential fear.— 7¢ {nrels) what desirest thou ? <e.
what was it that led you to this strange conversation? (i.
39). There is no reason to warrant our taking per avTijs as
referring by Cedypa (wap’ adrijs) also to {preis (Liicke, de
Wette) ; and just as little to render &npreiv, contrary to its
ordinary meaning, to confend, as if the disciples thought there
was a discussion prompted by national hostility going on
(Ewald). — %] or, 4.. if you want nothing.

Vv. 28-30. O3] in consequence of the disciples’ coming,
which interrupted the interview with Jesus. — d¢pfixev, £.7.\.]
oUTws avdln 16 Tupl TGOV TrevpaTikdy vapdTwy, Os Kal TO
dyyos adeivar kai Ty ypelav, & %y wapeyévero, Euthymius
Zigabenus. How great the power of the decisive awakening
of the new life in this woman!—ardvTa 6ca] often thus
used together in the classics; Xen. Anab. ii. 1. 2 ; Soph. EL
370, 880, 884 ; Bornem. ad Anab. i. 10. 3. —émoinoa]
thus from a sense of guilt she described what Jesus had
siid to ber. His words were therefore the summary of
lier moral history. — u77e vd7os, £.7.\.] not must ke not be
really the Messioh? as if the question implied an affirmation.
So Liicke, but against the constant use of pn7e as simply
interrogative, in keeping with which we should rather render
the words, yet is not perhaps this man the Messiah ? which
supposes a negative answer ; to be explained, however, as arising
psychologically from the fear and bashfulness of surprise at
the newly discovered fact, too great for belief. The woman
believes it; but startled at the greatness of the discovery, she
does not trust herself, and ventures modestly only to ask as
one in doubt. See on Matt. xii. 23 ; Baeumlein, Partik. 302.
Observe in ver, 30 the change from éEfAOor to the vividly



CHAPD, IV. 31-35, 219

descriptive fjpyovTo (see on ver. 27, xx. 3). In the latter
word the reader sces the crowd coming. Comp. ver. 40, where
they arrive.

Vv. 31-34. 'Ev 7% petakd] in the meantime (Xen. Symp.
i, 14; Lucian, V. H. i 22, D. D. x. 1), after the woman
had gone, and before the Samaritans came.—Ver. 32, Jesus,
making the sensuous the clothing of the supersensuous (the
pastus anims), speaks from a feeling of inner quickening and
satisfaction, which He had just experienced from the change
He had wrought in the Samaritan woman,—a feeling which He
was to experience still more strongly throughout His divinely
appointed work onwards until its completion. This inner
satisfaction now prompts Him to refuse bodily sustenance.
Observe the emphatic antithesis of éy@ and Juels. — As to
Bpdos, and Bpdpa, ver. 34, see on Col. ii. 16. — Ver. 33. In
the question w7Tes, #.7.A., prompted by a misunderstanding of
His words, the emphasis is upon #veyxev, “ surely no one has
brought Him,” etc. — Ver. 34. éuov Bpdua] ie without a
figure, “what gives me satisfaction and enjoyment is this: I
have to do what God desires of me, and to accomplish that
work of redemption which He (adrod emphatically placed
first) has committed to me” (xvii. 4). Observe (1) that {va
is not the same as &, which would express objectively the
actual subject-matter of éuov Bp.; it rather indicates the
nature of the Bpdua viewed as to its end, and points to the
aim and purpose which Jesus pursues,—a very frequent use
of it in John. (2) The present moid denotes continuous
action, the Aor Telewwoa the act of completion, the future
goal of the wotw. Comp. xvii. 4.

Ver. 35. The approaching townspeople now showed how
greatly already the fva moid was in process of accomplishment.
They were coming through the corn-field, now tinged with
green ; and thus they make the fields, which for four months
would not yield the harvest, in a higher sense already white
harvest-fields. Jesus directs the attention of His disciples to
this; and with the beautiful picture thus presented in nature,
He connects further appropriate instructions, onwards to ver.
38. —oby Opmels Néyere] that is, at the present season of
the year (éme). The vucls stands contrasted with what Jesus
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was about to say, though the antithesis is not expressed in
what follows by éyw, because the antithesis of the ¢me stands
in the foreground.! The supposition that the disciples had,
during their walk, made an observation of this kind to each
other (and this in a theological sense with reference to hoping
and waiting), as Hengstenberg suggests, is neither hinted at,
nor is in harmony with the Praesens Aéyere.— 8t¢ €7¢. .. Epye-
Tai] Harvest began in the middle of Nisan (Lightfoot, v. 101),
e in April. Consequently the words must have been spoken
in December, when Jesus, as the seed-time fell in Marchesvan
(the beginning of November), might be surrounded by sown
fields already showing tints of green, the harvest of which,
however, could not be expected for four months to come. We
render therefore : there are still four months (to wait, until) the
harvest comes.  As to the paratactic expression with xai instead
of a particle of time, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 220 C;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. 881. Concerning the bearing of the
passage upon the chronology, see Wieseler, Synopse, p. 214 ff.
The taking of the words as proverbial (Lightfoot, Grotius,
Tittmann, etc., even Liicke, Tholuck, de Wette, Krafft, Chronol.
p. 73), as if the saying were a general one: “ from seed-time to
harvest is four months” (seed-time would thus be made to ex-
tend into December ; comyp. Bava Mezia, f. 106, 2), is forbidden,
not only by the fact that such a proverb occurs nowhere else,
but by the fact that seed-time is not here mentioned, so that
é71 (comp. the following #8n) does not refer to a point of time
to be understood, but to the time then present, and by the
fact, likewise, that the emphasized dueis would be inexplicable
and strange in an ordinary proverb (comp. rather Matt. xvi. 2).2
It is worth while to notice kow long Jesus had been in Judaea
(since April). —TeTpdunvos] sc. xpovos; see Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 549. — Tas xwpas] regiones. They had just been
sown, and the young seed was now springing up, and yet in
! The versatility of thought often in Greek changes the things contrasted as
the sentence proceeds. See Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. 163 ; Schaef. ad Z'imnocr.
y. 763, 13.
! Q/Thisl:lso is in answer to Hilgenfeld, who takes i+ with reference to the pre-
sent, and not the future, and interprets it: four months are not yet gone, and

yet the harvest is already here. 'Lhis sirange rendering derives no support
whatever from xi 39,
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enother sense fhcy were white for being reaped ; for, by the
spectacle of the townspeople who were now coming out to
Christ across these fields, it appeared in comcrete manifes-
tation before the eyes of the disciples (hence émwdpare Tovs
opfarpovs, k.T.\.), that now for men the time of conversion
(of ripeness) was come in the near establishment of the
Messiah’s kingdom, into which, like the harvest produce,
they might be gathered (comp. Matt. iii. 12). Jesus, there-
fore, here gives a prophetic view, not only of the near
conversion of the Samaritans (Acts viii 5 ff.); but, rising
above the concrete fact now before them, consequently from
the people of Sychar who were flocking through the fields
of springing green, His prophetic eye takes in all mankind,
whose conversion, begun by Him, would be fully accom-
plished by His disciples. See especially ver. 38. Godet
wrongly denies this wider prophetic reference, and confines
the words to the immediate occurrence, as an improvised
harvest feast. Such an explanation does not suffice for what
follows, vv. 36—38, which was suggested, indeed, by the pheno-
menon before them, but embraces the whole range of service
on the part of Christ's disciples in their relation to their Lord.
If we do not allow this wider reference, ver. 38 especially
will be of very strange import.— &7¢] not for, but according
to common agéraction (Winer, p. 581 [E. T. p. 781 {]), that
they are, etc. — 78n] even now, at this moment, and not after
four months; put at the end for emphasis (Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Phaedr. p. 256 E; ad Menex. p. 235 A). Comp. 1 Johniv. 3;
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 8. 16, Not, therefore, to be joined
with what follows (A. C.¥ D. E. L. 8. Codd. It. al., Schulz,
Tisch., Ewald, Ebrard, Godet), which would make the correla-
tion with ére imappropriate. For the rest, comp, Ovid, Fast.
v. 357: “maturis albescit messis aristis.”

Ver. 36. This harvest—how full of recompense for the reapers
(i.e. for you, my disciples)! The wages for the reaper's labour
consist in this, that («al explicative) he gathers fruit into life
eternal (this is spoken locally, as denoting the granary, as is
clear from auvaryet, against Luthardt, who takes els to denote
the result); comp. ver. 14, without any figure: “ He converts
men, and thus secures for them an entrance into the Messiah’s
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kingdom.”  Thereupon, as well the sower (Christ) as the reaper
rejoice together, according to God’s ordinance (fva). Chrysos-
tom and many others wrongly take owelpwv to denote the
prophets.  For owod, with one verb in the singular and two
subjects, comp. Hom. II. & 61: e & oumod moheuds Te daud
kai Nowuds 'Ayawbs; Soph. 4j. 1058. Here, however, it
certainly signifies the sémultancousness of the joy, not simply
Joy in common (B. Crusius, Luthardt); for it is the joy of
harvest, which the Sower also shares in time of harvest, on
account of the blessing with which His toil in sowing is now
crowned.

Vv. 37, 38. “ As well the sower as the reaper, I say, for in
this case they are different persons.” — év qap TodTo, £.TN]
jor herein, in this relation of sowing and reaping, the saying
(the proverb of ordinary life, 70 Aeyduevov, Plato, Gorg. p.
447 A; Phaed. p. 101 D; Pol. x.p. 621 C; comp. o warawos
Nayos, Phaed. p. 240 C; Gorg. p. 499 C; Soph. Trach. i)
has its essential truth, ie. its proper realization, setting forth
its idea. Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 26 E: pn mracfévra uibov,
a\\ aAnfwov (ie. a real) Aoyov. The reference of the Adyos
to the words of the servant, Matt. xxv. 24, which Weizsiicker
considers probable,' would be very far-fetched ; the rendering
of danfwds, however, as equivalent to dAnfis, 2 Pet. ii. 22
(de Wette and many others), is quite opposed to the idiosyn-
crasy of John (so also xix. 35). The article before ary0.,
which through want of attention might easily have been
omitted (B. C.* K. L. T.? 4. Or.), marks off the predicate with
exclusive definiteness. Comp. Bernhardy, p. 322; Kiihner,
II. 140. With respect to other relations (not év Tourd), the
proverb does not express its proper idea.—As to the proverb
itself, and its various applications, see Wetstein. The a\nfwov
of it is explained in ver. 38.— éyd] with emphasis: 7, con-
sequently the sower in the proverb. — The preterites dméo-
reuna and eloeAn\. are not prophetic (de Wette, Tholuck), but

1 Weizsicker, in his harmony of the words of John with those of the Synopties,
in which the latter are dealt with very freely (p. 282 fI.), brings in general much
that is far-fetched into parallelisms which cannot be demonstrated. The intel-
lectual independence of personal recollection and reproduction in Joln raises him
sbove any such eearch after supposed borrowings.
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the mission and calling of the disciples were already practically
involved in their reception into the apostolate! Comp. xvii. 8.
—dX\ho¢ and ad7dv refer to Jesus (whom Olshausen, indeed,
according to Matt. xxiii. 34, even excludes!), not to the
prophets and the Baptist, nor to them together with Christ (so
the Fathers and most of the early writers, also Lange, Luthardt,
Ewald, and most others), nor in a general way to all who
were instrumental in advancing the preparatory economy
(Tholuck). They are plurals of category (see on Matt. ii. 20;
John iii. 11), representing the work of Christ, into which the
disciples entered, as not theirs, but others’ work, .. a distinct
and different labour. But the fact that Jesus was the labourer,
while self-evident from the connection, is not directly ex-
pressed, but with intentional self-renunciation, half concealed
beneath the plural &\ho.. ~ He it was who introduced the
conversion of mankind; the disciples were to complete it.
He prepared and sowed the field ; they were called upon to do
what was still further necessary, and to reap. The great toil
of the apostles in fulfilling their call is not denied ; but, when
compared with the work of Jesus Himself, it was the easier,
because it was only the carrying on of that work, and was en-
couragingly represented under the cheerful image of harvesting
(comp. Isa. ix. 3; Ps. exxvi. 6). If dAhoe is to be taken as re-
ferring to Philip’s work in converting the Samaritans, Acts viii.
52, upon which Peter and John entered (Baur), or to Paul’s
labour among the heathen, the fruit of which is to be attributed
to the first apostles (Hilgenfeld), any and every exegetical impos-
sibility may be with equal right allowed by a Jorepor wpoTepoy
of critical arbitrariness.

Ver. 39 ff. Resumption of the historical narrative of ver. 30,
which here receives its elucidation, to which then the con-

! According to Godet, dxisr. is to be taken as referring to & summons, dis-
covered by him in ver. 86, to the work of reaping among the approaching
Sycharites. He then takes &xxos xixow. to refer to the labour of Jesus in His
interview with the woman. The latter words are seid to have been spoken to
the disciples, who thought He had been resting during their absence, with a
‘finesse qu'on oserait presque appeller 1égérement malicieuse,” and with an
“aimable sourire.” Such weighty thoughts as dweerors and =éaes represent
are utterly incompatible with such side hints and passing references. And it
is @ pure invention to find in ver, 36 an ‘‘invitation & prendre la faucille,”
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tinuation of the history attaches itself, vv. 4042, As to the
position of the words woAXoi ém. eis alr. Tdv Tau., see
Buttmann, N. 7% Gr. p. 332 [E. T. p. 388]. —67¢ elmé mou
mdvta, k1] Indication of conscicnce ratifying ver. 18, —
3cd Tov Noyov adTod] on account of His own word (teaching).
No mention is made of miracles, but we must not infer from
this that there was no need of miracles among the Samaritans ;
see, on the other hand, Acts viil. 6 fff Jesus found that in
this case His word sufficed, and therefore upon principle (see
ver. 48) He forbore to work miracles, and His mighty word
was all the mightier among the unprejudiced people.— &ia
Ty anv Aakedv] on account of thy discourse. This is the
meaning of Aal.d invariably in classical Greek. The term is
purposely chosen, as from the standing-point of the speaker;
whereas John, as an impartial narrator, with equal appro-
priateness, writes Tov Adyow in ver. 39. As to AaAud in viil 43,
where Jesus thus designates His own discourse, see in loc.
Observe, besides, the emphatic o7j» as contrasted with the
Aoyos of Jesus which they themselves (adrol) have now heard.
— arneoapev] the following &re refers to both verbs. They
have hcard that Jesus was the Messiah, for this became
evident to them from His words.— 6 cw7Typ 7ol koouov]
not due to the individuality of Jokn (1 John iv. 14), and put
into the mouths of the people, as Liicke and Tholuck are in-
clined to suppose, but a confession quite conceivable as the
result of the two days’ ministry of Jesus; universalism, more-
over, being more akin to the Messianic faith of the Samari-
tans (see Gesenius, de Samar. theol. p. 41 ff.) than to that of
the Jews, with their definite and energetic feeling of nationality.

Note.— The prohibition in Matt. x. 5 militates neither
against this narrative of John iv. in general, nor in particular
acainst the promise of ver. 35 ff. It had merely a temporary
force, and was abrogated again by Matt. xxviii. 19, 20, and
Acts i 8; and, moreover, it presented no insuperable barrier to
restrict Jesus in His work (for He did not wholly exclude even
Gentiles from His teaching). Acts viii. 5 ff. is no proof what-
ever that this history in John is of mythical origin; it is, on
the contrary, the fulfilment of the promise given here. Its
several features are so original, and so pyschologically true, and
the words of Jesus (sce especially vv. 21-24) come so directly
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from the living depths of His soul, that the exceptions taken
against certain particulars (as, for instance, against the mis-
understandings on the part of the woman ; against the words
concerning the food, ver. 32 ; against the command of Jesus, “ Go,
call thy husband ;" against the woman’s question concerning the
place of worship ; against the faith of the Samaritans, which is
said to contradict Luke ix. 53) are of no real weight, and are
explicable only by the very authenticity of the narrative, not
by the supposition of an intentional poetizing. This is in
answer to Strauss, B. Bauer, and partly Weisse; also to Scholten,
who considers that the author’s object was to describe in a
non-historical picture the spirif which actuated Jesus even
towards the Samaritans. As a full guarantee for that part of
the narrative, which the disciples, being absent, could not have
witnessed, we may, considering the vivid impress of genuine-
ness which marks it, fairly assume that Jesus Himself com-
municated it to the evangelist, and there is no need for the
unfounded supposition that (ver. 8) John was left behind with
Jesus (Hengstenberg, Godet). When, finally, Baur (p. 145 ff.;
comp. also Hilgenfeld) resolves our history into a typus,—*the
Samaritan woman being a figure of heathendom, susceptible,
readily opening itself to faith, and presenting a wide harvest
field,” a contrast to Nicodemus, the type of unsusceptible
Judaism,—with all this arbitrariness on the part of the inventor,
it is passing strange, if this were his object, that he did not bring
Jesus into contact with a real Zeathen woman, for this would
bave been quite as easy to invent ; and that he should keep the
words of the woman so free from the least tinge of anything
of a heathen nature (ver. 20 ff.), and have put into her mouth so
clear an expression of Messianic hope (vv. 25, 42),—this bung-
ling is quite out of character on the part of such an inventor.

Vv. 43, 44! Tas 8Vo Huépas] The article is to be ex-
plained by ver. 40. — ad76¢] 4pse, not merely others with
reference to Him, but “ He Himself did not hesitate to testify,”
ete. As to the fact itself, see Matt. xiil. 57; Mark vi 4;

1 Sce Ewald, Jaksb, X. 1860, p. 108 ff. e agrees for the most part with my
rendering ; comp. also his Johann. Schr. I. p. 194 ; in like manner Godet, who,
however, without the slightest hint of it in the text, supposes a purpose on the
writer's part, in connection with iii. 24, to correct the synoptical tradition. John
wishes *‘ constater l'intervalle considérable qui sépara du baptéme de Jésus son
retour définitif et son établissement permanent en Gealilée.” In iii. 24 he states
the fact, and here he gives the motive. Scholten puts the emphasis which
prompts the following y2p upon ixsi¥sy, & word which is quite uncssential, and
might just as well have been omitted.

r
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Luke iv. 24. 1When Schenkel concludes from wpodsfrys
that Jesus did not yet regard Himself as the Messiak, this is
a misuse of the general term within the category of which the
conception of Messiah is embraced. — épap7p.] not in the
sense of the Plupeifect (Tholuck, Godet; see on xviii. 24),
but then, when He returned to Galilee. — ydp is the ordinary
Jor; and warpi8: is not the native town, but, as is clear from
Taxiaiav, vv. 43, 45, the native country. So also usually
in Greek writers, from Homer downwards. The words give
the reason why He did not hesitate to return to Galilee. The
gist of the reason lies im the antithetical reference of év 75
8ig watpidi.  If, as Jesus Himself testified, a prophet had no
honour in his own country, he must seek it abroad. And this
Jesus had done. Abroad, in Jerusalem, He had by His mighty
works inspired the Galilaeans who were there with that respect
which they were accustomed to deny to a prophet at home.
Thus He brought the prophet’s honour with Him from abroad.'
Accordingly (ver. 45) He found a reception among the Gali-
Jaeans also, because they had seen His miracles in Jerusalem
(il. 23). It is therefore obviously incorrect to understand
Taxialav specially of Upper Galilee, as distinct from Lower
Galilee, where Nazareth was situated, So Lange, in spite of
the fact that I'adeh. here must be the universal and popular
name for the whole province, as distinet from Samaria (éxeifev),
whether we retain xai dwfAfev as in the Elzevir or not. It
is further incorrect, and an utterly arbitrary gloss, to inter-
pret marpls as meaning Nazarcth, and «ydp as referring to the
Jact that He had gone, indeed, to Galilee, but not to Nazareth
(Chrysostom and even Euthymius Zigabenus: to Capernaum).
So Cyril, Nonnus, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Aretius, Grotius,
Jansen, Bengel, and many; also Kypke, Rosenmiiller, Olshau-
sen, Klee, Gemberg in Stud. . Krit. 1845, I.; Hengstenberg,
Biumlein. It is also incorrect, because not in keeping with
the context, nor with the general view, which is also that of
John, which regards Galilee as Christ’'s home (i. 46, ii. 1, vil
3, 41, 52), to take wavpls as denoting Judeas, and yap as

1 Baeumlein urges, against my explanation : * We cannot believe that, after the

words ¢ He betook Himself to Galilee,” there should follow the reason why He
Lad before left Galilee.” This, however, is not the logical connection at all,
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stating the reason (in the face of the quite different reason
already given, vv. 1-3) why Jesus had lgft Judea (Origen,
Maldonatus, B. Bauer, Schwegler, Wieseler, B. Crusius,
Schweizer, Kostlin, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and formerly also Ebrard) ;
whence some, eg. Origen and Baur, take marpis in a higher
sense, as signifying the native land of the prophets! and there-
fore of the Messiah also, and most, like Hilgenfeld, as having
reference to the birth at Bethlchem. Liicke has rightly, in his
3d ed., abandoned this interpretation ; but, on the other hand,
he takes yap as equivalent to namely, and explains it as
referring not to what precedes, but o wkat follows (so substan-
tially also Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, de Wette), so that ver.
44 gives an explanation in passing on the point: “that the
Galilaeans on this occasion received Jesus well, but only on
account of the miracles which they had seen in Jerusalem”
(de Wette). It is against this, however, that though in the
classics yap explicative often precedes the sentence to be ex-
plained (see Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 467 ; Biumlein, Partik.
p- 75 ff), especially in parenthesis (see Bremi, ad Lys. p. 66 ;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. 338), yet this form of expression is quite
without precedent in the N.T. (Rom. xiv. 10, Heb. ii. 8, are
not instances in point), and especially would be quite foreign
to John's simple progressive style of narration; moreover, the
“indeed,—but only,” put into ver. 45, is quite obtruded on
the words, inasmuch as John wrote neither péy after é8¢E., nor
thereafter a uovoy 8, nor any such expression? According to

' So also B. Crusius, who compares vii. 52. Quite erroneously, when the
general and proverbial character of the statement is considered. After iv. 3,
howaver, the reader can expect no further explanation of the reason why Jesus
did not remain in Judea. Schwegler and B. Bauer suppose that here Judea is
meant as the native land of Jesus, and make use of this as an argument agninst
the genuineness and historical truth of the Gospel. Comp. also Kdstlin in the
Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 186. Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 266 : ‘o remarkable in-
version ot the synoptical statement, wherein the Gospel appears as a free com-
pilation by a post-apostolic suthor” {Zeitschr. 1862, p. 17). Schweizer also finds
it such a stumhling-block, that he regards it as proving the following narrative
to be a Galilean interpolation. Gfrérer, heil. Sage, 1I. 289, rightly indeed
understands the words as referring to Galilee, but considers that we should supply
the following : ““ save very slowly and reluctantly, for,” etc.

3 Weizsicker also, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 695, regards yap
not as introducing o reason, bnt as demonstrative. John intimates that he
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Driickner, Jesus came to Galilee because (but see vv. 1-3) He
had supposed that He would find no honcur there, and con-
sequently with the intention of wndertaking the conflict for the
recognition of His person and dignity. According to Luthardt,
whom Ebrard now follows (comp. Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. 11.
88, also Schriftbew. 1I. 1, p. 171), the words imply the hope
entertained by Jesus of being able to remain in rest and silence
in Galilce more easily than anywhere else. But both expla-
nations are incompatible with the following &re olw, x.T.\.,
which certainly means that the Galileans received Him with
honour, as He was called immediately thereafter to perform
a miracle. We should certainly expect & or @AAd (comp.
Nonnus) to introduce the statement, and not odw. In what
follows, moreover, regarding the residence in Galilee, we are
told neither about conflict nor about the repose of Jesus, but
simply of the healing at a distance of the nobleman’s son.
Lastly, it is contrary to the words (because &re odv #Afev in
ver. 45 directly resumes the els 1. I'ah. of ver. 43, and admits
of no interval), when Hauff, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1849, p.
117 ff, makes the train of thought to terminate with ver. 44,
and takes ver. 44 itself as a general description of the result of
Christ's Galilean ministry. Thus é8é£avro is said to indicate
that He did and taught much there; which is clearly a gloss
Joisted into the text.

Vv. 45, 46. 'E8éEavto adTov] The reception which He
found among them was one of faith, for He now brought with
Him from Jerusalem the honour which the prophet had not
in his own country; therefore wdvra éwparores, k.T.\., because
they had seen, etc,, and in this we have the key to the right
understanding of ver. 44. — Ver. 46. ob»] in consequence of
this reception, which encouraged Him to go farther into the

will not narrate much of Christ’s ministry in Galilee ; he refers to that saying
as if shrinking from unpleasant recollections. But this is not in the text, nor
is it compatible with the connection in ver. 45, and the history that follows.
Weizsicker, indeed, thinks (comp. his Unters. iib. d. ev. Gesch. p. 276) thet in
this synoptic saying John refers to the synoptic account of that Galilean mini-
stry, which he would not himself describe. Who ever could imagine that? espe-
cially when John at once goes on to narrate the good receprion given to Jesus in
Galilee, and His miracle of blessing there. Did the Lord betake Himself to *'¢
voluntary obscurity,” concerning which John wishes to be silent 7



CHAP. 1V. 47, 48. 229

country. He goes again straight to Cana, because here He had
relatives, and might hope in consequence of His first miracle to
find the soil prepared for further labour on His part. — x. H»
Tis Baoihikos, x.7.\] év Kapapraody should be joined to .
Baauhikos, a royal person, is, according to the frequent use of
the word in Josephus (see Krebs, p. 144) and other writers
(Plutarch, Polyb,, etc. ; see Wetstein), not a relation of the king
(so Baronius, Bos, and many, also allowed by Chrysostom), but
one in the service of the king (Herod Antipas); whether a
military man (thus very often in Josephus; Nonnus: (fivewr
oTpatujy), or civilian, or court retainer, is uncertain. —
o vios] according to ver. 49, still young. The article indi-
cates, perhaps, that he was the only one.

Vv. 47, 48. "Aw7Abe mpos avTév] from Capernaum to
Cana. — {va] the subject of the request is its purpose. —
fupeANe] tn eo erat, ul. Comp. Luke vii, 2 ; Hemsterhuis,
ad Lucian. D. M. 1I. p. 546. — The man’s prayer is conceiv-
able partly from the first miracle at Cana, and partly from the
fame of Jesus which had followed Him from Jerusalem.—
“If ye are not witnesses of signs and wonders, ye will certainly
not believe,” is spoken in displeasure against the Galileans
generally (ver. 45), but including the suppliant; Jesus fore-
seeing that the healing of his son would make him believe,
but at the same time that his faith would not be brought
about without a miracle. The Lord’s feaching was in His own
view the weightiest ground of faith, especially according to
John (comp. ver. 41), though faith based on the miracles was
not rejected, but under certain circumstances was even re-
quired by Him (x. 88, xiv. 11, xv. 24), though not as the
highest, but as of secondary rank, according to the purpose of
the miracles, which were intended as a divine confirmation of
the teaching. It is incorrect to put the emphasis upon o7,
unless ye see with your own eyes, etc., condemning the prayer
following. According to this, not only would {dnre have to
be put first (against Bengel and Storr), but Tois dpfaruois or
the like must be supplied ; yet the man saw the miracle, and
a greater one than if Jesus had gone with him.— onueia
kal TépaTa] see on Matt. xxiv. 24; Rom. xv. 19. Asto
the reproach itself, comp. 1 Cor. 1. 22.
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Vv. 49, 50. Then follows a still more urgent entreaty of
the father’s love, tried by the answer of Jesus; the 7o mwac-
dlov pov, my child, being in keeping with the father’s tender
affection. Comp. Mark v. 23. — Jesus rewards his confidence
with the short answer, Go thy way, thy son liveth; thus an-
nouncing the deliverance from death accomplished at that
very moment by an act of His will through miraculous power
operating at a distance (not by magnetic healing power, against
Olshausen, Krabbe, Kern, thus resorting to a sphere as foreign
to the miracles of healing as it is inadequate by way of an
explanation). As little can Christ’s word be regarded as a
medical prognosticon. (Paulus, comp. Ammon). No more is
there any trace in the text of an effect resulting from faith in
general, and the spiritual movement of the masses (Weiz-
sicker). According to the text, Jesus speaks from a conscious
knowledge of the crisis of the sickness, effected that moment
at a distance by Himself: “ Thy son is not dead, but liveth /”
—¢émiaT. 7 Aoye] Thus he now overleaps the limit of
faith which supposed Christ’s presence necessary to the work-
ing of the cure ; ke belicved the word, t.e. had confidence in its
realization.

Vv. 51-54. AvTod kaTaf....adTd] see Buttmann, V.
T. Gr. p. 270 [E. T. p. 315). — 787] belongs to wxaraf., not
to Omiwr. (B. Crusius) : when he was already going down, and
now was no longer in Cana, but upon his journey back. —
oi SodAot, k.T.\.] to reassure the father, and to prevent the
now unnecessary coming of Jesus,— &#] he is not dead, but
the sickness has the opposite issue : ke lives ! — kouroTepov]
finer, prettier, as in common life we are wont to say, “he is
pretty well” Exactly so in Arrian. Epict. iii. 10 of the sick:
kourds ¥xets, and its opposite kaxds €xers. Comp. the Latin
elle habere. Here it is an “amoenum verbum ” (Bengel) of
the father’s heart, which apprehends its good fortune still with
feelings of tenderness and anxiety. — éy0és] see Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 323. — dpav éBounv] He had therefors been on
the way since one o'clock the day before, because we must
suppose from ver. 50 that he set out immediately after the
assurance of Jesus. This also seems strange to us, considering
the distance from Cana to Capernaum, not exactly known to us
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indeed, but hardly three geographical miles. That in his firm
faith he travelled “ non festinans” (Lampe) is unnatural ; the
impulse of parental love would hurry him home ; and so is
also the idea that he stayed the night somewhere on the way,
or at Cana (Ewald assumes the latter, making the seventh
hour seven in the evening, according to the Roman reckoning).
‘We may suppose sorue delay not named, on the journey back,
¢r (with Hengstenberg, Briickner, and others) take the fo-day
in the mind of the Jewish servants as denoting the day which
began at six P.M. (sunset). According to Baur and Hilgen-
feld, this noting of the time is to be attributed, not to the
genuineness and originality of the account, but to the subjec-
tive aim of the writer, which was to make the miracle as great
and pointed as possible (comp. ver. 54, note). — év éx. 7. dpg]
sc. ddikev avTov o wuperds. Observe, with reference to
éxelvos, that it does not mean idem, but is the simple relative
tle. — k. émiorevoey, k.m.\] upon Jesus as the Messiah.
Kaxds obv xabiyrato avtod o Ty kapdiav avTtod ywookwy
XpiaTos, elmwv 67t éav pn onpela, k.t \., Euthymius Zigabenus.
Observe how faith here attains its realization as to its object,
and further, the importance of this xal % olxia avTod (the
first Aouschold), which now occurs for the first time. Comp.
Acts xvi. 14, 15, 34, xviil. 8. — 70070 wdAiv SelTepoy,
«.7.M] Referring back to il 11. Literally inaccurate, yet
true as to its import, is the rendering of Luther: « This is the
sccond miracle that Jesus did ;" ToiTo stands by itself, and the
following 8edr. omu. supplies the place of the predicate (¢this
Jesus did as the second miracle), hence no article follows Toi7o.
Sers on ii. 11, and Bremi, ad Lys. Ezc. II. p. 436 f.; Ast,
Lex. Plat. I1. 406 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. pp. 18 A, 24 B.
ITdAw, however, must not be overlooked, nor is it to be joined
with Sedrepor (so usually) as a current pleonasm (see on Matt.
xxvi. 42 ; comp. John xxi. 15, Acts x. 15), for Sevrepov is
not an adverb, but an adjective. It rather belongs to émwoinoev,
thus affirming that Jesus now again did this as a sccond
miracle (comp. Beza) upon His return jfrom Judea to Galilce
(as in ii. 1). Thus the idea that the miracle was a second
teme wronght upon His coming out of Judea into Galilee is
certainly doubly expressed,—ouce advcrbially with the verb
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(md\w émroineev), and then adjectivally with the noun (Selrepoy
onu.) ; both receive their more minute definition by éxfww,
k7N Schweizer (p. 78) quite arbitrarily considers the refer-
ence to the first miracle at Cana unjohannean.

Note.—The Baainixég is not the same with the Centurion of
Matt. viil. 5 ff.; comp. Luke vii. 2 ff. (Origen, Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Euthyniius Zigabenus, and most others). On
the assumption of their identity (Irenaeus, Eusebius, Semler,
Seyffarth, Strauss, Weisse, B. Bauer, Gfrorer, Schweizer, Ammon,
Baumgarten Crusius, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Weizsicker),
which thus attributes the greater originality on the one hand
to Matthew and Luke (Strauss, B. Bauer, Weisse, Baur, Hilgen-
feld), on the other to John (Gfrérer, Ewald), and to the latter
an adjusting purpose (Weizsidcker), the discrepancies as to place,
time, and even as regards the sick person, constitute lesser
difficulties, as well as the entirely different character in which
the suppliant appears in John and in the two Synoptics. In
these latter he is still a heathen, which, according to John,
he cannot be (against Cyril, Jerome, Baur, and Ewald); see
ver. 48, which represents him as associated with Galileans, and
therefore Jews ; and this alone suffices to establish the differ-
ence of the two miracles, apart from the fact that there is no
more objection against the supposition of two healings wrough?
at a distance than against one. This is at the same time against
Schweizer's view, that the section in John is an interpolation.
Indeed, a single example of healing at a distance, the historical
truth of which, moreover, even Ewald maintains, might more
easily be resolved by the arbitrariness of criticism into a myth
borrowed from the history of Naaman, 2 Kings ix. 5, 9 ff.
(Strauss), or be explained away as a misunderstanding of a
parable (Weisse), or be dissolved into a subjective transposition
and development of the synoptical materials on John's part for
his own purpose, which would make the belief in miracles
plainly pass beyond the Jewish range of view (Hilgenfeld), and
appears in its highest form as a miorebew 8¢ rdv 2éyov (Baur,
p. 152);? although merebew r& Aiyw, ver. 41, is something quite
different from ssorebery dic riv 2iyoy, and the ézisrevoer in ver. 53
took place, not ér¢ riv 2.5yw, but did =i anueivr.

U If John had really derived his matter from the Synoptics, it would be quite
inconceivable how, according to the design attributed to him by Baur, he could
have left unused the statement of Matt. viii. 10, especially if the faciixis is
taken to be a Gentile. See Hase, Tibingen Schule, pp. 32, 33.
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CHAPTER V.

Ver 1. topr7] C. E. F. H. L. M. a. 11. ®. Cursives, Copt. Sahid.
Cyr. Theophyl.: i toprs. So Tisch. But the witnesses against the
article are still stronger (A. B. D. etc. Or.) ; and how easily might
the insertion have occurred through the ancient explanation of
the feast as that of Easter ! — Ver. 2. éxi v mpoBariz7] évr. ap.
is more weakly attested (though sanctioned by A.D. G. L. 8.**),
Only &.* Cursives, some Verss. and Fathers have simply =o-
Barini. A change following another construction (sheep-pool).
Unnecessary, and unsupported on critical grounds, is the cou-
jecture of Gersdorf: 4 wpoBuriy xohvuBidpa # »eyoumévy EBp. Bné.
Tisch. following 8.* has rd Aeyéucvor instead of 7 exrheyouévy. —
Ver. 3. w02 ?] wanting in B. C. D. L. 8. Cursives, and some verss.
Bracketed by Lachmann, deleted by Tisch. A strengthening
addition that might easily present itself. — The words ¢x ey 0.
rav rob Ydarog xivya, together with the whole of ver. 4, are
wanting in B. C.* D. &. 157, 314, Copt. Ms. Sahid. Syr** Those
words are wanting only in A, L. 18 ; the fourth verse only in
D. 33, Arm. Mss. Codd. It. Aug, Nonnus (who describes the
stirring, but does not mention the angel), and is marked as
doubtful in other witnesses by an obelus or asterisks. There
is, moreover, great variation in particular words. For xaséSuney,
A. K. Verss. have even #rolers, which Grotius approves. The
entire passage from éxdexou. to the end of ver. 4, though recog-
nised by Tertullian (Origen is silent), is a legendary addition
(so also Liicke, Olshausen, Bagumlein, and now even Briickner,
reject it), though left in the text by Lachmann in con-
formity with his principles, but deleted by Tisch.; by de Wette
not decidedly rejected ; vindicated on various grounds by B.
Crusius, Hahn, Theol. N. T. 1. 303, Lange, Reuss, and Heng-
stenberg ; left doubtful by Luthardt. Had the passage been
genuine, its contents would have led more easily to its being
retained than to its being omitted ; moreover, the comparatively
numerous d¢xezf Aeyépeva in it make it suspicious, viz. xivaow,
rapaydy dimore (instead of ¢ é4more Lachmann has oigdymoroly),
vionue.  When it is judged (de Wette) that John would hardly
liave ended the sentence with £7pay, and then have imnmediately
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proceeded with #v 8 i, etc., this is really arbitrary, for we
would miss nothing if nothing had been there; érav rapaxdn
v Udwp, ver. 7, by no means makes a preceding explanation
“almost necessary,” but probably states the original form of
the popular Dbelief, out of which the legend soon developed
itself and found its way into the text. This also against
Hofmann, Schriftbewess, I. 327 f., whose vindication of ver. 4
is approved by Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 268. Ewald (so also
Tholuck and Godet) rejects ver. 4, but defends the words
Exdexopivay . . . zivaow in ver. 3 for the sake of ver. 7; Hofmann,
an loc., follows an opposite course. But the critical witnesses
do not sanction such a separation. — Ver. 5. za/is wanting in
the Elz, and is bracketed by Lachmann, but adopted by Tisch,,
and this upon preponderating evidence.— &sdev.] B. C.* D. L
N. Cursives, Codd. It. Vulg. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cyr. Chrys.
append aisef, which Lachmann puts in brackets, and Tisch.
receives. Rightly; between éoteverA and TOTrov the super-
fluous ATTOT might easily escape notice.— Ver. 7. For Saay
Elz. has Bdaxrp, against decisive evidence.— Ver. 8. Eyzips]
Elz : ¥yepas, against the best Codd. See the critical notes on
Mark i1. 2. — Ver. 12. rév 2pa88. sov is wanting in B. C.* L. &,
Sahid. An addition from vv. 8, 11. Deleted by Tisch. — Ver.
13. iadeig] Tisch., following D. and Codd. of the It., reads
dedevay, apparently original, but inappropriate after & redepu-
aeuupéve in ver. 10 ; to be regarded as a subject added to ver. 7,
and besides this too weakly supported.—Ver. 15. &viyy=ine]
C. L. ®. Syr. Syr** Copt. Cyr. read efzev; D. XK. U. D. Cursives,
Chrys. : é=7yy. The latter reading might easily arise by joining
&viyy. With a=%ader; but this makes the testimonies against
eizev, which Tisch. adopts, still stronger.— Ver. 16. After
"Toudaior, Elz., Scholz (bracketed by Lachmann), read xai é{7row
abriv dwonreivas, against decisive witnesses. A supplement bor-
rowed from ver. 18.— Ver. 20. Tisch.: davudlere, which is far
too weakly supported by L. 8. — Ver. 25. {#sovras] Lachmann
and Tisch.: joewow, following B. D. L. ®. Cursives, Chrys.
Rightly ; the more usual form crept in.— Ver. 30. After u¢ Elz.
Lias warpis, an addition opposed by decisive witnesses.— Ver.
39. o73a] Tisch. d/dure, following only D. . Codd. It. Syr™ Arm.
— Ver, 35. The form éyarriadivar (Elz., following B.: dyar-
auclives) has preponderating evidence in its favour.

Ver. 1. Mera Tadra] after this stay of Jesus in Galilee;
an approximate statement of time, within the range of which the
harmonist has to bring much that is contained in the Synoptics.
The distinction made by Liicke between this and uera Tod7o,
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eccording to which the former denotes sndirect, and the latter
tmmediate sequence, is quite incapable of proof: wera Tadte
is the more usual in John ; comp. ver. 14, iii. 22, vi. 1, vii. 1.
—éopty TOv Tovdalwr] a feast of the Jews; John does not
describe it more definitely. But what feast is meant appears
with certainty from iv. 35; comp. vi. 4. For in iv. 35 Jesus
spoke in December, and it is clear from vi. 4 that the Passover
was still approacking ; it must therefore® be a feast occurring
in the interval between December and the Passover, and this
is no other than the feast of Purim (0127 "0, Esth. ix. 24 ff,
iil. 7), the feast of lots, celebrated on the 14th and 15th of
Adar (Esth. ix. 21), consequently in March, in commemora-
tion of the nation's deliverance from the bloody designs of
Haman. So Keppler, d’Outrein, Hug, Olshausen, Wieseler,
Krabbe, Anger, Lange, Maier, Baeumlein, Godet, and most
others. So also Holtzmann (Judenth. w. Christenth. p. 374)
and Mircker (Uebercinst. d. Matth. w. Joh. 1868, p. 11). 1In
favour of this interpretation is the fact that, as this feast was
by no means a great ome, but of less importance and less
known to Hellenistic readers, the indefinite mention of it on
John’s part is thoroughly appropriate; while he names the
greater and well-known feasts,—not only the Passover, but
the gxnvomnyia in vil 2, and the éyxaina in x. 22. To
suppose, in explanation of the fact that he does not give the
name, that he had forgotten what feast it was (Schweizer), is
compatible neither with the accuracy of his recollection in
other things, nor with the importance of the miracle wrought
at this feast. It is arbitrary, however, to suppose that John
did not wish to lay stress upon the mame of the éoprs, but
upon the fact that Jesus did not go up to Jerusalem sazve on
occasion of a feast (Luthardt, Lichtenstein); indeed, the giving
of the name affer 'Tovdaiwy (comp. vii. 2) would in no way
have interfered with that imaginary design. It is objected

VXf this feast itself is taken to Le the Passover, we are obliged, with the most
glaring arbitrariness, to put a spatium vacuum of a year between 1t and the Pass-
over of vi. 4, of which, however, John (vi. 1-4) has not given the slightest hint.
On the contrary, he lets his narrative present the most uninterrupted sequence.
Hengstenberg judges, indeed, that the gap can appear strange only to those
who do not rightly discern the relation in which John stands to the Synoptics,
But this is nothing more than the dictum of harmonistic presuppositions.
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that the feast of Purim, which was not a temple feast,
required no journey to Jerusalem (see especially Hengsten-
berg, Christol. I11. p. 187 £, Liicke, de Wette, Briickner) ; and
the high esteem in which it is held in Gem. Hier. Megill. i. 8
cannot be shown to refer to the time of Jesus. But might
not Jesus, even without any legal obligation, have availed
Himself of this feast as an occasion for His further labours in
Jerusalem ? And are we to suppose that the character of the
feast—a feast for eating and drinking merely—should Ainder
Him from going to Jerusalem? The Subbath (ver. 9), on
which apparently (but see Wieseler, p. 219) the feast could
never occur, may have been before or after it; and, lastly,
what is related of Jesus (vi 1 ff) between this festival and
the Passover, only a month afterwards, may easily have
occurred within the space of that month., In fine, it can
neither have been the Passover (Cod. A., Irenaeus, Eusebius’
Chron., Rupertus, Luther, Calovius, Grotius, Jansen, Scaliger,
Cornelius a Lapide, Lightfoot, Lampe, Paulus, Xuinoel, Siiss-
kind, Klee, Neander, Ammon, Hengstenberg), nor Pentecost
(Cyril, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Eras-
mus, Melancthon, Beza, Calvin, Maldonatus, Bengel), nor the
feast of Tabernacles (Cod. 131, Cocceius, Ebrard, Ewald,
Hilgenfeld, Lichtenstein, Krafft, Riggenbach), nor the feast of
the Dedication (a possible surmise of Keppler and Petavius);
nor can we acquiesce in leaving the feast wndeterminable
(Liicke, de Wette, Luthardt, Tholuck, Briickner. Baumgarten
Crusius hesitates between Purim and the Passover, yet in-
clines rather to the latter).

Vv. 2, 3. "Ea7.] is all the less opposed to the composition
of the Gospel after the destruction of Jerusalem, as what is
mentioned is a bath, whose surroundings might very naturally
be represented as still existing. According to Ewald, the
charitable uses for which the building served might bave
scaved it from destruction. Comp. Tobler, Denkbldtt. p. 53 ff,
who says that the porches were still pointed out in the fifth
century. — émi 74 wpoRartiky) is usually explained by wiry
supplied: hard by the sheep-gate; see on iv. 6. Concerning
the ¥ 2pY, Neh. il 1, 32, xii. 39, so called perhaps
Lecause sheep for sacrifice were sold there, or brought in there
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at the Passover, nothing further is known. It lay north east
of the city, and near the temple. Still the word supplied,
“ gate,” cannot be shown to have been in use; nor could it
have been self-evident, especially to Gentile Christian readers,
not minutely acquainted with the localities. I prefer, there-
fore, following Theodore of Mopsuestia, Ammonius, Nonnus,
to join wohvpB. with mpoBatik;, and, with Elz. 1633 and
Wetstein, to read xolvufB7ifpa as a dative (comp. already
Castalio): “ Now there is in Jerusalem, at the sheep-pool, [a place
called] Bethesda, so called in the Hebrew tongue.” According
to Ammonius, the sheep used for sacrifice were washed in the
sheep-pool.—émihery.] “ this additional name being given to 4t.”
On émihéyeww, elsewhere usually in the sense of selecting, see
Plat. Legg. iil. p. 700 B. The pool was called Bethesda, a cha-
racteristic surnume which had supplanted some other original
name. —Bnﬁea'Ba] W00 M3, locus benignifatis, vanously
written in Codd. (Tisch,, followmc N. 33, Beflfaba), not occur-
ring elsewhere, not even in Josephus; not “ kouse of pillars,”

as Delitzsch supposes. It is impossible to decide with cer-
tainty which of the present pools may have been that of
Bethesda.! See Robinson, II. 136 f., 158 f. To derive the
healing virtue of the (according to Eusebius) red-coloured
water, which perhaps was mineral, as Eusebius does, from the
blood of the sacrifices flowing down from the temple, and the
name from NI, effusio (Calvin, Aretius, Bochart, Michaelis),
is unwarranted, and contrary to ver. 7. The five porches served

! Probably it was the present ebbing and flowing ‘¢ Fountain of the Virgin
Mary,"” an intermittent spring called by the inhabitents ** Mother of Steps.” See
Robinson, I1. 148 f. According to Wieseler, Synopse, p. 260, it may have been
the pool ’Audydazdror mentioned in Josephus, An¢t, v. 11. 4, as was already
supposed by Lampe and several others, against which, however, the difference
of name is & difficulty ; it has no claim to be received on the ground of
etymology, but only of similarity of sound. Ritter, Erdk. XVI. pp. 829, 443 fT.,
describes the pool es now choked up, while Krafft, in his Topogr. p. 176, thinks
it was the Struthion of Josephus. It certainly was not the ditch, now pointed
out by tradition as Bethesda, at the north of the temple wall. See also Tobler
as before, who doubts the possibility of discovering the pool. As to the meaning
of the name (House oy Mercy), it is possible that the arrangement for the pur-
poses of & bath together with the porches was intended as a charitable foundation
(Olshausen, Ewald), or that the divine favour, whose effects were here manifeste,
gave rise to the name. This latter is the more probable, and perhaps gave
occasion to the legenud of the Angel in the Received Text.
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as a shelter for the sick, who are specially described as TupAdy,
etc., and those afllicted with diseases of the nerves and muscles.
On &npdv, “ persons with withered and emaciated limbs,” comp.
Matt. xiil. 10 ; Mark iii. 1; Luke vi. 6, 8. Whether the sick
man of ver. 5 was one of them or of the ywXois is not stated.

Ver. 5. TpidkovTa, £.T\.] te. “having passed thirty-eight
years in his sickness,” so that Eywy belongs to Tp. x. okt émn
(viil 57, xi. 17; Josephus, A7ch. viL. 11. 1; Krebs, p. 150), and
év 1. act. adr. denotes the state in which he spent the thirty-
eight years. Against the connection of éywy with év 7. acf.
a. (being in his sickness thirty-eight years; so Kuinoel and
most others) ver. 6 is decisive, as also against the perversion
of Paulus, who puts a comma after éywy (“ thirty-eight years
old™). The duration of the sickness makes the miracle all the
more striking ; comp. Luke viii. 43. There is no intimation
of any reference to the sentence of death pronounced upon
Israel in the wilderness (Baumgarten, p. 139 f; comp.
Hengstenberg).

Vv. 6, 7. Todrov ... &ye] two points which excited the
compassion of Jesus, where yvods, however (as in iv. 1), does
not denote a supernatural knowledge of this external (other-
wise in ver. 14) and easily known or ascertained fact (against
Godet and the early expositors). — &xet] i.e. év dalevela, ver.
5.— 8éxess, k.t \) Wilt thou become whole? The self-evident
nature of this desire made the question an appropriate one to
rouse the sufferer’s attention and expectation, and this was the
object Jesus bad in view in order to the commencement of
His miraculous work. Z%4s question was inappropriate for
the purpose (de Wette thinks) of merely beginning a conver-
sation upon the subject. Paulus falsely supposes that the man
might have been a dishonest beggar, feigning sickness, and
that Jesus asks him with reproving emphasis, “ Wilt thou be
made whole ? art thou in earnest #” So, too, Ammon ; while
Lange regards him as simply languid 4n will, and that Christ
again roused his dormant will ; but there is nothing of this
in the text, and just as little of Luthardt's notion, that the
question was meant for all the people of whom the sick man
is supposed to be the type. ZThis miracle alone furnishes an
example of an unsolicited interrogation upon Christ’s part (a
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feature which Weisse urges against it); but in the case of the
man born blind, chap. ix., we have also an unsolicited Aealing.
— &vlpwmov obx Exw] ad morbum accedebat inopia, Grotius ;
dvfp. emphatically takes the lead; the &pyopar éyd that follows
answers to it.—8tav Tapaxfi 6 ¥8wp] The occasional
and intermittent disturbance of the water is not to be under-
stood as a regular occurrence, but as something sudden and
quickly passing away. Hence the man’s waiting and com-
plaint. — BdXn] throw, denoting a hAasty conveyance before
the momentary bubbling was over. — &pyouat] he therefore
was obliged to help himself along, but slowly. — &AXos wpo
épod] so that the place where the bubbling appeared was
occupied by another. Observe the sing.; the short bubbling
is to be regarded as occurring only in one fixed springing-point
in the pool, so that one person only could let it exert its
influence upon him. The apocryphal ver. 4 has perverted
this circumstance, in conformity with a popular superstition,
which probably reaches as far back as the time of Christ.

Vv. 8, 9. Comp. Matt. ix. 6; Mark ii. 9, 11. — wepimdre:]
walk, go; hitherto he had lain down there, ver. 6. The
command implies the man’s faith, which had been recognised
by Christ. — xai 7pe] simply and emphatically told in the
very words which Jesus had spoken.—Some (Strauss) quite
arbitrarily regard this story as a legendary exaggeration of the
liealing of the paralytic in the Synoptics (Matt. ix.; Mark ii.);
time, place, circumstances, and what ensues, especially its
essential connection with the healing on the Sabbath-day, are
all original and independent, as is also the whole account, so
full of life and psychologically true, and very different from
that in the Synoptics. Notwithstanding, Baur again (p.243 ff.)
would make the story in John a composition out of synop-
tical materials, appealing especially to Mark ii. 9, 10; and
Hilgenfeld, Evang. 269 f., adopts the same course, finding the
“inner peculiarity” of the narrative in the idea that the
omnipotence of the Logos cannot be controlled by any earthly
law or human custom ; whilst Weisse (Evangelienfr. 268)
sees in the man’s lameness the helplessness of one morally
sick, and attributes the origin of the entire narrative to what
was originally a parable. Thus they themselves complete the
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fiction, and then pass it off on the cvengelist, while the
simplest as well as the most distinctive and characteristic
historical features are now interwoven into his supposed plans,
See, on the contrary, Briickner, in loc.

Vv. 10-13. O: 'Iev8aiou] The Sanhedrim are here meant;
see vv. 15, 33. They never once mention the Zealing; with
hostile coldness they only watch for their point of attack;
“ Quaerunt mnon quod mirentur, sed quod calumnientur,”
Grotius.—o mourjcas, ete., and éxetvos are in the mouth of the
man who was healed an appeal to the authority which, as a
matter of fact, his Saviour must possess; there is something
defiant in the words, so natural in the first realization of his
wonderful cure.— o dvfpwmos] contemptuous. Ast, Lex.
Plat. 1. p. 178.— éfévevoev] He withdrew (see Dorvill. ad
Char. p. 273 ; Schleusner, Thes. II. 293), Ze. when this
encounter with the Jews began. As He wished to avoid the
scene which would occur with the crowd who were in the
place, He conveyed Himself away (not pluperfect).

Vv. 14, 15. Meta TadTa] whether or not on the same
day does not appear. But it is psychologically probable that
the new feeling of restored health led the man at once into
the sanctuary. — punxére epdprt.] Jesus therefore knew (by
direct intuition) that the sickness of this sufferer had been
brought about (see on Matt. ix. 2, 3) by special sin (of what
kind does nct appear); and this particular form of sin is what
He refers to, not generally to the universal connection between
sin and physical evil (Neander, following the early expositors),
or between sin and sickness (Hengstenberg), which would not
be in keeping with the character of this private interview, the
design of which was the good of the man’s soul. The man's
own conscience would necessarily give an individual application
to the umiére audpr. Comp. viii 11. —xelpor] to be left
indefinite ; for if the duaprdvew recurred, it might bring with
it a worse sickness (so Nonnus), and other divine punishment,
even the loss of eternal salvation. See generally Matt. xii.
45; 2 Pet.ii. 20.— Ver. 15, dvrjyyeihe, k1] The motive
was neither malice (Schleiermacher, Paulus, comp. Ammon),
nor gratitude, to bring Jesus into motice and recognition
among the Jews (Cyril, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius
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Zigabenus, Grotius, and many early writers; also Maier and
Hengstenberg), nor obedience to the rulers (Bengel, Liicke, de
Wette, Luthardt), under the influence of stupidity (Tholuck)
or fear (Lange), but, in keeping with ver. 11, and the designa-
tion o moujoas abrov Uyifi (comp. ver. 11): the supplementary
vindication of the authority in obedience to which he had acted,
though it was the Sabbath (vv. 9, 10), and which he was
unable to name to the Jews. This authority is with him
decidedly higher than that of the Sanhedrim; and he not
only employs it for his own acquittal, but even defies them
with it. Comp. the man born blind, ix. 17, 31 ff. But for
this purpose how easily could he ascertain the name of Jesus !

Vv. 16, 17. 42 TodTo] on account of this notice referring
to Jesus, and then &7:, because He that is. See on x. 17. —
é8{wk.] not judicially, by means of the law (Lampe, Rosen-
miiller, Kuinoel), of which the sequel says nothing, but in a
general way: they made Him the object of their persecutions.
—TavTa)] these things, such as the healing of the paralytic.
—émoces] he did, not éroincev. — dmexpivaro] The means
by which He met the Suwxew of the Jews, whether that then
showed itself in accusations, reproaches, machinations, or other-
wise in overt acts of hostility. This Aorist occurs in John
only here, ver. 19, and xii. 23.— 0 watdp pov, x.TA] My
Father is working even to this moment; I also work. This
expression is not borrowed from Philo (Strauss); Jesus
alludes to the unresting activity of God for human salvation’
since the creation was finished, notwithstanding the divine
rest of the Sabbath (Gen. ii. 1-3) observed after the six days’

! Jesus accordingly does not deny that God rested on the seventh day after the
six days of creation (against Ammon); but He affirms that since then He is ever
active, even on the Sabbath-days, for man’s redemption. Nor does He speak of
the law concerning the Sabbath as not of divine institution (Baur), as of no
obligation, or as abrogated ; but He as the Son stands above it, and is us little
bound by it as the Father, who cver continues to work, even on the Sabbath.
This agoinst Hilgenfeld (Lehrbegriff, p. 81; Evang. p. 270; and in his Zeitschrift
1863, p. 218), who considers that, according to this Gospel, Jesus, passing by
the O. T. representation of God, rises to the absolutely transcendental essence,
exalted above all contact with the finite, and manifest only to the Son ; and that
the evangelist, following the Gnostics, refers the history of the creation to the
Demiurge, as distinct from the most high God. This is not the *‘eagle Leight”
of John's theology.

Q
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work. This distinet reference (not generally ®to the sustain-
ing and government of the world”) is presented in the activity
of Christ answering to that of God the Father. “ As the
Father,” that is, says Jesus, has not ceased from the beginning
to work for the world's salvation, but ever works on even to
the present moment,' so of necessity and right, notwithstand-
ing the law of the Sabbath, does He also, the Son, who as such
(by virtue of His essentially divine relationship of equality
with the Father) cannot in this His activity be subject to the
sabbatical law, but is Lord of the Sabbath (comp. Matt. xii. 8 ;
Mark il 28). Olshausen and de Wette import this in the
words: “As in God rest and action are united, so in Christ
are contemplation and activity.” But there is no mention of
rest and contemplation. According to Godet, Jesus says,
“Jusqu'a chaque dernier moment ol mon pére agit, j'agis aussi;”
the Son can only cease His work when He sees the Father
cease. But in this case we should have simply éws (ix. 4),
and not €ws &pTe; éws dpre Means nothing more nor less than
usque adhuc (ii. 10, xvi. 24; 1 John ii. 9), the: now limiting
it still more distinctly than éws Tod wiv (Lobeck, ad Phryn.
Pp- 19, 20). — xédyo épydfopar} is not to be again supple-
mented by éws dpre. I also {(do not rest, but) work. The
relation of both sentences is not that of ¢mitation (Grotius),
nor of example (Ewald), but of necessary equality of will and
procedure. The asyndeton (instead of “ because my Father,”
etc.) makes the statement all the more striking. See on
1 Cor. x. 17.

Ver. 18. 4:d 7oi70] because He said this, and ér as in
ver. 16. “ Apologiam ipsam in majus crimen vertunt,” Bengel
— paXMov] neither potius nor amplius (Bengel : “ modo per-

1{ws &prs carries our view of God’s working, which began with the creation,
onwards to the present moment, the moment wherein Jesus hes to defend Him-
self on account of Sabbath-breaking. In conformity with this redemptive work
of God the Father onwards until now, and which was interrupted by no rest, He
also works. The inference that herein is implied a divine rest at a future period,
as Luthardt thinks,—who regards the day of Christ's resurrection as the then
approaching Sabbath of God's redemptive work,—is quite remote from the text.
*Ew; &prs includes the survey of the entire past down to the moment then present,
without any intimation of a change in the future, which, if intended, should
appear in the conteaf, a3 in xvi. 24,
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sequebantur, nunc amplius quaerunt occidere”) ; but, as accord-
ing to its position it necessarily belongs to élir., magis, “ they
redoubled thevr endeavours” It has a reference to édlwkov in
ver. 16, so far as this general expression includes the desire
to kill. Comp. for the {mpreiv dmoxrelvar, vii. 1, 19, 25, viii,
37, 40, xi. 53. — mwavtépa 8oy, x.TN] patrem proprium.
Comp. Rom. viii. 32. They rightly interpreted ¢ matip pov
as signifying pecultar and personal fatherhood, and not what is
true also with reference to others, “sed id misere pro blas-
phemia habuerunt,” Bengel Comp. x. 33. —igov éavroy,
x.7.X] not an explanation, nor exactly (B. Crusius) a proof of
what precedes, which the words themselves of Jesus, 6 war7p
wov, supply; but what Jesus says of God’s relation to Him
(matépa idiov), declares at the same time, as to the other side
of the relationship, what He makes Himself out to be in His
relation to God. We must translate : “ since He (at the same
time) puts Himself on the same level with God,” .. by that xdye
épyatopar of ver. 17, wherein He, as the Son, claims for Him-
self equality of right and freedom with the Father. Comp.
also Hofmann, Sehriftbewess, I. p. 133. The thought of claim-
ing equality of essence (Phil. ii. 6), however, lies in the back-
ground as an indistinct notion in the minds of His opponents.

Ver. 19 ff. Jesus does not deny what the Jews attributed
to Him as the capital offence of blasphemous presumption,
namely, that He made Himself equal with God ; but He puts the
whole matter in its true light, and this from a consideration of
His whole present and future work, onward to ver. 30; where-
upon, onwards to ver. 47, He gives vent to an earnest denuncia-
tion of the unbelief of the Jews in the divine witness to Himself.

Ver. 19. 09 8ivarac] denies the possibility, on account
of an ¢nner necessity, involved in the relationship of the Son
to the Father, by virtue of which it would be <mpossible for
Him to act with an individual self-assertion independent of the
Father, which He could then only do if He were not the Son.
Comp. Bengel, in loc., and Fritzsche, nova opuse. p. 297 . In
a¢’ éavrod, as the subject of the reflexive is the Son in His
relation to the Father, there does not lie any opposition be-
tween the human and divine wills (Beyschlag), nor an indis-
tinct and onesided reference to the human element in Christ
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(de Wette); but it is the whole subject, the God-man, the
wncarnate Logos, in whom the Aseietas agendi, the self-determina-
tion of action independently of the Father, cannot find place;
because otherwise He must either be divine only, and there-
fore without the subordination involved in the economy of
redemption (which is the case also with the mvedua, xvi. 13),
or else simply human ; therefore there is no contradiction
between what is here said and the prologue (Reuss; comp. on
the other side, Godet). — éav w7 7¢, x.7.\] refers simply to
mowely 00Séy, and not also to d¢’ éavrod, See on Matt. xii.
4; Gal ii. 16.— BAémy 7. maT. worodyTa] a familiar
description, borrowed from the attention which children give
to the conduct of their father—of the inner and immediate
intuition which the Son perpetually has of the Father's work,
in the perfect consciousness of fellowship of life with Him.
This relation, which is not only religious and moral, but founded
on a transcendental basis, is the necessary and immediate
standard of the Son’s working. See on ver. 20.—& yap d»
éxeivos, k.T\] Proof of the negative assertion by means of
the positive relationship subsisting. — opolws] equally, propor-
tionately, qualifying srotel, indicating again the reciprocity or
sameness of action already expressed by Taira, and thus more
strongly confirming the perfect equality of the relationship.
It is, logically speaking, the pariter (Mark iv. 16; John xxi.
13; 1 Pet. iil. 1) of the category mentioned.

Ver. 20. Moral necessity in God for the aforesaid & yap dv
éxeivos, ete. Comp. iii. 35.—qdp refers to the whole of
what follows down to mowel, of which xai pelfova, etc., gives
the result. — ¢eXei] “ qui amat, nil celat,” Bengel. The dis-
tinction between this and dyawd (which D., Origen, Chry-
sostom here read), diligit (see Tittmann, Synon. p. 50), is to be
retained even in John, though he uses both to denote the same
relationship, but with varying definiteness of representation.
Comp. iii. 35, xxi 15. Pihely is always the proper affection
of love. Comp. xi. 3, 36, xvi. 27, xx. 2, e al. But this
love has its basis in the metaphysical and eternal relation of
the Father to the Son, as His povoyerns vios (i. 14, 18), and
does not first begin in time. Comp. Luthardt. — wd»Ta
Seinvvaww] He shows Him all, permits Him to see in imme-
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diate sclf-revelation all that He Himself doeth, that the Son also
may do these things after the pattern of the Father. Descrip-
tion of the inner and essential “ntimacy of the Father with the
Son, according to which, and indeed by virtue of His love to
the Son, He makes all His own working an object of intuition
to the Son for His like working (comp. ver. 17),—the humanly
conditioned continuation of what He had seen in His pre-
human existence, iil. 11, vi. 46! —xal peilova, kTA] a
new sentence, and an advance in the discourse, the theme of
all that follows down to ver. 30 : and greater works than these
(the healings of the sick spoken of) will He show Him ; He will
give Him His example to do them also. — va] the divine
purpose of this,—not in the sense of dore (Baeumlein). —
vpels] ye unbelicvers. Jesus does mot say miorednre; He
means the surprise of shame, viz. at the sight? of His works.

Ver. 21. Jesus now specifies these ueilova épya, namely,
the quickening of the dead, and judgment (vv. 21-30); é&pya
accordingly is a broader conception than miracle, which, how-
ever, is included in the category of the Messianic épya. See
especially ver. 36.

Ver. 21, He speaks of the operation of His power in
judging and raising the dead, first <n an ethical sense down
to ver. 27, and then, vv. 28, 29, subjoins the actual and
universal awakening of the dead as the completion of His
entire life-giving and judicial work as the Messiah. Augustine
anticipated this view (though illogically apprehending ver. 21
in a moral sense, and ver. 22 in a physical), and it is adopted
among the older writers, especially by Rupertius, Calvin,
Jansen, Calovius, Lampe, and more recently by Licke,
Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, de Wette, Lange, Hilgenfeld,
Lechler, Apost. Zeitalt. p. 225 f, Weiss, Godet. Others have

‘¥ This intimate relationship is to be regarded as one of uninterrupted continuity,
and not to be limited merely to occasional crises in the life of Jesus (Gess, Pers.
Chr. p. 237), of which there is not the slightest indication in John's Gospel.
Comp. i. 52. This very continuous consciousness depends upon the continnance
of the Logos conscionsness (viii. 29, 59, xvii. 5, xvi 382),—a view which is to
be maintained against Weizsicker, who introduces even visions (evang. Gesch.
p- 435) in explanation of this passage, in the face of the known history of Jesus.

2 For the astonishment connected with the #1@sdas is implied in the context.
8ee Nigelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 200, od. 3.



246 THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

extended the ethical interpretation even as far as vv. 28, 29
(so Deysing in the Bibl. Brem. i. 6, Eckermann, Ammnion, and
many others; recently, Schweizer, B. Crusius, Reuss), which,
however, is forbidden by the language and contents of vv. 28,
29; see on vv. 28, 29. Further, when Luthardt (comp.
Tholuck on vv. 21-23, and Hengstenberg on vv. 21-24, also
Briickner on ver. 21) understands {womoteiv generally of the
impartation of life, he must take both kinds of quickening as
the two sides of the {ws#, which appears quite irreconcilable
with the right understanding of ods Oére;, and with the
distinct separation between the present and the future (the
latter from ver. 28 onwards). The {womowety of the Messiah
during His zemporal working concerns- the morally dead, of
whom He morally quickens whom He will ; but at a future
day, at the end of all things, He will call forth the physically
dead from their graves, etc., vv. 28, 29. The carrying out of
the double meaning of {womotely onwards to ver. 28 (for vv.
28, 29 even Luthardt himself takes as referring only to the
Jinal future) leads to confusion and forced interpretation (see
on oi dxovcavres, ver. 25). Further, most of the Fathers
(Tertullian, Chrysostom and his followers, Nonnus, and others),
most of the older expositors (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Bengel,
and many others), and recently Schott in particular (Opusc. 1.
p. 197), Kuinoel, Baumeister (in the Wurtemb. Stud. II. 1),
Weizel (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 636), Kaeuffer, de {wijs
alwv not. p. 115 ff, also Baeumlein and Ewald, have taken
the entire passage vv. 21-29 in a liferal sense, as referring to
the resurrection and the final judgment. Against this it is
decisive : (a) that a Uuels Bavudfnre in ver. 20 represents
the hearers as continuous witnesses of the works referred to,
and these works, therefore, as successive develppments which
they will see along with others; (b) that ods féec is in keep-
ing only with the ethical reference; () that twa wdvres Tipdoy,
etc., ver. 23, expresses a continuing result, taking place in the
present (in the aiwv olros), and as divinely intended; (d)
that in ver. 24, éx Tod favdTov cannot be explained of physical
death ; (¢) that in ver. 25, xal viv éorw and ol dkovoavTes are
compatible only with reference to spiritual awakening. To
this may be added, (f) that Jesus, where He speaks (vv. 28.
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29) of the literally dead, very distinetly marks out the
resurrection of these latter from that of the preceding as
something greater and as still future, and designates the dead
not merely with great definiteness as suckh (wdvres of év Tols
punpeloss), but also makes their dvderasis {wijs conditional,
not, as in ver. 24, upon faith, but, probably seeing that thev
for the most part would never have heard the gospel, upon
having done good,—thus characteristically distinguishing ¢kis
quickening of the dead from that spoken of immediately
before. — damep . . . Lwomoret] The awakening and reviving
of the dead is represented as the essential and peculiar busi-
ness of the Father (Deut. xxxii. 39; 1 Sam. 1i. 6 ; Tobit xiii.
2; Wisd. xvi. 13); accordingly the .Present tense is used,
because the statement is general. Comp. Rom. iv. 17.
Observe, however, that Jesus here speaks of the awakening of
the dead, which is peculiar to the Father, without making any
distinction between the spiritual and literal dead ; this separa-
tion first appears in the following reference to the Son. The
awakening of botk springs from the same divine source and
basis of life. — éyelper and {womoret we might expect in
reverse order (as in Eph. ii. 5, 6); but the fwomoielv is the
key-note, which resounds through all that follows, and
accordingly the matter is regarded in accordance with the
popular view, so that the making alive begins with the
awakening, which therefore appears as the immediate ante-
cedent of the fwomoeeiv, and is not again specially named in
the apodosis.— ods Gérer] for He will not quicken others
because they belteve not (ver. 24); this, and not an absolute
decree (Calvin, Reuss), is the moral condition of His self-
determination, just as also His xpiois (ver. 22) is in like
manner morally determined. That this spiritual resurrection
is independent of the descent foom Abraham, is self-evident
from the fact of its being spiritual ; but this must not be
taken as actually stated in the ods Oére. Many, who take
Lwomowet literally, resort to the historical accounts of the
raising of individuals from the dead (Lazarus, etc.), for which
few cases the ods @éree is neither appropriate nor adequate.
See, besides, ver. 25. Ewald takes God as the subject of Géle,
which is neither logical (on account of the xai, which places
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both subjects in the same line), nor possible according to the
plain words, though it is self-evident that the Son acts only
in the harmony of His will with that of the Father; comp.
ver. 30, vi. 40.—fwowocet] ethically, of the spiritual
quickening to the higher moral {w#, instead of that moral
death in which they were held captive when in the uncon-
verted state of darkness and sin, See on Luke xv. 24 ; Matt.
iv. 16; Eph v. 14; Rom. vi. 13; Isa. xxvi 19. Without
this {womoinos, their life would remain ethically a {wy &Bios
(Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL p. 152), Blos dBiwros (Xen. Mem. iv.
8. 8). The Present, for He does it now, and is occupied with
this fwomoieiy, that is, by means of His word, which is the
life-giving call (vv. 24, 25). The Future follows in ver. 28.

Ver. 22 does not state the ground of the Son’s call to
bestow life (Luthardt, comp. Tholuck and Hengstenberg), but
is a justification of the ods @éher,—because the xplos refers
only to those whom He will not raise to life,—in so far as it
is implied that the others, whom the Son will nof make alive,
will experience in themselves the judgment of rejection (the
anticipatory analogon of the decisive judgment at the second
advent, ver. 29). It is given to no other than the Son to
execute this final judgment. The xpiver ovdéva should have
prevented the substitution of the idea of separation for that of
judgment (comp. iil. 17, 18).— o8¢ ydp o m.] for not even
the Father, to whom, however, by universal acknowledgment,
judgment belongs! Consequently it depends only upon the
Son, and the ods Géher has its vindication. Concerning odde,
which is for the most part neglected by commentators, comp.
vii 5, viii. 42, xxi. 25. The antithesis dAAg, k.7, tells how
far, though God is the world’s Judge, the Father does not
judge, etc.— kpived] the judgment of condemnation (iii. 17,
18, v. 24, 27, 29), whose sentence is the opposite of fwomroueiy,
the sentence of spiritual death. — 79y kpioww waocav] judg-
ment altogether (here also to be understood on its condemnatory
side), therefore not only of the last act on the day of judg-
ment (ver. 27), but of its entircty (see on xvi. 13), and con-
sequently in its progress in time, whereby the obs féher is
decided.

} Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 185, explains it as if it ran : 0i3i ydp xpivu & xarip, ete.
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Ver., 23. The divine purpose which is to be attained in the
relation of mankind to this judicial action of the Son. Observe
the Present Subjunctive. — xaBws] for in the Son, who judges,
we have the appointed representative of the Father, and thus
Jfar (therefore always relatively, xiv. 23) He is to be honoured
as the Father. Comp. what follows. How utterly opposed
to this divine intention was the procedure of the Jews, ver.
18! It is incorrect, however, to take xafws, as Baeumlein
does, as causal (see on xiii. 34, xvii. 2), because the whole
context turns upon the equality of the Father and the Son. —
oV Tipd Toy maTépa] e in this very respect, that he does
not honour the Son, who is the Sent of the Father.

Ver. 24. The ols Oérer Lwomotel now receives—and that,
too, with increasing solemnity of discourse—its more minute
explanation, both as to the subjects whom it specifies (6 Tov
Noyov pov axovwy, k.T\.), and as to the fwomolnois itself
(éxer Lwnp). — axovwy is simply heareth, but is closely con-
nected with the following xal mioredwv (comp. Matt. xiii. 19 ff),
and thereby receives its definite reference. For the opposite,
see xil. 47.— &xec ¢ al] The {womoiely is accomplished in
him ; he has eternal life (il 15), Z.e. the higher spiritual {w7,
which, upon his entrance into the Messiah’s kingdom, reaches
its consummation in glorious Messianic tw?. He has, in that
he is become a believer, passed from the spiritual death (see
on ver. 21) into the eternal life (the fw) xat éEox7v), and
cometh not into (condemnatory, comp. iii. 18) judgment, because
he has already attained unto that life! The result of this is:
Odvatoy ob py Bewprioy, viii. 51. On the Perfect uperaBép.,
see iii. 18 ; 1 John iii. 14,

Ver. 25. Jesus re-affirms what He had already asserted in
ver. 24, but in the more concrete form of allegorical expres-
sion.— xai vdv éoTiv] e in its beginning, since Christ’s
entrance upon His life-giving ministry. Comp. iv. 23. The
duration of this dpa, however, continues till the second advent ;

! Melancthon : * Postquam illuxit fides seu fiducia Christi in corde, qua
agnoscimus nos vere a Deo recipi, exaudiri, regi, defendi, sequitur pax et
lnctitin, quae est inchoatio vitae aeternae et tegit peccats, quae adhuc in
imbecillitate nostra haerent.” Baur is wrong in concluding from such passages

(cotap. viii, 51, xi. 26) that our evangelist verges closely on the doctrine of the
Gnostics, 2 Tim, ii. 18,
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already had it begun to be present, but, viewed in its com-
pleteness, it still belonged to the future. The expositors who
take the words to denote the literal resurrection (see ver. 25,
even Hengstenberg), refer xai viv éorw to the individual
instances of raising from the dead which Jesus wrought (John
xi; Mark v. 41 ; Luke vii. 14; Matt. xi. 5); but this is as
inappropriate in general as it is out of keeping with John's
Gospel, for those individuals were not at all awaked to {w% in
the sense of the context, but only to the earthly life, which
was still liable to death. Olshausen, who illogically explains
ver. 25 as referring to the resurrection of the body, appeals to
Matt. xxvil. 52, 53. — oi vekpoi] the spiritually dead ; Matt.
viii 22; Rev. iii. 1; and see on ver. 21.—Tijs Pwris]
according to the context, the resurrection swmmons (ver. 28),
which is here 7cally, in the connection of the allegory, the
morally life-giving preaching of Christ. The spiritually dead,
generally, according to the category ot wexpol, will hear this
voice, but all will not awake to its call; only of dxoivoavTes,
which therefore cannot be taken in the same sense as
dxovoovrar, but must signify: those who will have given ear
thercto.  Comp. viil. 43,47. In Latin: “ Mortui audient . . .
¢t qui audicntes fuerint,’ etc. It is the dxodew ralobvros,
Plut. Sert. 11, al, éxolew mapayyéAhovros, and the like,
droveww Tob wpoordypatos (Polyb. xi 19. 5). If we under-
stand the words of bodily awakening, o dxodoavres with the
article is quite ¢nexplicable. Chrysostom : ¢wvils dxovoavtes
émvratTovons ; Grotius: “simul atque audierint.” All such
renderings, as also the vague explanation of Hengstenberg,!
would require dxodoavres merely without the article;® and
troovow would, in opposition to the entire context, signify
“to live” geperally, in an indifferent sense. Olshausen, indeed,
supplements dxodoavres—which, nevertheless, must of neces-
sity refer to 77js pwris—Dby Tov Aoyor from ver. 24: “ they
who in this life hear the ward of God.” It is just as
impossible to hold, with Luthardt (so far as he would include

! The article is said to indicate the inseparable connection between hearing

and life.
* See Eurip. Hec. 25, 26, and Pflugk thereon. But of dwodoavris with the
article is : quicungue audiverunt,
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the literal resurrcction), that of dxolvcavres tefers to those
“who hear the last call of Jesus differently from others, s.c.
joyfully receiving t, and therefore attain to life” This is an
imported meaning, for there is no such modal limitation in the
text ; but ol drovoavtes alone, which, so far as it must differ
from the general dxoloovrar, can only designate those who
gtve ear, and by this the literal resurrection is excluded. For
this double meaning of drodety in one sentence, see Plat. Legy.
P- 712 B: feov. . . émcaropeba: o 8¢ axoloeié Te Kal drovoas
(cum exaudiverit) . . . éxfot, and also the proverbial expression
dxobovra ui) drovery.

Vv. 26, 27. The life denoted by the aforesaid &roovaew,
seeing the subjects of it were dead, must be something which
is in process of being wmparted to them,—a life which comes
from the Son, the quickener. But He could not impart it if
He had not in Himself a divine and independent fountain of
life, like the Father, which the Father, the absolutely living
One (vi 57), gave Him when He sent Him into the world to
accomplish His Messianic work; comp. x. 36. The following
édwrev (ver. 27) should itself have prevented the reference to
the eternal generation (Augustine and many others, even
Gess). Besides (therefore ver. 27), if only the dxovoavres
(comp. obs Béher, ver. 21) are to live, and the other wexpo:
not, the Son must have received from the Father the warrant
and power of judging and of deciding who are to live and
who not. This power is given Him by the Father because He
1s the Son of man ; for in His tncarnation, i.c. in the fact that
the Son of God (incarnate) is a child of man (comp. Phil. ii. 7;
Gal. iv. 4; Rom. i. 3, viil. 3), the essence of His nature as
Redeemer consists, and this consequently is the rcason @n the
history of redemption why the Father has equipped Him for
the Messianic function of judgment. Had the Son of God not
become a child of man, He could not have been the fulfiller
of the Father’s decree of redemption, nor have been entrusted
with judicial power. Luthardt (comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew.
IT. 1, p. 78) says incorrectly: “ for God desired to judge the
world by means of a man,” which is a thought much too vague
for this passage, and is borrowed from Acts xvii. 31. De
Wette, with whom Briickner concurs (comp. also Reuss), more
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correctly says: “ It demotes the Logos as a hwman manifesta-
tion,) and in this lies the reason why He judges, for the
lidden God could not be judge.” Rut this negative and refined
definition of the reason given, “because He is the Son of
man,” can all the less appropriately be read between the
lines, the more it savours of Philonic speculation, and the
more current the view of the Deity as a Judge was among
the Jews. So, following Augustine, Luther, Castalio, Jansen,
and most others, B. Crusius (comp. also Wetstein, who adduces
Heb. iv. 15): “because executing judgment requires direct
operation upon mankind.”? Others (Grotius, Lampe, Kuinoel,
Liicke, Olshausen, Maier, Biumlein, Ewald, and most others,
now also Tholuck): “wvids évfp. is He who is announced in
Dan. vil and in the book of Enoch as the Messiah” (see on
Matt. viii. 20), where the thought has been set forth succes-
sively in various ways; Liicke (so also Baeumlein): “because
He is the Messiah, and judgment essentially belongs to the
work of the Messiah” (comp. Ewald). Tholuck comes nearest
to the rigcht sense: “ because He is become man, 7.e. is the
Redeemer, but with this redemption itself the xploes also is
given.” Hengstenberg: “as a reward for laking humanity
upon Him.” Against the whole explanation from Dan. vii. 13,
however, to which Beyschlag, Christol. p. 29, with his expla-
nation of the ideal man (the personal standard of divine
judgment), adheres, it is decisive that in the N. T. throughout,
wherever “ Son of man” is used to designate the Messiah,
both words have the article: 6 vios Tob dvpwmov (in John
1. 52,iii 13, 14, vi. 27,52, 62, viii. 28, xii. 23, 34, xiii 31):

! Or the relative humanity ot Him who is God’s Son. The expression is there-
fore ditterent from : *‘ because He w man."”

2 Comp. also Baur in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. J. wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 276 fI.,
end N. 7. Theol. p. 79 fi. ; Holtzmann in the same, 1865, p. 234 f. Akin
tu this interpretation is that ot Weiss, p. 224: ‘o far as He is a son of man,
aud can in human form bring near to men the life-giving revelation of God."
Even thus, however, what is said to be the point of the reason given has to be
supplied. This holds also against Godet, who confounds things that difler:
*“On one side judgment must proceed trom the womb of humanity as an * hom-
mage 2 Dieu,’ and on the other it is entrusted by God's love as s. purification
ot humamty to Him who voluntarily became man.” Groos (in the Stud. u., Kvit.
1668, p. 260) substantially agrees with Beyschlag.
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vios avBpamov without the article’ occurs in Rev. i 13, xiv.
14, but it does not express the idea of the Messiah. Thus
the prophecy in Daniel does not enter into consideration here ;
but “ son of @ human being” is correlative to “ son of God” (of
the Father, vv. 25, 26), although it must frankly be acknow-
ledged that the expression does not necessarily presuppose
birth from a virgin? The Peshito, Armenian version, Theophy-
lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Paulus, connect the words—rightly
taking vios avfp. to mean man—with what follows: “ Marvel
not that He is @ man.” This is not in keeping with the con-
text, while 7ol7o witnesses for the ordinary connection. —
Sonv Exew év éavrd) in Himself. “ Est emphasis in hoe
dicto: vitam habere in sese, i. e. alio modo quam creaturae,
angeli et homines,” Melancthon. Comp. i 4, xiv. 6.2 The
words xai viv éoTw are certainly decisive against Gess (Pers.
Chr. p. 301), who ascribes the gift of life by the Father to the
Son as referring only to His pre-existent glory and His state of
exaltation, which he considers to have been “ suspended” during
the period of His earthly life. The prayer at the grave of
Lazarus only proves that Christ exercised the power of life,
which was bestowed upon Him as His own, in accordance
with the Father's will. See on ver. 21.

Vv. 28-30. Marvel not at this (comp. iii. 7), viz. at what I
have asserted concerning my life-giving and judicial power;

! Weizsiicker (Unlers. iib. d. evang. Gesch. p. 431) cuts away this objection
by the statement, without proof, that wids Zvfp. without the article belongs to
the explanatory exposition of the fourth Gospel. Baeumlein and Beyschlag, to
account for the absence of the article, content themselves with saying that wiss
évép, i3 the predicate, and therefore (comp. Holtzmann) the point would turn on
the meaning of the conception. But the formal and unchanging title, i vids vod
&vdp., would not agree with that ; and, moreover, in this way the owmission ouly
of the first article, and not of the second (rsv), would be explained ; viss dvépimor
can only mean son of @ man. Comp. Barnabas, Ep. xii. (Dressel.)

2 He who is Son of God is son of a man—the latter xava odpxa, i. 14; the
former xzr& wvipa dyiwodvng, Rom. ix. 6, 1. 3.

% Quite in opposition to the iv izvrd, Weizsicker, in the Jakrd. /. Deutsche
Theol. 1857, p. 179, understands the possession of life as brought about *‘ by
transference or communication from the Father." Chap. vi. 57 likewise indicates
life as an essential possession, brought with Him (i. 4) from His pre-existent
stato in His mission from the Father, and according to the Father’s will and
appointment, Col. L 19, il 10.
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for! the last and greatest stage of this my Messianic quickening
work (not the work of the Aoyos as the absolute w7}, to whom
Baur refers the whole passage, vv. 20 ff.; see, on the contrary,
Driickner) is yet to come, namely, the raising of the actually
dead out of their graves, and the final judgment? Against
the interpretation of this verse (see on ver. 21) in a figurative
sense (comp. Isa. xxvi. 19; Ex. xxxvii. 12 ; Dan. xii. 2), it is
decisive that oi év Tois prmuelois would have to mean merely
the spiritually dead, which would be quite out of keeping with
oi Ta ayaba woumjoavres. Jesus Himself intimates by the words
oc €v 7Tois pvnuelors that He here is passing from the spiri-
tually dead, who thus far have been spoken of, to the actual
dead. — 87¢] argumentum a majori; the wonder at the less
disappears before the greater, which is declared to be that
which is one day to be accomplished. We are not to supply,
as Luthardt does, the condition of faithful meditation on the
latter, for the auditors were unbelieving and hostile ; but the
far more wonderful fact that is told does away with the wonder
which the lesser had aroused, goes beyond it, and, as it were,
causes it to disappear. — &pxeTat dpa] Observe that no xal
vov éorw, as in ver. 25, could be added here.— mdvTes]
Here it is as little said that all shall be raised at the same
tome, as in ver. 25 that all the spiritually dead shall be
quickened simultaneously. The rdyuara, which Paul distin-
guishes at the resurrection, 1 Cor. xv. 23, 24, and which are
in harmony with the teaching of Judaisin and of Christ Him-
self regarding a twofold resurrection (Bertholdt, Clristol. pp.
176 ff, 203 £ ; and see on Luke xiv. 14), find room likewise
in the dpa, which is capable of prophetic extension.— oi 7d
dyaba moirjoavres, x.7.\] that is, the first resurrection, that
of the just, who are regarded by Jesus in a purely ethical

1 Ewald renders ov that: “ Marvel not at this, that (as I said in ver. 1) an
Your is coming,” ete. But in ver. 25 the thought and expression are diflerent
from our text.

2 It is not right, as is already plain from the text and ver. 27, to say that in
John the judgment is always represented as an inner fuet (a0 even Holtzmann,
Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 422). The saying, * The world’s history is the world’s
judgment,” only partially represents John's view ; in John the last day is not
without the lust judyment, and this last judgment is with him the world-judg:
ment. See on iil 18.
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aspect, and apart from all national particularism. See on
Luke xiv. 14, and comp. John vi. 39. It was far from His
object here to dwell upon the necessity of His redemption
being appropriated by faith on the part of the dead here
spoken of ; He gives expression simply to the abstract moral
normal condition (comp. Rom. ii. 7, 13 ; Matt. vii. 21). This
necessity, however, whereby they must belong to the oi 703
Xpeorov (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; comp. Matt. xxv. 31 sqq.), implies the
descensus Christt ad inferos.— els avdoT. {whc] they will
come forth (from their graves) info a resurrection of life (re-
presented as local), Ze. to a resurrection, the necessary result
of which (comp. Winer, p. 177 [E. T. p. 235]) is life, life in
the Messiah’s kingdom. Comp. 2 Macc. vii. 14: dvdoTacs
els Lofy; Dan xii. 2; Rom. v. 18: Swalwas Lwis. —
kploews] to which judgment pertains, and judgment, according
to the context, in a condemnatory sense (to eternal death in
Gchenna) ; and accordingly dvdoTaces Ewis does not exclude
an act of judgment, which awards the {w#. — As to the dis-
tinction between mocelv and wpdTTesy, see on iii. 20, 21. Ver.
30 further adds the guarantee of the rectitude of this xpios,
and this expressed in a general way, so that Jesus describes
His judgment generally ; hence the Present, denoting continuous
action, and the general introductory statement of ver. 19, o0
Svvapat, etec. — rabos drodw] e from God, who, by virtue
of the continual communion and confidence subsisting between
Him and Christ, always makes His judgment directly and
consciously koown to Him, in accordance with which Christ
gives His verdict. Christ's sentence is simply the declaration
of God’s judgment consequent upon the continuous self-
revelation of God in His consciousness, whereby the dxoveww
from the Father, which He possessed in His pre-existent state,
is continued in time. — 87¢ o {n7d, x.T.\] “ I cannot there-
fore deviate from the xpivew rafws drovw ; and my judgment,
seeing it is mot that of an individual, but divine, must be
just.” — rod wéuyr. pme, x.TA] as it consequently accords
with this my dependence upon God.

Ver. 31. Justification of His witness to Himself from ver.
19 ff, intermingled with denunciation of Jewish unbelief
(vv. 31-40), which Jcsus continues down to ver. 47. — The
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connection i3 mot that Jesus now passes on to the Ty which
is due to Him (ver. 23), and demands faith as its true form
(Luthardt), for the conception of Tiur does not again become
prominent ; but emwedy Toaira wepi éavrod paprvprioas Eyvw
rovs "TovBaious évlupovuévovs avribeivar xai elmely: 87v éav av
RapTupels Tepi geavrod, %) papTupla cov ok EoTw dAnbise
obdels yap éavré papTvpdy dEbmioTos év dvbpdmos 8 Umo-
Vriay ¢uhavrias wpoéhaBe xai elmev b Euelhov elmelv éelvor,
Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Chrysostom. Thus at the same
time is solved the seeming contradiction with viil, 14, — éyw)
emphatic : if a personal witness concerning myself only, and
therefore not an attestation from another quarter. Comp.
dAXos, ver. 32.— ovx &oTiv aAb] ie. formally speaking,
according to the ordinary rule of law (Chetub. f. 23. 2:
“ testibus de se ipsis mon credunt,” and see Wetstein). In
reality, the relation is different in Christ’s case, see viii. 13-16;
but He does nct insist upon this here, and we must not there-
fore understand His words, with Baeumlein, as if He said:
€l éyw éuapTipouy. .. ovk dv 7w dAnbis 79 paprupia pov. Chap.
viil. 54, 55 also, and 1 Cor iv. 15, xiii. 1, Gal. i. 8, are not
conceived-of in this way.

Ver. 32. Another is He who bears witncss of me. This is
understood either of Jokn the Baptist {Chrysostom, Theophy-
lact, Nonnus, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Grotius, Paulus,
Baumgarten Crusius, de Wette, Ewald) or of God (Cyril,
Augustine, Bede, Rupertius, Beza, Aretius, Cornelius a Lapide,
Calovius, Bengel, Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier,
Luthardt, Lange, Hengstenberg, Briickner, Baeumlein, Godet).
The latter is the right reference; for Jesus Himself, ver. 34,
does mot attach importance to John’s witness, but rather lays
claim, vv. 36, 37, only to the higher, the divine witness.—
xal ol8a, 67s, k.T.A] not a feeble assurance concerning God
(de Wette's objection), but all the weightier from its sim-
plicity, to which the very form of the expression is adapted
(1 papTvpla, fjv papTupel mepl épod), and, moreover, far oo
solemn for the Baptists testimony., On papTvpiav pap-
Tupely, comp. Isa. iil 11, xii. 25; Plato, Eryx. p. 399 B;
Dem. 1131. 4.

Vv. 33, 34. “ That witness, whose testimony you have
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yourselves elicited, John the Baptist, T do not accept, because it
is a human testimony ; I mention him for your salvation (mot
for my advantage), because ye have not appreciated him
according to his high calling (ver. 35); the witness which I
have is greater,)” etc. Ver. 36.— duels] you, on your part.
— pepapt. 7 akn6]i 19 ff.  All that he said was testi-
mony in favour of the truth; for the state of the case (with
reference particularly to what be said of the Messiah) was as
he testified.” — éyo 8¢] but I on my part. — 79y paprvplav)
the witness in question, which is to tell for me. This I cannot
receive from any man. Jesus will not avail Himself of any
huwan witness in this matter; He puts it away from Him.
Accordingly, NauB. . papruplay, just as in iii 11, 32, is to be
taken of the acceptance, not indeed believing acceptance, but
acceptance as progf, conformably with the context. Others,
unnecessarily deviating from John'’s usage, “ I borrow ” (Liicke),
“ I strive after, or lay hold of ” (B. Crusius, comp. Beza, Grotius),
“1 snatch” (de Wette). — iva Spuels cwbijre] for your ad-
vantage, that youw on your part (in opposition to any personal
interest) may attain to salvation. They should take to heart
the remembrance of the Baptist's testimony (TelTa Aéyw), and
thus be roused to faith, and become partakers of the Messiah’s
redemption ; “ vestra res agitur,” Bengel.

Ver. 35. What a manifestation he was, yet how lightly ye
esteemed him ! — v and #feX point to a manifestation
already past. — o Adyves] mot 7o ¢ds, 1. 8, but less; hence
¢ds in the second clause is used only predicatively. The
article denotes the appointed lamp which, according to O. T.
promise, was to appear, and had appeared in John as the fore-
runner of the Messiah, whose vocation it was to inform the
people of the Messianic salvation (Luke i 76, 77). The
figure of the man who lights the way for the approaching
bridegroom (Luthardt) is very remote. Comp. rather the
similar image, though not referred to here, ot the mission of
Elias, Ecclus. xlviii. 1. The comparison with a lamp in
similar references was very common (2 Sam. xxi. 17; Rev.
xxi. 23; 2 Pet. i. 19). Comp. also Strabo, xiv. p. 642,
where Alexander the rhetorician bears the surname o Adyvos.
— kaidpevos kal palvwy] is not to be interpreted of two

R
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different propertics (burning zeal and light-giving); in the
nature of things they go together. A lamp burns and shines ;
this it does of necessity, and thus it is represented. Comp.
Luke xii. 35; Rev. iv. 5. — Vuels 8¢, «.7.1] striking de-
scription of the frivolous worldliness which would gratify its
own short-lived excitement and pleasure in this mew and
grand manifestation, instead of making use of it to obtain
saving knowledge, and allowing its full solemnity to operate
apon them. The Jews flocked in great crowds to the Baptist
(Matt. iii. 5, xi. 7 ff), as to the messenger of the approaching
glorious kingdom of the Messiah ; but instead of finding what
they desired (30ehsjs.), they found all the severity of the spirit
of Elias calling to repentance, and how soon was the concourse
over! In like manner, the Athenians hoped to find a new
and passing devertissement when the Apostle Paul came among
them. “ Johanne ufendum erat, non jfruendum,” Bengel —
Tpos Gpav] Tob ebxohiav adTdy SewvivTos éaTi Kal 8Ti Tayéws
abrod amemipdnoay, Chrysostom. Comp. Gal. ii. 5; Philem.
15. The main feature of the perverted desire does not lie in
7pos @pav, which more accurdtely describes the dyaX. accord-
ing to its frivolity, so soon changing into satiety and disgust,
but in dryaX\. itself, instead of which perdvota should have
been the object of their pursuit.— é» 7¢ dpwTl adTod] in, te
encompassed by ks light, the radiance which shone forth from
him. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 6 ; and for yaipetr év, see on Phil. i. 18.

Ver. 36. ’Eyw 8¢] Formal antithesis to Uuels in ver. 35,
and referring back to the éyw 8¢ of ver. 34.— I have the
witness which ©s greater (not “ the greater witness ;” see Kiihner,
1L § 493. 1) than John. 7Tod 'Iwdvvov in the sense of Tis
7ot "Twdy., according to a well-known comparatio compendiaria.'
See on Matt. v. 20. On peilw, te “of weightier evidence,”
comp. Isoc. Archid. § 32: paprvplav peifw xal capeorépay. —
Ta €pya] not simply the miracles strictly so called, but the
Messianie works generally, the several acts of the Messiah’s
entire work, the &opyov of Jesus (iv.. 34, xvil. 4). *Epya are
always deeds, not word and teachings (word and work are
distinet conceptions, not only in Scripture, but elsewhere like-

! The reading adopted by Lachmann, wsier (A, B. F. G. M. 4., Cursives), is
@othing else than an error of transcription.
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wise; see Lobeck, Paralip. pp. 64, 65; Ellendt, Zcx. Soph. 1.
p- 672; Plugk, ad Eur. Hee. 373); but what the word of
Jesus effected, spiritual quickening (ver. 20), separation, en-
lightenment, and so on, and in like manner the resurrection
of the dead and judgment (vv. 28, 29), are included in the
épya, and constitute His épyor as a whole. When miracles
properly so called are designated by the more general term
épya, it is indicated in the context, as in iii. 2, vii. 3, 21, and
often. — éSwxe] hath given, expressing the divine appointment,
and bestowment of power. Comp. Homer, 7/, €. 428 : o7 Tot,
Téxvoy éudy, 8éSorar moheunia &ya. Comp. v. 727. — (va
7€\ avTa] Intention of the Father in committing to Him
the works : He was to accomplish them (comp. iv. 34, xvii. 4),
not to leave them undone or only partially accomplished, but
fully to carry out the entire task which the works divinely
entrusted to Him involved for the attainment of the goal
of Messianic salvation. —ad7te Ta €pya) those very works,
emphatic repetition (Kiihner, IL § 632), where, moreover, the
homoeoteleuton (the recurrence of the a five times running)
must not be regarded as a dissonance (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 53).
— & éyw motd] éyw with august self-consciousness. As to
how they witness, see xiv. 11.

Ver. 37. From the works which testified that He was the
Sent of God, He now passes to the witness ¢ the Sender Him..
sclf ; theretore from the ¢ndirect divine testimony, presented in
the works, to the direct testimony in the Scriptures. And the
Father Himself, who hath sent me, hath borne witness of me.
The subject, which is placed at the beginning of the sentence,
the independence (immediateness) expressed by adros, together
with the Perfect ueuapt., unite to prove that there is no longer
any reference here to the previous testimony, that of the
works, by which God had borne testimony (against Augus-
tine, Grotius, Maldonatus, Olshausen, Baur, and most others).
Quite arbitrary, and in opposition to the account of the
baptism given by John, is the view which others take, that the
divine witness given in the voice at the baptism, Matt. iii. 17
(but see rather John i 33), is here meant (Chrysostom,
Rupertius, Jansen, Bengel, Lampe, Paulus, Godet). While
Ewald (Johann. Schr. 1. 216) includes together both the
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baptism and the works, Hengstenberg adds to these two thae
witness of Scripture likewise; others, again, “the immediate
divine witness in the belicver's heart, by means of which the
indirect testimony of the works is first apprehended” (De
Wette, B. Crusius, Tholuck), the “drawing” of the Father,
vi. 14, comp. vi. 45, viii. 47. But there is not the slightest
indication in the text that an outward, perceptible, concrete,
and objective witness is meant; nay more, in the face of the
following connection (pwviv . . . €idos). The only true interpre-
tation in harmony with the context is that which takes it to
mean the witness which God Himself has given in His word,
in the Scriptures of the O. T. (Cyril, Nonnus, Theophylact,
Euthymius Zigabenus, Beda, Calvin, Kuinoel, Liicke, Lange,
Maier, Luthardt). In the O. T. prophecies, God Himself has
lifted up His voice and revealed His form.— odte pwvijy,
x.1.A.] Reproach of want of susceptibility for this testimony, all
the more emphatic through the absence of any antithetic par-
ticle. Neither a votce of His have ye ever heard, nor a form of
His have ye ever seen. With respect to what God had spoken in
the O. T. as a testimony to Christ (uepaptip. mepi éuod), or as
to the manner in which, with a like purpose, He had therein
given His self-manifestation to the spiritual contemplation (He
had made known his 8oEa; comp. popdy feod, Phil. ii. 6),—to
the one ye were spiritually deaf, to the other ye were spiritually
blind. As the first cannot, conformably with the context, be
taken to mean the revealing voice of God within, vouchsafed
to the prophets (De Wette), so neither can the second refer
merely to the Theophanies (in particular, to the appearances oi
the Angel of the Lord, Hengstenberg) and prophetic isions,'
but to the entire self-revelation of God in the O. T. generally, by
virtue of which He lets Himself be seen by him who has eyes
to see ;—a general and broad interpretation, which corresponds
with the general nature of the expression, and with its logical
relation to pewapt. w. éuot. The Jews could not have henrd
the woice at the baptism, nor could they have seen the form of
God as the Logos had seen it, i 18, iii. 13; and for this

! Jesus could not reproach His opponents with not having received prophetic
revelations, such as Theophanies and Visions, for these were marks of distinction
bestowed only on individuals. This also against Weiss, Lehirbegr. pp. 104, 105,
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reason neither the one meaning nor the other can be found in
the words (Ewald). Every interpretation, moreover, is incorrect
which finds in them anything but a reproach, because Jesus
speaks in the second person, and continues to do so in ver. 38,
where the tone of censure is still obvious. We must therefore
reject the explanation of B. Crusius: “ never hitherto has this
immediate revelation of God taken place;” and that of Tholuck:
“ye have not received a more direct revelation than did Moses
and his cotemporaries (Num. xii. 8; Deut. iv. 15, v. 24), but
ye have not received within you the witness of the revelation
in the word,”—an artificial connecting of ver. 37 with ver. 38,
which the words forbid. Paunlus and Kuinoel (comp. Euthy-
mius Zigabenus) likewise erroneously say that “Jesus here
concedes, in some degree, to the Jews what they had themselves
wished to urge n objection, viz. that they had heard no divine
voice, etc. Comp. Ebrard (in Olshausen), who imports the
idea of irony into the passage.

Ver. 38. At the end of ver. 37 we must place only a
comma. John might have continued: ofire Tov Adyov, x.T.\. ;
instead of which he attaches the negation not to the particle,
but to the verb (o¥Te... xal, see on iv. 11), and thus the new
thought comes in more independently: And ye have not His
word abiding in you; ye lack an inner and permanent appro-
priation of it; comp. 1 John ii. 14. The Aoyos Beod is not
“the inner revelation of God in the conscience” (Olshausen,
Frommann), but, conformably with the context (vv. 37, 39),
what God has spoken in the 0. T., and this according to its
purport. Had they given ear to this as, what it is in truth,
the word of God (but they had no ear for God's voice, ver.
37), had they discerned therein God’s manifestation of Him-
self (but they had no eye for God’s form, ver. 37), what God
had spoken would have penetrated through the spiritual ear
and eye into the heart, and would have become the abiding power
of their inner life. — 8t¢ 6y dméaTetrey, x.T\] demonstra-
tion ot the fact. He who rejects the sent of God cannot have
that word abiding in him, which witnesses to Him who is
sent (ver. 37). “Quomodo mandata regis discet qui legatum
excludit 2” Grotius. — 7o07¢ Yuels] observe the emphasis in
the position of the words here.
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Vv. 39, 40 bring out to view the complete perversity of
thes unbelicf. “The Scriptures testify of me, as the Mediator-
of eternal life; he, therefore, who searches the Scriptures,
because in them he thinks he Las eternal life, will by that
witness be referred to me; ye search the Scriptures, because,
etc, and yet refuse to follow me according to their guidance.”
How inconsistent and self-contradictory is this! That épevvaTe
is Indicative (Cyril, Erasmus, Casaubon, DBeza, Bengel, and
many moderns, also Kuinoel, Liicke, Olshausen, Klece, De
Wette, Maier, Hilgenfeld, Briickner, Godet), and not Jmpera-
tive (Chrysostom, Augustine, Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga-
benus, Luther, Calvin, Aretius, Maldonatus, Cornelius a Lapide,
Grotius, Calovius, Wolt, Wetstein, Paulus, B. Crusius, Tholuck,
Hofmann, Luthardt, Baeumlein, Ewald, Hengstenberg, arguing
from Isa. xxxiv. 16), is thus clear from the context, in which
the Imperative would introduce a foreign element, especially
out of keeping with the correlative xai ob Gérere. Comp. also
Lechler in the Stud. w. Krit. 1854, p. 795. The searching of
the Scriptures might certainly be attributed to the Jews, comp.
vii. 52 (against B. Crusius and Tholuck); but a special sig-
nificance is wrongly attached to épevvare (a study which pene-
trates into the subject itself, and attains a truly inward
possession of the word, Luthardt); and the contradiction of
ver. 40, which forms such a difficulty, is really nothing but
the inconsistency which Jesus wishes to bring out to view. —
vueis] emphatic, for you, ye on your part, are the people
who think this. Still there lies in SoxeiTe neither blame!
nor (as Ewald maintains, though ver. 45 is different) a deli-
cate sarcastic reference to their exaggerated and scholastic
reverence for the letter of Scripture, but certainly a contrast
to the actual é&yew, which Jesus could mot affirm concerning
them, because they did not believe in Him who was testified

! Aceording to Hilgenfeld, Lekrbegr. p. 213 (comp. his Evang. p 272, and
Zeitschr. 1863, p. 217), directed against the delusion ot the Jews, that they
possessed the perfect source of blessedness in the Jiteral sense ot the O. T. which
proceeded from the Demiurge, and was intended by him. Even Rothe, in the Stud.
u, Krit. 1860, p. 67, takes doxeirs in the sense of a delusion, viz. that they possessed
eternal lifein a book. Such explanations are opposed to the high veneration mani-
fested by Jesus towards the Holy Scriptures, especially apparentin John, though
Lere even Weiss, p. 106, approves of the interpretation of an erroncous dowsiv.
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of in the Scriptures as the Mediator ¢f eternal life. Comp.
Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. 671. Theoretically considered, they
were right in their Soxeiv, but practically they were wrong,
because Christ remained hidden from them in the Scriptures.
Comp. as to the thing itself, 2 Cor. iii. 15, 16; and on &yev
tonv al, iil. 15.— év adrais] The possession of Messianic
life is regarded as contained in the Scriptures, in so far as they
contain that by which this possession is brought about, that
which is not given outside the Scriptures, but only <n them. —
xal éxetvatr, x7.\] Prominence assigned to the identity of
the subject, in order to bring out the contrast more fully: and
they, those very Scriptures which ye search, are they which, etc.
—«kal oU féxeTe] xai does not mean and yet, but simply
and. This simplicity is all the more striking, more striking
and tragic even than the interrogative interpretation (Ewald).
On éxfeiv mpos pe, denoting a believing adherence to Christ,
comp. vi. 35. They stood aloof from Him, and this depended
on their well, Matt. xxiii. 37. — fva {w7jv €x.] “in order that
that Soxeiv of yours might become a reality.”

Vers. 41-44. “ I do not utter these reproaches against you
from (disappointed) ambition, but because I have perceived
what & want of all right feeling towards God lies at the root
of your unbeliet.” — 80 Eav wapa dvfp.] These words go to-
gether, and stand emphatically at the beginning of the sentence,
because there is presupposed the possibility of an accusation
on this very point. Comp. Plato, Phaedr. p. 232 A ; see also
1 Thess. ii. 6. — o0 AapfB.] i.e. “I reject it,” as in ver. 34.—
éyvora Ypds] “ cognilos vos habeo; hoc radio penetrat corda
auditorum,” Bengel. — 7. dydw. 7. fcov] If they had love to
God in their hearts (this being the summary of their law !),
they would have felt sympathy towards the Son, whom the
Father (ver. 43) sent, and would have received and recognised
Him. The article is generic; what they lacked was love to
God. — év éavTois] in your own hearts; it was an excellence
Joreign to them, of which they themselves were destitute—a mere
theory, existing outside the range of their inner life. — Ver. 43.
Actual result of this deficiency with reference to their relation
towards Jesus, who had come in His Father's name, .. as His
appointed representative, and consequently as the true Christ
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(comp. vil. 28, viii. 42), but who was unbelievingly despised
by them, whereas, on the other hand, they would receive a
false Messiah. — év 7 dvduare 7@ I8{p] in his own name,
t.c. in his own authority and self-representations, not as one
commissioned of God (which He of course is alleged to be),
consequently a false Messiah;' ~revddvvpos avip avriBeos,
Nonnus. He will be received, because he satisfies the oppo-
site of the love of God, viz. sclf-love (by promising earthly
glory, indulgence towards sin, etc.). For a definite prophecy
of false Messiahs, see Matt. xxiv. 24, To suppose a special
reference to Barkockba (Hilgenfeld), is arbitrarily to take for
granted the uncritical assumption of the post-apostolic origin of
this Gospel. According to Schudt, Judische Merkwurdiglkeit. vi.
27-30 (in Bengel), sixty-four such deceivers have been counted
since the time of Christ. — Ver. 44. The reproach of unbelief
now rises to its highest point, for Jesus in a wrathful question
denies to the Jews even the ability to believe. — iueis] has a
deeply emotional emphasis: How is it possible for you people
to believe ? And the ground of this impossibility is: because
ye Teceive honour ome of another (8ofav mwapa dAM. are taken
together), because ye reciprocally give and take honour of
yourselves. This ungodly desire of honour (comp. xii. 43;
Matt. zxiil 5 sqq.), and the indifference, necessarily concomi-
tant therewith, towards the true honour, which comes from
God, must so utterly blicht and estrange the heart from the
divine element of life, that it is not even capable of faith.
That divine 8ofa is indeed the true glory of Israel (Luthardt),
comp. Rom. ii. 29, but it is not here designated as such, as
also the 80fav mapa dM\. Aapf. does not appear as a designa=
tion of the * spurious-Judaism,” which latter is in general a
wider conception (Rom. il 17 ff). — r9v wapa, s\ for it
consists in this, that one knows himself to be recognised and
esteemed of God. Comp. as to the thing itself, xii. 43 ; Rom.
il 29,iiL 23. — wapa Tob povov Beod] not “ from God alone”

1 This reference of the text to false Messiahs is not too narrow (Luthardt,
Briickner), because éAfdy corresponds to the #r4iufa ; and this, as the entire
context shows, indicates that the appearance of the Messiah had taken place.
"This also tells against Tholuck’s general reference to false prophets. Blany
of the Fathers have taken the words to refer to Antichress
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(Grotius, De Wette, Godet, and most others, from an erroneous
reference to Matt. iv. 4, 10), but from the alone (only) God.
Cf. xvii. 3 ; Rom. xvi. 26 ; 1 Tim. vi. 15. The adj. shows the
exclusive value of this honour. — 0¥ {nTefTe] The tranmsition
from the participle to the finite tense gives greater independence
and impressiveness to the second clause.

Vv. 45-47. In concluding, Jesus sweeps away from under
their feet the entire ground and foundation upon which they
based their hope, by representing Moses, their supposed saviour,
as really their accuser, seeing that their unbelief implied
unbelief in Moses, and this latter unbelief made it impos-
sible for them to believe in Jesus. This last completely
annihilating stroke at the unbelievers is not only in itself,
but also in its implied reference to the cause of the hostility
of the Jews (ver. 15), “maxime aptus ad conclusionem,”
Bengel.—pun Soxeire] as you might perhaps believe from my
previous denunciation. — xkaTnyopricw] not of the final judg-
ment (Ewald and early writers), where certainly Christ is
Judge; but in general, Jesus, by virtue of His permanent in-
tercourse with the Father, might at any fime have accused
them before Him. — éa7ev 0 ka7ny. Op.] The emphatic éorw :
there exists your accuser Moses—he as the representative of the
law (not of the whole of the O. T, as Ewald thinks); there-
fore not again the future, but the present participle used as a
substantive, expressing continuous accusation. — vueis] has
tragic emphasis. — fAmwlxaTe] ye have set your hope, and do
hope; comp. iii. 18, and see on 2 Cor.'i. 10. As a reward for
their zeal for the law, and their obedience (Rom. ii. 17 ff, ix.
31 f.), the Jews hoped for the salvation of the Messianic king-
dom, towards the attainment of which Moses was accordingly
their patron and mediator.

Ver. 46. Proof that Moses was their accuser. Moses wrote
of Christ, referring to Deut. xviil 15, and generally to all the
Messianic types (comp. iii. 14) and promises of the Pentatench,
and to its general Messianic import (Luke xxiv. 44; Rom. x.
5); in this, that they did not believe Christ (z.e. that He spoke
the truth),is implied that they rejected the truth of what Moses
had written concerning Him. This unbelief is the subject-
matter of Moses' accusation. Well says Bengel: “ Non juvit
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Judaeos illud : Credimus vera esse omnia, quae Moses seripsit.
Yide explicita opus erat.” — Ver. 47. 8¢] Further 00113111sion
from the unbelief with regard to Moses, pointed out in ver. 46.
Thus the discourse ends with a question implying hopeless-
ness.—The antithesis is not between ypdupaciv and pripace
(as if the writings were easier of belief than the words), but
between éxeivov and éuols (faith in Aim being the necessary
condition of faith in Christ); while the distinction of Moses
having written (comp. ver. 46), and Christ spoken, simply pre-
sents the Austorical relation. Were the antithesis between
ypdup. and pap., these words would have taken the lead;
were it between botk, in ypdu. and prip., and at the same time
in éxewov and éuols likewise, this twofold relationship must
have been shown, thus perhaps: 7ols ypdupacw Tois éxeivov
... Tols pripade Tols €uols.

Note. — The discourse, vv. 19-47, so fully emhodies in its
entire progress and contents, allowing for the necessary Johan-
nine colouring in the mode of representation, those essential
doctrines which Jesus had to advocate in the face of the
unbelieving Jews, and exhibits, in expression and practical ap-
plication, so much that is characteristic, great, thoughtful, and
striking, that even Strauss himself does not venture to deny that
it came substantially from the Lord, though as to its form he
attaches suspicious importance to certain resemblances with the
first Epistle ; but such a suspicion is all the less weighty, the
more we are warranted to regard the Johannine idiosyncrasy as
developed and moulded by the vivid recollection of the Lord’s
words, and as under the guidance of His Spirit, which pre-
served and transtigured that recollection. The reasons which
lead Weisse to see nothing in the discourse but synoptical
matter, and B. Bauer to regard the whole as a reflection of the
later consciousness of the Churcl, while Gfrorer supposes a real
discourse, artificially shaped by additions and formal alterations,
consist so much of arbitrary judgments and erroneous explana-
tions and presuppositions, that sober criticism gains nothing by
them, nor can the discourse which is attacked lose anything.
Certainly we have in it “a genuine exposition of Johanuine
theology ” (Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 273), but in such a manner,
that this is the theology of Christ Himself, the miracle of heal-
ing at Bethesda being historically the occasion of the utterance
in this manner of its main elements. This miracle itself is
indeed by Baur regarded as a fictitious pretext, invented for
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the delivery of the discourse, so much so that * every feature in
it seems to have been intended for this purpose” (p. 159); and
this in the face of the fact that no reference whatever is made
(in ver. 19 ff.) to the point in connection with the miracle at
which the Jews took offence, viz. the breaking of the Subbath
(ver.16). Nothing whatever is specially said concerning miracles
(for épya denotes a far wider conception), but the whole discourse
turns upon that Messianic faith in the person of Jesus which
the Jews refused to entertain. The fundamental truths, on this
occasion so triumphantly expressed, “ were never taught by
Him so distinctly and definitely as now, when the right oppor-
tunity presented itself, at the very time when, after the Baptist’s
removal, He came fully forth as the Messiah, and was called
upon, quietly and comprehensively, to explain those highest of
all relations, the explanation of which was previously demanded.”
Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 298 {.; comp. his Jokann. Schr. 1. 206 ff.
At this crisis ot His great mission and work, the references in
the discourse to the Baptist, and the apologetic statements con-
cerning His life-giving work and the divine witness of Scrip-
ture, connect themselves so necessarily with His historical
position, that it cannot even remotely suffice to suppose, with
Weizsicker, p. 282, that the discourse was composed simply with
an eye to the synoptical statements of Matt. xi
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CHAPTER VL

Ver. 2. idpwy] Lachm. and Tisch.: tdedpowy, after A. B. D. L
8. Cursives, Cyr. The origin of this reading betrays itself
through A., which has #edpwy, judging from which édpwv must
have been the original reading. The ééedp. was all the more
easily received, however, because John invariably uses the
Perfect only of épav—After this Elz. has atro?, against
decisive testimonies. — Ver. 5. dayopdeouev] Scholz, Lachm.,
Tisch., read dyopdowusy, in favour of which the great majority
of the testimonies decide. — Ver. 9. §v] is wanting in B. D. L. .
Cursives, Or. Cyr. Chrys. and some Verss. Rejected by
Schulz after Gersd., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.
But how easily might it have been overlooked, because super-
fluous, and coming after the syllable ON! For § Lachm and
Tisch. read &, tollowing decisive witnesses; transcribers were
easily led to make changes according to the grammatical gender.
—Ver. 11. After éiédwze Elz. has =iz wpadnraiz, oi 8t padnrai,
words which are wanting in A. B. L. 8* Cursives, Fathers, and
almost all Versions. An enlargement in imitation of Matt. xiv.
19 and parallels. — Ver. 15. Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly
deleted zirév after wose.; an addition wanting in A. B. L. .
Cursives, Or. Cyr. — Ver. 17. ov«] B. D. L. 8. Cursives, Versions
(not Vulgate), and Fathers read olww. So Lachm. and Tisch.
A gloss introduced tor the sake of more minute definition. —
Ver. 22. i3dv] Lachm. reads efdos, after A. B. Chrys. Verss.
{L. 100v); D. & Verss. read o/dc. The finite tense was introduced
to make the construction easier.— After v Elz. Scholz have
fzelio el & Ovifnoav of padnral «brot, against very important
authorities. An explanatory addition, with many variations in
detail. — #%670y] Elz.: ahosdpiov against decisive witnesses.
Mechanical and careless (vv: 17, 21) repetition borrowed trom
what precedes. — Ver. 24. airo/] Elz. xa! airo/, against decisive
witnesses. — Ver. 36. w¢ is bracketed by Lachm., deleted by
Tisch. The authorities against it are insufficient (only A. n.
among the Codices), and it might easily have been left out after
TE — Ver. 39. After ue Elz. has sarpis, the omission of which
is overwhelmingly attested. An addition. — Ver. 40. o0
warpic wov] So also Lachm. and Tisch. The Textus Receptus
Is ol wéu~yaveég we. DPreponderance of testimony is in favour
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of the former; the latter i3 a repetition from ver. 39, whence
also, instead of yép, the received reading 8¢ was inserted. —
vh éox. nu.] According to A. D. K. L, etc., & = ¢oy. #u. is to
be restored, as in ver. 39, where &, indeed, is wanting in many
witnesses ; but that it was the original reading is indicated by
the reading ablrév (instead of «irs). In ver. 54, also, & is
sufficiently confirmed, and (against Tisch.) is to be in like
manner restored. — Ver. 42. The second %705 has against it
B. C. D. L. T. Cursives, Verss. Cyr. Chrys.; bracketed by
Lachm. But it might easily have been overlooked as being
unnecessary, and because the similar OTI follows. — Ver. 45.
éxoboas] drobwy, which Griesbach received and Scholz adopted,
has important authority, but this is outweighed by the tes-
timonies for the Received reading. It is nevertheless to be
preferred ; for, considering the following u«ddy, the Aorist
would easily occur to the transcribers who did not consider the
difference of sense. o0v before ¢ ¢xotwv is to be struck out (with
Lachm. and Tisch.) upon sufficient counter testimony, as being
a connective addition. In vv. 51, 54, 57, 58, the form ¢joer is,
upon strong evidence, to be uniformly restored. — Concerning
the omission of the words #v éyé ddew in ver. 51, see the
exegetical notes. — Ver. 55. For éxnda@¢ Lachm. and Tisch. have
both times &rndng, which is powerfully confirmed by B. C. K.
L. T. Cursives, Versions (yet not the Vulgate), and Fathers
(even Clement and Origen). The genuine &r#7s, as seeming
inappropriate, would be glossed and supplanted now by arrnésg
and now by &infny (already in Origen once). — Ver. 58. After
marépes, Elz. Scholz have tuwiv 78 pdwe, Lachm. simply b pdwe,
both against very important testimony. An enlargement. —
Ver. 63. Aerdrgxe] Elz. aed, against decisive witnesses.
Altered because the reference of the Perfect was not under-
stood. Comp. xiv. 10. — Ver. 69. 6 Xpiordg 6 vidg r. deos] The
reading ¢ dyios 7 feoi is confirmed by B. C* D. L. x. Nonn.
Cosm., and adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. The Received
reading is from Matt. xvi. 16, whence also came the addition
Tou z&';v'ro; in the Elz.— Ver. 71. ’onapmi'rn v] Lachm. and Tisch.
read 'lexepidrov, after B. C. G. L. 33, and Verss. So, after the
same witnesses in part, in xiii. 26. But as in xiv. 22 *Yexapidrng
occurs critically confirmed as the name of Judas himself (not
of his father), and as the genitive might easily be introduced
as explanatory of the name (dd Kapidrov, as 8. and many
Cursives actually read here), the Received reading is to be
retained, Had John regarded the name as designating the
Sather of Judas, it would not be apparent why he did not use
the genitive in xiv. 22 also. See, besides, the exegetical notes.
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Ver. 1. The account of the Fecding is the same with that
given in Matt. xiv. 13 ff, Mark vi. 30 ff, Luke ix. 10 fT,
and serves as the basis ot the discourse which follows, though
Schweizer denies that vv. 1-26 proceed from John. The
discrepancies in matters of detail are immaterial, and bear
witness to the independence of John’s account. The author
of this narrative, according to Baur, must have appropriated
synoptical material for the purpose of his own exposition, and
of elevating into a higher sphere the miracle itself, which in
the Symoptics did not go beyond the supply of temporal
needs. The historical connection with what precedes is not
the same in Johun and in the Synoptics, and this must be
simply acknowledged To introduce more or less synoptical
history into the space implied in uerd radra (Ebrard, Lange,
Lichtenstein, and many), is not requisite in John, and
involves much uncertainty in detail, especially as Matthew
does not agree with Mark and Luke ; for he puts the mission
of the disciples earlier, and does not connect their return with
the Miraculous Feeding. To interpolate their mission and
return into John'’s narrative, inserting the former at chap. v. 1,
and the latter at vi 1, so that the disciples rejoined Jesus at
Tiberias, is very hazardous; for John gives no hint of it, and
in their silence concerning it Matthew and John agree (against
Wieseler and most expositors). According to Ewald, at a
very early date, a section, “ probably a whole sheet,” between
chap. v. and vi,, was altogether lost. But there is no indica-
tion of this in the text, nor does it form a necessary pre-
supposition for the succeeding portions of the narrative (as
vii 21). — peTa TaidTa) after these transactions at the feast
of Purim, chap. v. —adw#Afer] from Jerusalem ; whither ?
mépay 1. Ba., k7., tells us. Thuc i 111. 2, il 67.1:
wopevbivas mépav Tob ‘EX\gomévrov ; Plut. Per. 19 ; 1 Macc.
ix. 34; and comp. ver. 17. To suppose some place in Galilee,
of starting from which am7Afev is meant (Brnickner, Luthardt,
Hengstenberg, Godet, and earlier critics),—Capernaum, for
example,—is, after v. 1, quite arbitrary. ’AmiAfe mépav, ©. T\,
rather implies: amohvroy ‘Iepocorvua 7Abe mépav, kT
Comp. x 40, xviil. 1.—7#s T¢Bep.] does not imply that
He set sail from Tiberias (Paulus), as the genitive of itself
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might indicate (Kiihner, IL. 160), though this use of it does
not occur in the N. T.; it is the chorographical genitive
(Kriiger, xlvii. 5. 5-7), more closely describing 77s fardoo.
mijs I'axiX. (comp. Vulg. and Beza: “ mare Galilaeae, quod est
Tiberiadis”).  Therefore “ on the other side of the Galilucan
lake ¢f Tiberias” thus denoting the southern half of the lake,
on the western shore of which lay the town built by Antipas,
and called after the emperor Tiberias. Comp.’ xxi. 1. In
Pausan. v. 7. 3, the entire lake is called Auwvy TiBepis. In
Matthew and Luke we find the name fdiacca Tijs I'ahin.
only ; in Luke v. 1 : AMuvy Tevvnpoapér. Had John intended
75s TiBeprddos not as a more exact description of the locality,
but only for the sake of foreign readers (Liicke, Godet, Ewald,
and others), it would have been sufficient to have omitted 775
I'aa\. (comp. xxi 1), which indeed is wanting in G. and a
few other witnesses.

Vv. 2, 3. 'THxoroWifer] on this journey, continuously. —
édpwv)] not had seen (against Schweizer, B. Crusius), but sauw.
He performed them (émole:) upon the way.—éwi 7. do6.]
among the sick. Dem. 574. 3 ; Plat. Pol. iii. p. 399 A;
Bernhardy, p. 246. —eis 7o 8pos) upon the mountain which
was there. See on Matt. v. 1. The mountain was certainly
on the other side of the lake, but we cannot determine the
locality more nearly. The loneliness of the mountain does
not contradict Matt. xiv. 13, nor does the eastern side of the
lake contradict Luke ix. 10 ff. (see in loc.).

Ver. 4. 'Evyyds] close at hand. See on v. 1. Paulus
wrongly renders it not long since past. See, on the contrary,
ii. 13, vii. 2, xi 55. The statement is intended as intro-
ductory to ver. 5, explaining how it happened (comp. xiL 55)
that Jesus, after He had withdrawn to the mountain, was
again attended by a great multitude (ver. 5),—a thing which
could not have happened had not the Passover been nigh.
It was another crowd (not, as is commonly assumed, that
named in ver. 2, which had followed Him in His progress
towards the lake), composed of pilgrims to the feast, who
therefore were going the opposite way, from tne neighbour-
hood of the lake in the direction of Jerusalem. Thus ver. 4 is
not a mere chronological note (B, Crusius, Maier, Briickner,
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Ewald), against which the analogy of vii. 2 (with the odu
following, ver. 3) is decisive ; nor is it, because every moro
specific hint to that effect is wanting, to be looked upon as
referring by anticipation® to the following discourse of Jesus
concerning eating His flesh and blood as the antitype of the
Passover (B. Bauer; comp. Baur, p. 262, Luthardt, Hengsten-
berg, and already Lampe).— % éop7ry 7. ’Tovdalwv] xat.
€€oxnv. There is no intimation that Jesus Himself went up
to this feast (Liicke). See rather vii. 1.

Vv. 5, 6. According to the reading dyopdowuev, whence
are we to buy ? deliberative conjunctive. The fact that Jesus
thus takes the indtiative (as host, Ewald thinks, but this is not
enough), and takes action without the prompting of any
expressed meed, however real, is not to be explained merely
on the supposition that this is an abridgment (Liicke, Neander,
Hengstenberg) of the synoptical account (Matt. xiv. 15); it
is a duscrepancy, which, however, does not destroy the fact
that John was an eye-witness. It is purely arbitrary on
Baur’s part to assume the design to be that of directing
attention more directly to the spiritual purpose of the miracle,
or, with Hilgenfeld, to regard all here as composed out of
synoptical materials to prove the omnipotence of the Logos.
The most simple and obvious course is to explain the
representation given as flowing from the preponderating idea
of the Messiah’s autonomy? See on Matt, xiv. 15, It is an
analogous case when Jesus Himself gave occasion to and intro-
duced the miracle at Bethesda, v. 6. It is a supplement to
the narrative in the Synoptics, that Jesus discussed with
Philip (i. 44) the question of bread. Why with Aim?
According to Bengel, because it fell to him to manage the

1 Comp. also Godet : Jesus must have been in the position * d'un proscrit,”
and could not go to Jerusalem to the Passover; He therefore saw in the
approaching multitudes a eign from the Father, and thought, *‘ Et moi aussi, je
célébrerai une pdque.” This is pure invention,

2 Amid such minor circumstances, the idea might certainly supplant the more
exact historical recollection even in a John. We have no right, however, on
that account, to compare Jesus, according to John's representation, to a house-
wife, who, when she sees the guests coming in the distance, thinks in the first
place of what she cun set before them, as Hase (Ziibing. Schule, p. 4) very
inappropriately has done.
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res alimentaria, which is improbable, for Judas was treasurer,
xiii. 29. Judging from ver. 6, we might say it was because
Philip had to be tested according to his intellectual idiosyn-
crasy (xiv. 8 ff), and convinced of his inability fo adwvise.
The wetpalerv does not signify the trial of faith (so usually,
even Hengstenberg), but, as adrds ryap 78e shows, was a test
whether he could here suggest any expedient ; and the answer of
the disciple (ver. 7) conveys only the impression that he
knew of none. ZThis consciousness, however, was intended
also to prepare the disciple, who so closely resembled Thomas,
and for whom the question, therefore, had an educative pur-
pose, the more readily to feel, by the new and coming miracle,
how the power of faith in the divine agency of his Lord
transcended all calculations of the intellect. This was too
important a motter for Jesus with respect to that disciple, to
allow us to suppose that metpdfwv adrov is a mere notion of
John’s own, which had its origin among the transfiguring
recollections of a later time (Ewald). Hidet tdv pabnrav
Tobs pdhioTa OSeouévovs Thelovos Sidagxahias, Theodore of
Mopsuestia; in which there is nothing to suggest our attribut-
ing to Philip a “ simplicité naive,” Godet.— adTés] Himself,
without having any need to resort to the advice of another.
Vers. 7-9. For 200 denarit (about 80 Rhenish Guldens,
nearly £7) we cannot get bread enough for them, ete. This
amount is not named as the contents of the purse, but generally
as a large sum, which nevertheless was inadequate to meet the
need. Different in Mark vi. 37.— Vv. 8, 9. A special
trait of originality. — els éx 7. pafnt. adrol] may seem
strange, for Philip was himself a disciple, and it is ex-
plained by Wassenbach as a gloss. It has, however, this
significance ; Philip had been specially asked, and after he
had answered so helplessly, another from the circle of the
disciples, viz. Aundrew, directed a communication to the Lord,
which, though made with a cousoiousness of helplessness, was
made the instrument for the further procedure of Jesus.—
macddpiov €v] who had these victuals for sale as a market
boy, not a servant of the company, B. Crusius. It may be
read one single lad (Matt. xi. 16), or even one single young
slave (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 240; Schleusner, Thes. IIL
5
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p. 160). Comp. the German ein Birschchen (a lad), as also
the manner in which mawdidy is used (Aristoph. Ran. 37;
Nub. 131). In which of the two senses it stands here we
cannot decide. In neither case can & stand for 7/, but év,
as well as the diminutive 7at8iov, helps to describe the meagre-
ness of the resource, the emphasis, however, being on the
latter; and hence & follows, which is not to be taken as an
argument against its genuineness (Gersd. p. 420 ; Liicke, and
most others), though in all other places, when John uses eis
with a substantive (vii. 21, viil. 41, x. 16, xi. 50, xviil 14,
xx 7), the numeral has the emphasis, and therefore takes the
lead. But here: “one single lad,” a mere boy, who can carry
little enough!— dprovs kpifivovs] comp. Xen. Anad. iv.
5. 31; Luc. Macrob. 5. Barley bread was eaten mainly by
the poorer classes; Judg. vii 13, and Studer, n loc.; Liv.
xxvil. 13; Sen. ep. xviil. 8; see also Wetstein and Kypke, I.
p. 368.— 0y dpiov] denotes generally a small relish, but in
particular used, as here (comp. xxi. 9, 13), of fish. It belongs
to later Greek. See Wetstein. — els TogovTovs] for so
many. Comp. Xen. Anab. i 1. 10 : els Sioyihiovs piobov.
Vv. 10-13. O¢ &v8pes] They were men only who formally
sat down to the meal, as may be explained from the subordi-
nate position of the women and children; but the feeding of
these latter, whose presence we must assume from ver. 4, is
not, as taking place indirectly, excluded.— 7ov dpifuov]
Accusative of closer definition. See Lobeck, Paralip. p. 528.
— Ver. 11. edxap.] The grace before meat said by the host.
See on Matt. xiv. 19. There is no indication that it con-
tained a special petition (“that God would let this little por-
tion feed so many,” Luthardt, comp. Tholuck). — 8:édwxe]
He distributed the bread (by the disciples) collectively to
those who were sitting; and of the fishes as much as they
desired.!—Ver. 12. It is not given as a command of Jesus in
the synoptical account. As to the miracle itself? and the

! Luther’s translation, ‘‘as much as He would,” rests upon an unsupported
reading in Erasmus, edd. 1 and 2.

? By Ewald (Gesch. Chr. p. 442 sq. ed. 3) apprehended ideally, like the
tumning of the water into wine at Cana, as a legend, upon the formation of
wlich great influence was excited by the holy feeling of higher satisfaction,
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methods of explaining it away, wholly or in part, see on
Matt. xiv. 20, 21, note, and on Luke ix. 17, and observe
besides on ver. 13, that according to John the twelve baskets
were filled with fragments of bread only (otherwise in Mark
vi. 43). — Luthardt, without any sanction from the text,
assumes a fypical reference in the baskets to the twelve tribes
of Israel. Jesus will not have anything wasted, and each
apostle fills his travelling wallet with the surplus. John
indicates nothing further, not even that the Lord wished to
provide fa uy 3o&n ¢avracia Tis 156 ryevéuevoy (Euthymius
Zigabenus, Erasmus, and most others).

Vv. 14, 15. ‘O wpodrnTys, «.7.\] the Prophet who (ac-
cording to the promise in Deut. xviii. 15) cometh <nto the
world, ie. the Messiah.— apmdlecv] come and carry Him
away by force (Acts viil. 39; 2 Cor. xil. 2; 1 Thess. iv. 17),
te. to Jerusalem, as the seat of the theocracy, whither they
were journeying to the feast.— wdaXev] comp. ver. 3. He
had come down from the mountain on account of the feeding,
ver. 11.—ad71os povos] as in xii. 24. See Toup. ad
Longin. p. 526 ; Weisk.; Heind. ad Charm. p. 62.— The
enthusiasm of the people being of so senswous a kind, does not
contradict ver. 26.—The solifude which Jesus sought was,
according to Matt. xiv. 23, Mark vi 46, that of prayer,
and this does not contradict John's account; both accounts
supplement each other.

Vv. 16-21. Comp. Matt. xiv. 22 ff, Mark vi. 45 ff,
which do not refer to a different walking on the sea (Chrysos-
tom, Liicke). — @s 8¢é oyrla éyéveTo] According to ver. 17,
the time meant is late in the evening, 7.e. the so-called second
evening, as in Matt. xiv. 24, from the twelfth hour until the
ororia, ver. 17. See on Matt. xiv. 15. —els 70 mAoiov]

which resulted from the participation in the bread of life partaken of by the
disciples after Christ’s resurrection. This is incompatible with the personal
recollection and testimony of Jokn, whom Hase, indeed, supposes by some
accident to have been absent from the scene. With equally laboured and mis-
taken logic, Schleiermacher (L. J. 234) endeavours to show that ver. 26 excludes
this event from the category of omuiiz, Weizsicker leaves the fact, which is
here the symbol of the blessing of Jesus, in perfect uncertainty ; but the descrip-
tion by an eye-witness of the work effected in its miraculous character, which
ouly leaves the row unexplained, does not admit of such an evasion,
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tnto the ship, in which they bad crossed over (ver. 1). In it
they now return to the western side of the lake. So Luthardt,
rightly. But it does not follow that Jerusalem could not
have been the place of departure in ver. 1; ver. 1 rather
implies that they had travelled from Jerusalem to the western
shore of the lake, and had crossed over from thence, —
npxovto] They were upon their return journey, coming
across, but the coming was mot yet completed. Lampe and
Paulus erroneously speak of their actual arrival, what follows
being taken as supplementary. In Mark vi. 45 Bethsaida is
pamed (on the western shore). An immaterial discrepancy.
See on Matt. xiv. 22, 23. — kal grotia . . . Supyelpero]
describing how little they could have expected that Jesus
would come after them. — Ver. 19. @s orabiovs . . . Tpid-
kovTa] indicative of an eye-witness, and almost agreeing
with péoov in Matt. xiv. 24, for the lake was forty stadia or
one geographical mile wide (Josephus, Bell. iii. 10. 7).—
fewpoioe and é¢poB70.] Correlatives ; quite unfavourable
to the naturalistic interpretation, according to which émi 7.
fa). is said to mean not on the sea, but towards the sea (so
Paulus, Girorer, and many, even B. Crusius; but see, on the
contrary, note on Matt. xiv. 25).— Ver. 21. 56eXov, £.7)\]
comp. L 44; but observe the Imperfect here. After Jesus
had reassured them by His call, they wish to take Him <nto
the ship, and straightway (while entertaining this é0é\ew) the
ship 1s at the land, i.e. by the wonder-working power of Jesus,
both with respect to the distance from the shore, which was
still far off, and the fury of the sea, which had just been
raging, but was now suddenly calmed. The idea that Jesus,
to whom the disciples had stretched out their hands, had just
come on board the ship, introduces a foreign element (against
Luthardt and Godet), for the sake of bringing the account
into harmony with Matthew and Mark. The discrepancy with
Matthew and Mark, according to whom Christ was actually
received into the ship, must not be explained away, especially
as in John a more wonderful point, peculiar to his account, is
introduced by the xai elféws, etc., which makes the actual recep-
tion superfluous (Hengstenberg, following Bengel, regards it as
implied). An unhappy attempt at harmonizing renders it, “ they
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willingly recetved Him” (Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel, Ammon, etc.;
,see, on the contrary, Winer, p. 436 [E. T. p. 586]; Butt-
mann, N. T. Gk p. 321 [E. T. p. 375]), which cannot be
supported by a supposed antithesis of previous unwillingness
(Ebrard, Tholuck), but would be admissible only if the text
represented the will and the deed as undoubtedly simul-
taneous. See the passages given in Sturz, Lex. Xen.; Ast,
Lex. Plat. 1. 596. John would in that case have written
é0énovtes oty EnaPBov. — els fv Umiyov] to which they were
intending by this journey to remove.—The miracle itself cannot
be resolved into a natural occurrence,! nor be regarded as a
story invented to serve Docetic views (Hilgenfeld); see on
Matt. xiv. 24, 25. The latter opinion appears most erro-
neous, especially in the case of John,” not only generally be-
cause his Gospel, from i. 14 onwards to its close, excludes
all Docetism, but also because he only introduces, with all
brevity, the narrative before us by way of transition to what
follows, without taking pains to lay emphasis upon the
miraculous, and without adding any remark or comment, and
consequently without any special doctrinal purpose; and thus
the attribution of the occurrence of any symbolical design,
eg. prophetically to shadow forth the meetings of the risen
Lord with His disciples (Luthardt), or the restless sea of the
world upon which Christ draws nigh to His people after long
delay (Hengstenberg), is utterly remote from a true exegesis.
Weizsiicker's narrowing of the event, moreover,—abstracting
the miraculous element in the development of the history,
—into an intervention of the Lord to render help, does such
violence to the text, and to the plain meaning of the evan-
gelist, that the main substance of the narrative would be thus
explained away. The design, however, which Baur propounds,
viz. that the greedy importunity of the people might be set
forth, only to experience the cold hand of denial, and to bring
out the spiritual side of the miracle of the feeding, would not

1 Ewald probably comes to that conclusion, for he takes dswposes, ver. 19, to
denote a mere vision (phantasinagoria ?), and ipeS#dnsav to signify disquietude of
conscience: ** He finds them not pure in spirit.”

? Who, morcover, in the deviations from Matthew and Mark, possesses tlio
deciding authority (against Mircker, p. 14).
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have required this miraculous voyage in order to its reali-
zation.

Vv. 22-24. The complicated sentence (so seldom occurring
in John; comp. xiii. 1 ff, 1 John i. 1 ff) here proceeds in
such a manner that the o 8xAos which, without further govern-
ment, stands at the head as the subject of the whole, is again
taken up' in ver. 24 by &7 odv eldev 6 dxMos, while ver. 23
is a parenthesis, preparing the way for the passing over of the
people in the following clause. The participial clause, Swv
éte . . . amirfoy, is subordinate to the éornras mépav 7. far.,
and gives the explanation why the people expected Jesus on
the next day still on the east side of the lake. John’s narra-
tive accordingly runs thus: “ The next day, the people who were
on the other side of the lake, because (on the previous evening,
ver. 16 f.) they had seen that no other ship was there save only
the one, and that Jesus did not get tnto the ship with His dis-
ctples, but that His disciples only sailed away, [but other ships
came from Tiberias near to the place, etc.],—when now the people
saw that Jesus was not there, nor His disciples,® finding them-
selves mistaken in their expectation of meeting with Him
still on the eastern shore, they themselves embarked in the ships,”
etc. As to details, observe further, (1) that mwépav 7. fa). in
ver. 22 means the eastern side of the lake in ver. 1, but in
ver. 25 the western ; (2) that (v is spoken with reference to
the previous day, when the multitude had noticed the departure
of the disciples in the evening, so that the conjecture of ei8as
(Ewald) is unnecessary; that, on the contrary, é7¢ odv el8ev,
ver. 24, indicates that they became aware fo-day,—a difference
which is the point in the cumbrously constructed sentence
that most easily misleads the reader; (3) that the transit of
the ships from Tiberias, ver. 23, occurred while the people were
still on the eastern shore, and gave them an appropriate oppor-
tunity, when they were undeceived in their expectation, of
looking for Jesus on the western shore ; (4) that aidTol, ipsi,

1 On the usual resumptive olv, see Winer, p. 414 ; Bacumlein, Partik. p. 177.

2 Jesus was not there, because, though they did not think of His going away,
He did not show Himself anywhere ; the disciples were not, because they could
not have remained unobserved if they had come back again from the other side ;
and such a return could not have taken place in the &aAas wauapioss, for theso
latter came not {rom Capernaum, but from Tiberias
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indicates that, instead of waiting longer for Jesus to come to
them, they themselves set out, and availed themselves of the
opportunity presented of looking for Jesus on the other side,
by embarking in the ships that had arrived, and sailing across
to Capernaum, the well-known place of our Lord’s abode ;
(6) that the circumstantial character of the description of
things throughout indicates the vivid communication of an
eye-witness, which John had received, and does not permit of
our taking the transit of the people (which, however, must not
be pressed as including the whole 5000) as invented to con-
firm the story of the walking on the sea (Strauss).

Vv. 25, 26.! ITépav 7. fardac.] in the synagogue at
Capernaum, ver. 59. But mépav 7. fal. has importance
pragmatically, as showing that it formed a subject of amaze-
ment to them to find Him already on the western shore. —
more] when ? for it must have been, at the earliest, after the
arrival of the dusciples (ver. 22); and in this lay the in-
comprehensible 40w ? no other boat having crossed, and the
journey round by land being too far. They have a dim
impression of something miraculous; “quaestio de tempore
includit quaestionem de modo,” Bengel. Jesus does not enter
upon their question, nor gratify their curiosity, but immediately
charges them with the unspiritual motive that prompted them
to seek Him, in order to point them to higher spiritual food.
For «yéyovas, venisti, see on i. 15, —o¥x ... dAN.] not “ non
tam . ..quam"” (Kuinoel, etc.) ; the &1¢ elbere onu. is absolutely
denied. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. Ezc. 11 p. 773. In the
miraculous feeding they should have seen a divinely significant
reference to the higher Messianic bread of life, and this ought
to have led them to seek Jesus; but it was only the material
satisfaction derived from the miraculous feeding that brought
them to Him, as they hoped that He would further satisfy
their carnal Messianic notions. — gnueia] They had seen the
outward miracle, the mere event itself, but not the spiritual
significance of it,—that wherein the real essence of the
onpelov, in the true conception of it, consisted. The plural

(3]

is not intended to include the healings of the sick, ver. 2

1 Sce, concerning all the occurrences, ver. 26 fl., Harless, Luther. Zeitschriyt,
1867, p. 116 f.
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(Bengel, Liicke, and most others), against which see ver. 4,
but refers only to the feeding, as the antithesis A\’ 87¢ shows,
and it is therefore to be taken generically, as the plural of
cateqory.

Ver. 27. “ Strive to obtain, not the food which perisheth, but
the food which endureth unto life eternal” The activity and
labour of acquiring implied in épydleabar (luborando sibi com-
parare; comp. épydl. Ta émridea, Dem. 1358. 12 ; épydl
Bpoua, Palaeph. xxi. 2; épyal Onoavpois, Theodot. Prov. xxi.
G ; see especially Stephan. Thes. Ed. Hase, II1. p. 1968) con-
sists, when applied to the everlasting food, in striving and
struggling after it, without which effort Jesus does not bestow
it. We must come believingly to Him, must follow Him, must
deny ourselves, and so on. Then we receive from Him, in
ever-increasing measure, divine grace and truth, by a spiritual
appropriation of Himself; and this is the abiding food, which
for ever quickens and feeds the inner man; the thing itself
not being really different from the water, which for ever
quenches thirst (iv. 14). See on Bpdats, iv. 32, also, and the
odpavios Tpodr in Philo, de profug. p. 749 ; Allegor. p. 92.
According to this view, the thought conveyed in épyalesfay,
as thus contrasted with that of 8wae: on the other side, cannot
be regarded as strange (against De Wette) ; both conceptions
rather are necessary correlatives. Phil ii. 12, 13.—79v
dmoilvp.] not merely in its power, but in its very nature ;
it is digested and ceases to be (Matt. xv. 17; 1 Cor. vi. 13).
On the contrast, 7. pévovo. eis {. al, comp. iv. 14, xii. 25. —
éappay] sealed, i.e. authenticated (see onm iii. 33), namely, as
the appointed Giver of this food ; in what way ? see v. 36-39.
— 0 feos] emphatically added at the end to give greater
prominence to the highest authority.

Vv. 28, 29. The people perceive that a moral requirement
is signified by Ty PBpdow 7. pévousay, etc.; they do not
understand what, but they think that Jesus means works,
which God requires to be done (£pya 7. feoi, comp. Matt.
vi 33; Rev. il 26 ; Baruch ii. 9; Jer. xlviii. 10). There-
fore the question, “ What are we to do, to work the works
required by God ?” (which thou seemest to mean). 'Epyd-
teacbar Epya, “ to perform works” very common in all Greek
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(see on iii. 21); épydl. here, therefore, is not to be taken as
in ver. 27.— Ver. 29. See Luthardt in the Stud. w. K7rit.
1852, p. 333 ff. Instead of the many épya feod which
they, agreeably to their legal standing-point, had in view,
Jesus mentions only one épyor, in which, however, all that
God requires of them is contained—the work (the moral act)
of faith. Of this one divinely appointed and all-embracing
work—the fundamental virtue required by God—the manifold
épya Toi Oeod are only different manifestations. — In the
purpose expressed by TodTo. .. {va there lies the idea: “ This
is the work which God wills, ye must belteve” Comp. v. 50,
xv. 8,12, xvil. 3; 1 John iv. 17, v. 3. See on Phil i 9.
And this fundamental requirement repeatedly recurs in the
following discourses, vv. 35, 36, 40, 47, etc.

Vv. 30, 31. Odv] What doest thou, therefore, as a sign?
for they knew well enough that by 6v dwéor. éeivos He
meant Hvmself, and that, too, as Messiah. Hence also the
emphatic o, thou, on thy part. The gquestion itself does not
imply that it is asked by those who had not seen the miracu-
lous feeding the day before (Grotius), or by prominent Jews
in the synagogue (Kuinoel, Klee). Moreover, this demand
for a sign after the miracle of the feeding must not be re-
garded as contradictory and unhistorical (Kern, B. Bauer,
Weisse), nor as a proof of the non-Johannine origin (Schweizer),
or non-miraculous procedure (Schenkel), in the account of the
feeding. For the questioners, in their dvaiofnois (Chrysostom),
indicate at once (ver. 31), that having been miraculously fed
with earthly food, they, in their desire for miracles, require
something Aigher to warrant their putting the required faith
in Him, and expect a sign from heaven, heavenly bread, such
as God had given by Moses. Thus they explain their own
question, which would be strange only if ver. 31 did not
immediately follow. Their eagerness for Messianic miraculous
attestation (vv. 14, 15) had grown during the night. This
also against De Wette, who, with Weisse, concludes that this
discourse was not originally connected with the miraculous
feeding ; see, on the contrary, Briickner.— 7/ épyd{n] a sar-
castic retorting of the form of the requirement given, vv. 27,
29. Not to be explained as if it were 7¢ oV épy. (De Wette),
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but what dost thou perform (as enuetov) ! — yeypaup] a
free quotation of Ps. lxxviii. 24; comp. cv. 40, Ex. xvi. 4,
where the subject of &wxev is God, but by the medium of
Moses, this being taken for granted as known (ver. 32). The
Jews regarded the dispensing of the manna as the greatest
miracle (see Lampe). As they now regarded Moses as in
general a type of Christ (Schoettgen, Hor. IL p. 475), they
also hoped in particular, “ Redemtor prior descendere fecit
pro iis manna; sic et redemtor posterior descendere faciet
manna.” Midrash Coheleth, . 86. 4.

Vv. 32, 33. Jesus does not mean to deny the miraculous
and heavenly origin of the manna in itself (Paulus), nor to
argue polemically concerning the O. T. manna (Schenkel), but
He denies its origin as heavenly in the higher <deal sense
(comp. Tov dAnfwev). The antithesis is not between the d7jp
and the wvplws olpavos (Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Grotius, and most others), but between the type and the anti-
type in its full realization.— duiv] your nation.— éx Tod
ovpavov]| here and in the second half of the verse to be
joined to 8é8wwev (and Oidwow): “It is mot Moses who dis-
pensed to you the bread from heaven, but it is my Father
who dispenseth to you from heaven that bread which is the
true bread.” In ver. 31, too, éx ToD odpavoid is to be joined
with &wrev ; and observe also, that in Ex. xvi 4 DWW 0
belongs not to Dﬂ5 but to oL,  The expression éx Tob ovp.
is taken from Ex xvi 4; for, if we follow Ps. Ixxviii. 24, cv.
40 (where D'o¥ is an attrlbute of bread), we should have
dprov ovpavov. Comp. Targ. Jonath. Deut. xxxiv. 6 : “ Deus
fecit descendere filiis Israel panem de coelo.” — 8{dwaev]
continuously ; for Jesus means Himself and His work — 7ov
dAn6ivov] corresponding in reality to the idea. See on i. 9.
"Exeiros yap 6 dpros Tumikds 7y, wpotumdy, ¢nolv, éué Tov
avroarPeiav Svra, Euthymius Zigabenus. This defining word,
placed emphatically at the end, explains at the same time the
negative statement at the beginning of the verse. — Ver. 33.
Proof that it is the Father who gives, ete. (ver. 32); for it
is none other than the bread which is being bestowed by God,
that comes down from heaven and giveth life to the world.
The argument proceeds ab effectu (6 xaraf. ... xéoue) ad
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causam (6 dpros Tob Oeod). — o raTaBalvwy, xr).] rtefers
to 0 dpros, and states its specific property, both as to its
origin and working, both being essentially connected ; it does
not refer to Jesus (“ He who cometh down,” etc.), though, in
the personal application of the general affirmation, Jesus, by
the bread, represents, and must represent, Himself ; and henee
the expression “ cometh down ” (against Grotius, Dav. Schulz,
Olshausen, Fritzsche in his Nowis opusc. p. 221, Godet, and
others). The direct reference to Jesus would anticipate the
subsequent advance of the discourse (ver. 35), and would
require o xaTafBds (ver. 41; comp. ver. 48). See on ver. 50.
— twiv] life.  Without this bread, humanity (¢ xéouos) is
dead in the view of Jesus—dead spiritually (ver. 35) and
eternally (vv. 39, 40).

Ver. 34 ff. IIavrote] emphatically takes the lead.—The
request is like that in iv. 15, but here, too, without <rony
(against Calvin, Bengel, Lampe), which would have implied
unbelief in His power to give such bread. To explain the
words as prompted by a dim presentiment concerning the higher
gift (Liicke, B. Crusius, and most other expositors), is not in
keeping with the stiffnecked antagonism of the Jews in the
course of the following conversation. There is no trace of a
further development of the supposed presentiment, nor of any
approval and encouragement of it on the part of Jesus.
The Jews, on the contrary, with their carnal minds, are
quite indifferent whether anything supersensuous, and if so,
what, is meant by that bread. They neither thought of an
outward glory, which they ask for (Luthardt),—for they could
only understand, from the words of Jesus, something analogous
to the manna, though of a higher kind, perhaps “a magic
food or means of life from heaven” (Tholuck),—nor had their
thoughts risen to the spiritual nature of this mysterious bread.
But, at any rate, they think that the higher manna, of which
He speaks, would be a welcome gift to them, which they could
always use. And they could easily suppose that He was
capable of a still more miraculous distribution, who had even
now so miraculously fed them with ordinary bread. Their
unbelief (ver. 36) referred to Jesus Himself as that personal
bread of life, to whom, indeed, as such, their carnal nature
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was closed. — Vv. 35, 36. Explanation and censure. — éyd)]
with powerful emphasis. Comp. iv. 26.— 6 dpTos 7. {wijs]
Cony &ibovs T xoopp, ver. 33.  Comp. ver. 63. — 6 épydpu.
wpos pe] of a believing coming (v. 40); comp. vv. 47, 44,
45, 65. For épyop. and mioTevwr, as also their correlatives
ov un mew. and o py Sy, do not differ as antecedent and
consequent (Weiss), but are only formally kept apart by
means of the parallelism. This parallelism of the discourse,
now become more excited, occasioned the addition of the ov
pn 8uyrifoy, which is out of keeping with the metaphor
hitherto employed, and anticipates the subsequent turn which
the discourse takes to the eating of the flesh and drinking of
the blood. 'We must not imagine that by this a superiority
to the manna is intended to be expressed, the manna being
able to satisfy hunger only (Liicke) ; for both oV uy mew. and
ov w5 S signify the same thing—the everlasting satisfaction
of the higher spiritual need. Comp. Isa. xlix. 10.—daAX
elmov Uuiv] But I would have you told that, etc. Notice,
therefore, that 87¢ éwpdx., x.7.\., does mot refer to a previous
declaration, as there is not such a one (Beza, Grotius, Bengel,
Olshausen, B. Crusius, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein,
Godet, and most others: to ver. 2€ ; Liicke, De Wette : to
vv. 37-40; Euthymius Zigabenus: to an unwriffen statement;
Ewald: to one in a supposed fragment, now lost, which preceded
chap. vi; Briickner: to a reproof which runs through the
whole Gospel); on the contrary, the statement is itself
announced by elmov (dictum velim). See, for this use of the
word, Bernhardy, p. 381; Kiihner, II. § 443. 1. In like
manner xi. 42. In classical Greek, very common in the
Tragedians ; see especially Herm. ad Viger. p. 746. — xal
éwpdk. pe k. oV mioT.] ye have even seen me (not simply
heard of me, but even are eye-witnesses of my Messianic
activity), and believe not. On the first xa/, comp. ix. 37, and
see generally Kiihner, ad JXen. Mem. i 3. 1; Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 149 ff.

Vv. 37 ff, Through this culpable ov mrioTelere, they were
quite different from those whom the Father gave Him. How
entirely different were all these latter; and how Dlessed
tlirough me, according to the Father's will, must their lot be!—
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mav] Neuter, of persons as in iii. 6, xviii. 2; 1 Cor.i. 27. It
designates them as a “ fotam quasi massam,” Bengel. — ¢ 8(8.
pot o mat.] viz. by the efficacious influence of His grace (vv.
44, 45), whereby He inclines them to come, and draws them
to me ; ov TO TUYOY TpAypa 7 TiaTis 7 €ls éué. GANG THs dvwley
8eitar pomis, Chrysostom. Moral self-determination (v. 40,
vii. 17 ; Matt. xxiii. 37) may obey this influence (ver. 40),
and may withstand it ; he who withstands it is no¢ given Him
by the Father, Phil. ii. 13, “ There is implied here a humble,
simple, hungering and thirsting soul,” Luther. Explanations
resting on dogmatic preconceptions are: of the absolute election
of grace (Augustine, Beza, and most others’), of the natural
pietatis studium (Grotius), and others. — wpds éué] afterwards
mpos pe. But éué is emphatic. The #j€ee is not more (arrivera
Jusqwa mot, Godet) than éiedoeras, as ver. 35 already shows;
comp. the following . 7. épyouevor, with which 7w is again
resumed. — oV wn €xBdAw Efw] I certainly will not cast
him out, i.e. will not exclude him from my kingdom on its
establishment ; comp. vv. 39, 40, xv. 6; also Matt. viii. 12,
xxii. 13. The negative expression is a lifotes full of love;
Nonnus adds: dé\\a véw yalpovte 8edéfouas.— Vv. 38, 39.
“How could I cast them out, seeing that I am come only to
fultil the divine will? and this requires of me, not the rejection
of any one, but the blessed opposite.” — o0y {va, x.7.\.] Comp.
v. 30.—TobTo 8¢ ... méu. pe] impressive repetition of the
same words.— mav o 8édwre, k.7 N.] Nominative absolute,
unconnected with the following, and significantly put first.
Comp. viil, 38, xv. 2, xvii. 2; and see on Matt. vii. 24, x. 14,

1 See, on the contrary, Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 142 fi, — Schleiermacher rational-
izes the divine gift and drawing into a divine arrangement of circumstances ; see
L. J.p. 302 ff. Thus it would be resolved into the general government of the
world, — According to Beyschlag, p. 162, there would be in this action of the
Father, preparing the way for a cleaving to Christ (comp. vv. 44, 45), an oppo-
sition to the light-giving action of the Logos (vv. 4, 5, 9), it the Logos be &
personality identical with the Son. But the difference in person between the
Father and the Son does not exclude the harmonious action of both for each
other. Enlightening is not a monopoly of the Son, excluding the Father ; but
the Father draws men to the Son, and the Son is the way to the Father. Weiss
has rightly rejected as unjohannean (p. 248 f.) the idea of a hidden God, ns
absolutely raised above the world, who has no immedinte connection with tha
finite,
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32, xii. 36; Buttmann, M. T. G» p. 325 [E. T. p. 379].
Here the Perfect 8é8wxe, because spoken from the standing-
point of the future.— uy dmwol. éf adTod] sc. T¢; see
Fritzsche, Conject. p. 36. The conception of losing (ie. of
letting fall down to eternal death ; see the antithesis dAlg,
etc.) 1s correlative to that of the 8éSwxé por. Comp. xvii. 12,
—avactrow, c.7\.] of the actual resurrection at the last day
(comp. v. 29, xi. 24, xii. 48), which, as a matter of course,
includes the transformation of those still living. The designa-
tion of the thing is @ potiori, It is the first resurrection that
is meant (see on Luke xiv. 14, xx. 34 ; Phil iii. 11; 1 Cor.
xv. 23), that to the everlasting life of the Messianic kingdom.
See on v. 29. Bengel well says: “hic finis est, ultra quem
periculum nullum.” Comp. the recurrence of this blessed
refrain, vv. 40, 44, 54, which, in the face of this solemn
recurrence, Scholten regards as a gloss.

Ver. 40. Explanation, and consequently an assigning of the
reason for the statement of God's will, ver. 39; the words
ToiTo, etc., being an impressive anaphora, and 7od mwarpés pov
being spoken instead of Tod méuyr. pe, because at the close
Jesus means to describe Himself, with still more specific
definiteness, as the Son.—6 fewp. Tov viov k. TLoT. els a¥T.]
characterizes those meant by the 6 8é8wké wor. There is implied
in Gewp. the attenta contemplatio (tois opbaiuois Tijs Yvxis,
Euthymius Zigabenus), the result of which is faith. Observe
the carefully chosen word (Tittmann, Synon. p. 121 ; Grotius, in
loc). The Jews have seen Him, and have nof believed, ver. 36.
One must contemplate Him, and believe. —é&yy and dvacriow
are both dependent upon fva. There is nothing decisive against
the rendering ot xal dvact. independently (Vulgate, Luther,
Luthardt, Hengstenberg), but the analogy of ver. 39 does not
favour it. Observe the change of tenses. The believer is said
to have eternal Messianic life already in its development in
time (see on iii 15), but its perfect completion® at the last
day by means of the resurrection; therefore dvaorijow after
the &yew of the {wy aldv. —éyw] from the consciousness of
Messianic power. Comp. vv. 44, 54.

! Nothing is further from John than the Gnostic opinion, 2 Tim. ii. 18, upon
which, according to Baur, he is said very closely to border.
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Vv. 41, 42. “ They murmured, and this per aNMAov,
ver. 43, against Him with reference to what He had said, viz.
that” etc. Upon all the rest they reflect no further, but #his
assertion of Jesus impresses them all the more offensively, and
among themselves they give expression half aloud to their dis-
satisfaction. This last thought is not contained in the word
itself (comp. vii. 32, 12; according to Pollux, v. 89, it was also
used of the cooing of doves), but in the context (oi 'Tovdaior).
We are not therefore, as De Wette supposes, to think of it
merely as a whispering. Comp. rather ver. 61 ; Matt. xx. 11;
Luke v. 30; 1 Cor. x. 10; Num. xi. 1, xiv. 27 ; Ecclus. x. 24;
Judith v. 22; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 358.— oi 'Tovdaio:]
The opposition party among the Jews were therefore among
the &yAos (vv. 5, 22, 24). Even in the congregation of the
synagogue itself (ver. 59), though it included many followers of
Jesus (ver. 60), there may have been present members of the
spiritual aristocracy (see on i. 19). The assumption that the
dxAos itself is here called of ’Tovdaloc, on account of its re-
fusal to recognise Jesus (De Wette, Tholuck, Baur, Briickner,
Hengstenberg, Godet, and most others), is more far-fetched,
for hitherto the dxMos had shown itself sensuously eager in-
deed after miracles, but not hostile. — éyd eipe o dpTos
«.7.\] compiled from vv. 33, 35, 38.—ed7os] on both
occasions, contemptuously. — #%ueis] we on our part. —
oldapev 7. mar. x. 7. pn7.] This human descent which they
knew (comp. Matt. xiii. 55) seemed to them in contradiction
with that assertion, and to exclude the possibility of its truth.
Heb. vii. 3 (andrwp dujrwp) does not apply here, because it
is not a question of the Messiahship of Jesus, but of His
coming down from heaven.— rov matépa . THv pnt.] The
words, on the face of them, convey the impression that both
were still alive; the usual opinion that Joseph (whom subse-
quent tradition represents as already an old man at the time
of his espousal with Mary ; see Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr. I. p. 361)
was already dead, cannot, to say the least, be certainly proved
(comp. also Keim, Gesch. J. 1. 426), though in John also he is
entirely withdrawn from the history.

Vv. 43, 44. Jesus does not enter upon a solution of this
difficulty, but admonishes them not to trouble themselves
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with it; they should not dwell upon such questions, but upon
something far higher; the “drawing” of the Father is the
condition of participation in His salvation—The éixdecr is
not simply a strengthening of the &cdovac in vv. 37, 38, but
specifies the method of it, an inner drawing and leading to Christ
through the working of divine grace (comp. LXX. Jer. xxxi. 3),
which, however, does not annul human freedom, but which, by
means of the enlightening, animating, and impelling influence,
and of the instruction appropriated by the man, wins him over.
Comp. xil. 32. ‘EXxdew (ver. 45) includes the Father's teaching
by His witness to Christ (Weiss), but this is not all that it com-
prehends; it denotes rather the whole of that divine influence
whereby hearts are won to the Son. In the consciousness of
those who are thus won, this represents itself as a holy neces-
sity, to which they have yielded. Comp. Wisd. xix. 4, where
the opposite, the attraction of evil, appears as a mnecessity
which draws them along, yet without destroying freedom.
See Grimm, Handb. p. 292 f. Comp. also the classical
Owopar Grop (Pind. Nem. iv. 56), xer 16 Tis Ploews
BapBapov (Dem. 563, 14), and the like. Augustine already
compares from the Latin the “¢rahit sua quemque voluptas”
of Virgilk The word" in itself may denote what involves force,
and is involuntary (Acts xvi 19; 3 Mace. iv. 7; 4 Macc.
xi 9; Homer, Il xi. 258; xxiv. 52, 417; Soph. 0. C. 93
Anstoph. Eq. 710 ; Plato, Rep iv. p. 539 B, and often;

Ast, Lex. Plat. I p. 682), which is always expressed by avpew
(comp. Tittm. Syn. p. 56 ff); but the context itself shows
that this is not meant here (in the classics it may even stand
for snwitare ; see Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. 142). Accordingly it
is not, as Calvin judges, false and impious to say : “non nisi
volentes trahi;” and Beza's “Volumus, quia datum est, ut
velimus,” is true and pious only in the sense of Phil ii. 13.
Comp. Augustine: “non ut homines, quod fieri non potest,
nolentes credant, sed ut volentes ex mnolentibus fiant.” —
o méu. ;Le] a specific relationship with which the saving act
of the éwvew essentially corresponds. — xal éyd avaoTiamn,
x.7.\.] the same solemn promise which we have already, vv.

1 The Attics also prefer the Aorist form of iAxiw to that of {rvw, but they
form the future {»fw rather than iaxiee (xii. 32). See Lobeck, Paral. p. 35 1.
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39, 40, but with the éy® of Messianic authority and power,
as in ver. 54.

Vv. 45, 46 serve more fully to explain é\xvew. — év Tols
mpo ¢.] in volumine prophetarum, Acts vii. 42, xiii. 40 ; Rom.
ix. 24. The passage is Isa. liv. 13 (a free quotation from the
LXX.), which treats of the divine and universal enlighten-
ment of Israel in the time of the Messiah (comp. Joel iii. 1 ff. ;
Jer. xxxi. 33, 34): “and they shall be wholly taught of God.”
The main idea does not lie in wdvTes, which, moreover, in the
connection of the passage refers to all believers, but in 8e8ax7ol
Ocot (a Deo edocti; as to the genitive, see on 1 Cor. ii. 13,
and Kiihner, IL § 516, b), which denotes the divine drawing
viewed as enlightening and influencing. The &ibaxTov feod
eivae is the state of him who hears and has learned of the
Father; see what follows.—mas o drodwv, x.7.\] The
spurious odv rightly indicates the connection (against Olshau-
sen) ; for it follows from that promise, that every one who
hears and is taught of the Father comes to the Son, and no
others; because, were it not so, the community of believers
would not be unmixedly the daxrol feod. ’Axovery wapa
7ol waTpds is the spiritual perception of divine instruction ;
the subject-matter of which, as the whole context clearly shows,
is the Son and His work. The communication of this revela-
tion is, however, continuous (hence dxovwy), and the “having
learned ” is its actwal result, by the attainment of which
through personal exertion the épyerar mpos pe is conditioned.
One hears and has learned of the Father; in no other way
is one in the condition which internally necessitates a believ-
ing union with the Son. Comp. Matt. xi. 25 fl—Ver. 46.
By this hearing and having learned of the Father, I do not
mean an immediate and ‘nfudtive fellowship with Him, which,
indeed, would render the coming to the Son unnecessary; no;
no one save the Son only has had the wision o. God (comp.
i 18, iii. 13, viii. 38), therefore all they who are &iBarrol
feob have to find in the Son alone all further initiation into
God’s grace and truth. — ovk 87.] odk €pd, 67e. See Hartung,
II. 154 ; Buttmann, N. 7. Gr. p. 318 ff. [E. T. p. 372]—
It serves to obviate a misunderstanding. — e¢ p9, #.7.\.] except
He who is from God, He hath seen the Father (that is, in His

T
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pre-existent state)! Comp. Gal. i 7.— ¢ d» mapa 7. A]
for He is come from the Father, with whom He was (i. 1).
See on i. 14, viil. 42, vii. 29, xvi. 27.

Vv. 47, 48. Jesus had given His answer to the murmurings
of the Jews in vv. 43-46. He now returns to the subject
which He had left, and first repeats in solemn asseveration
what He had said in ver. 40; then He again brings forward
the metaphor of the bread of life, which sets forth the same
thought.

Vv. 49, 50. O marépes, x7.\.] “regeruntur Judaeis
verba ipsorum ver. 31,” Bengel. — dméf@avov...amofdvy]a
diversity in the reference which is full of meaning: loss of
earthly life, loss of efernal life, whose development, already
begun in time (see on1iii 15), the death of the body does not
interrupt (xi. 25). — odTos éoaTiv 6 dpTos, xT.\] of this
nature is the bread which cometh down from heaven: one (7is)
must cat thereof, and (in consequence of this eating) nol die.
This representation is contained in odros . . . fva; see on ver. 29.
The expression, however, is not conditional (édv 7¢s), because
the telic reference (iva) does not belong to the last part merely.
The present participle shows that Jesus does not mean by

! This clear and direct reference to His pre-human state in God (comp. vv.
41, 42), and consequently the agreement of Christ's witness to Himself with the
view taken by the evangelist, should mot have been regarded as doubtful by
Weizsicker. The divine life which was manifested in Christ upon earth was
the personal life of His pre-existent state, as the prologue teaches. otherwise
John had not given the original sense of the declaration of the Lord regarding
Himself (to which conclusion Weizsicker comes in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1862,
p- 674), which, however, is inconceivable in so great and ever-recurring 2 lead-
ing point. It is the transcendent recollection in His temporal self-conseious-
ness of that earlier divine condition, which malces itself known in such declara-
tions (comp. iii. 11). See on viii. 38, xvii. 5. His certitude concerning the
perfect Tevelation does not first begin with the baptism, but stretches back with
its roots into His pre-human existence, See, against Weizsicker, Beyschlag also,
p. 79 fl., who, however (comp. p. 97 ), in referring it to the sinless birth, and
further to the pre-existent state of Jesus, as the very image of God, is not just
to the Johannean view in the prologue, and in the first epistle, as well as bere,
and in the analogous testimonies of Jesus regarding Himself. See on ver. 62.
Beyschlag renders : * because He is of God, He has seen God in His historical
existence.” The far-fetched thought is here brought in, that only the pure in
heart can see God. Comp. rather i. 18, iii. 13, 31, 32, viii. 26, 38. Seo, against
this view of the continuous historical intimacy with God, Pliciderer in Hilgen-
feld's Zeitschr. 1866, p. 247 fi. ; Scholten, p. 116 {L
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oros His own concrete Personality, which is not named tili
ver. 51, but intends to set forth and exhibit the true bread from
heaven generally, according to its real nature (comp. ver. 58).
On ris, one, comp. Dem. Pl i 8, and Bremi, p. 118; Ellendst,
Lez. Soph. 11. 883 ; Nigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 299, ed. 3.
Ver. 51. Continuation of the exposition concerning the
bread of life, which He is. “I am not only the life-giving
bread (o dpros 7. fwijs, ver. 48); I am also the living bread ;
he who eats thereof shall live for ever,” because the life of
this bread is imparted to the partaker of it. Comp. v. 26,
xiv. 19. Observe the threefold advance: (1) o dpros T
fwijs, ver. 48, and o dpTos ¢ LAy, ver. 51; (2) the universal
xataBalvov, ver. 50, and the historically concrete xaraSds,
ver. 51; (3) the negative u7y dmofdvpy, ver. 50, and the
positive {rioeras els Tov aldva, ver. 51.— kal o dpTos 8¢ d»
éyw Swaew] Christ s the bread, and He will also give it (con-
sequently give Himself); how this is to take place, He now
explains, The advance lies in v éyw dwow; hence also the
«ai 8¢ which carries on the discourse, and the emphatic repeti-
tion of the thought, v éyd dwow. Translate: “and the bread
also which I (I on my part, éyw) will give [instead now of
saying: 4s myself, He expresses what He means more defi-
nitely] is my flesh,” etc. Concerning «xai . .. 8¢, atque etiam,
kai being and, and 8¢ expressing the idea on the other hand,
see in particular Kriiger, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 3;
Biumlein, Partik. p. 149. It often introduces, as in this case,
something that is specially important. See Bremi, ad Dem.
0l. II. p. 173, Observe, moreover, that what Christ promises
to give is not external to His own Person (against Kling in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 142 ). — % odp€ pod €oTiv] He
promises to give His flesh, 7.c. by His bloody death, to which
He here, as already in ii. 19, and to Nicodemus, iii. 14, 15,
prophetically points. 3'dpf is the living corporeal substance ;
this His living corporeity Christ will give, give up, that it may
be slain (v éyd ddow), in order that thereby, as by the offer-
ing of the propitiatory sacrifice,! He may be the means of pro-

1 Not that by the death of Jesus the barrier of the independent individuality
existing between the Logos and the human being is destroyed. See against this
explanation (Eostlin, Reuss), so foreion to John Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 65 L.
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curing eternal life for mankind, ¢e. Umép (for the benefit of)
s Tob xoopov {wis; comp. 1 John iv. 10, 14. But as the
atoning efficacy which this giving up of His tlesh has, must be
inwardly appropriated by faith, Christ’s odp&, according to the
figure of the bread of life, inasmuch as He means to give it up
to death, appears as the bread which He will give to be par-
taken of (6v éyw Sdow). In the repeated dwow there lies the
écovoiov of the surrender (Euthymius Zigabenus). But
observe the difference of reference, that of the first Swow to the
giving up for eating, and that of the second to the giving up
to death.) That eating is the spiritual manducatio,? the inward,
real appropriation of Christ which, by means of an ever-con-
tinuing faith that brings about this appropriation, and makes
our life the life of Christ witLin us (Gal. ii. 20 ; Eph. iii. 17),
takes place with regard to all the benefits which Christ “ carne
sua pro nobis in mortem tradita et sanguine suo pro nobis
effuso promeruit.” Forma Concordiae, p. 744. On the idea
of the life of Christ in believers, see on Phil i. 8. On cdpé,
so far as it was put to death in Christ by His crucifixion,
comp. 1 Pet. i1i. 18; Eph. ii. 14; Col. i. 20 ff.; Heb. x. 20.

1 The words #v iye Jdeow are wanting in BC D L T R, & few cursives, several
versions (following Vulg. It.), and Fathers (even Origen twice), and are rejected
Dy Lachm., Ewald, Tisch., Baeumlein, Harless. The preponderance of testimony
is certainly against them ; and in omitting them we should not, with Kling, take
@ odpE pov as in apposition with ¢ &pres (see, on the contrary, Riickert, Abendm.
P- 259), but simply render it: *the bread which I shall give is my flesh for the
life of the world” (the former is the latter for the life of the world). But this
short pregnant mode of expression is so little like John, and the repetition of 5
i34 ddow is so completely Johannean, that I feel compelled to retain the words
as gennine, and to regard their omission as a very early eiror, occasioned by the
occurrence of the same words a little before. Following N, Tischendorf now
reads, after . é &pr. 3t: §v tyd ddow Saip Ths Tob nicpov Lwis, 0 cdpk pou
ieriv. This is manifestly an arrangement resorted to in order to asssign to the
words {7. =. «. x. Cwis the place which, in the absence of 4y i34 Jdrw, secined to
belong to them. Baeumlein supposes that éw. 7. 7. x. {w#s is an ancient gloss.

¢ The expression * resurrection of the flesk™ cannot be justified frum John vi.,
as Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 460 [E. T. p. 541), supposes. If it cannot be justified
by anything in St. Paul, which Delitzsch admits, it can least of all by anything
in St. John, When, indeed, Delitzsch says (p. 339), ‘‘The flesh of Christ Le-
comes in us a tincture of immortality, which, in spite of corruption, sustains the
essence of our flesh, in order one day at the resurrection to assimilate also His
manifestation to ifself,” we can only oppose to such fancies, ** Ne ultra quod
scriplume est,”
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This explanation, which refers the words to Christ's propi-
tiatory death, is that of Augustine, Luther, Melancthon, Calvin,
Beza, Aretius, Grotius, Calovius, Wetstein, Lampe, and most
others, also of Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Ammon, Neander,
J. Miiller (Diss. 1839), Lange, Ebrard, Dogma v. Abendm. 1.
p. 78 ff.; Keim, in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1859, p. 109 ff ;
Weiss; comp. also Ewald, Kahnis (Dogmat. 1. p. 624), Godet.!
Others, following Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Basil, have
understood by odp€ the entire human manifestation of the
Logos, which He offered up for the world’s salvation, <ncluding
therein His death (so in modern times, in particular, Paulus,
D. Schulz, Lehre vom Abendm. B. Crusius, Frommann, De
Wette, Baeumlein; comp. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 345, and
Reuss). Not only is the future 8dow opposed to this view,
but the drinking of the blood in ver. 53 still more distinctly
points to Christ’s death as exclusively meant ; because it would
not be apparent why Jesus, had He intended generally that
collective dedication of Himself, should have used expressions
to describe the appropriation of it, which necessarily and
directly point to and presuppose His death. That general
consecration was already affirmed in éyd elut o &pros, £.T\.;
the advance from being and giving now demands something
else, a concrete act, viz. His atoning death and the shedding of
His blood. This tells also against the profounder development
of the self-communication of Jesus which is said to be meant
here, and is adopted by Hengstenberg and Hofmann (Schrift-
bew. 1I. 2, p. 245 ff), following Luther;® viz. that faith in
the human nature of Jesus eats and drinks the life of God,
or that His life-giving power is bound up in His flesh, ¢e. in
His actual human manifestation (Briickner). Others, again,

1 Who, however, attaches great importance to the corporeal side of the real
fellowship of believers with Christ, by virtue of which they will become at the
resurrection the reproduction of the glorified Christ, referring to Eph. v. 30.
The eating and drinking alone are figurative, while the not merely spiritual, but
also bodily appropriation, must, according to him, be taken literally. This,
i1owever, is not required by the dvzericw airdv, x. 7.1, ver. 54, which we already
had in ver. 39, and is not even admissible by ver. 63.

2 ¢ Therefore onc eats and drinks the Godhead in His human nature.—This
ficsh does not carnelize, but will deify thee, i.e. give tliee divine power, virtue,
sad work, and will take away sins,” and so on (Pred. Dom. Oculi).
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have explained it of the Lord's Supper; viz. Chrysostom,
Cyril, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, most of the Fathers
(among the Latin Fathers, Cyprian, Hilary, perhaps also Augus-
tine, ete.) and Catholic writers, also Klee and Maier, further,
Calixtus too, strongly opposed by Calovius; and among moderns,
Scheibel, Olshausen, Kling in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p.
140 {f; Lindner, Kostlin, Delitzsch in Rudelbach’'s Zeit-
schrift, 1845, il p. 29; Kaeuffer in the Sdchs. Stud. 1846,
p- 70 ff.; Kahnis, dbendm. p. 104 ff; Luthardt; Richter
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 250 ; further, while also calling
in question the genuineness of the discourse, Bretschneider,
Strauss, Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and many others. Thus, as
iii. 5 refers to baptism, we have now, it is said, a reference to
the second sacrament. This explanation' has already this
against it, that the eating and drinking is regarded as confinuous
(ver. 56); and, moreover, it can be maintained only by
surrendering the authenticity of John. But if this be assumed,
and the discourse be regarded as historical, Jesus could not
Himself speak in the manner in which He here does of the
Lord’s Supper. Had this been His reference, He would have
spoken inappropriately, and in terms which differ essentially
from His own mode of expression at the institution of the
holy meal, irrespective of the fact that a discourse upon the
Lord’s Supper at this time would have been utterly incompre-
hensible to His hearers, especially to the 'Tovdaioe who were
addressed. Moreover, there nowhere occurs in the Gospels a
hint given beforehand of the Supper which was to be insti-
tuted ; and therefore, that this institution was not now already
in the thoughts of Jesus (as Godet, following Dengel and
others, maintains), but was the product of the hour of the
Supper itself, appears all the more likely, seeing how utterly
groundless is the assumption based on ver. 4, that Jesus, in
the feeding of the multitude, improvised a paschal feast. To
this it must be added, that the promise of life which is attached
to the eating and drinking could apply only to the case of

1 A view which Luther decidedly opposed previous to the controversy regard-
ing the Lord’s Supper. In the heading or gloss he says: * This chapter docs
not speak of the sacrament of the bread and wine, but of spiritual eating, i.e. of
the belief that Christ, both God and man, hath shed His blood for us.”
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those who wcrthily partake. We would therefore have to
assume that the reporter John (see especially Kaeuffer, le.;
comp. also Weisse, B. Crusius, Kdstlin, etc.) had put this dis-
course concerning the Lord’s Supper into the mouth of Christ;
and against this it tells in general, that thus there would be
on John’s part a misconception, or rather an arbitrariness,
which, granting the genuineness of the Gospel, cannot be
attributed to this most trusted disciple and his vivid recollec-
tions ; and in particular, that the drinking of the blood, if it
were, 2s in the Tord’s Supper, a special and essential part,
would not have remained unmentioned at the very end of the
discourse, vv. 57, 58 ; and that, again, the evangelist would
make Jesus speak of the Lord’s Supper in terms which lie
quite beyond the range of the N. T., and which belong to the
mode of representation and language of the apostolic Fathers
and still later writers (see the passages in Kaeuffer, p. 77 ff.;
Riickert, p. 274 f.; Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 278)} This is
specially true of the word odp, for which all places in the
N. T. referring to the Lord’s Supper (Matt. xxvi. 26 ff.; Mark
xiv. 22 ff.; Luke xxiv. 24 ff.; 1 Cor. xi 23 ff.) have cdpua;
so that here accordingly there ought to have been stated the
identity, not of the bread and the flesh (which Baur in par-
ticular urges), but of the bread and the body; while with
reference to the blood, the element identified (the wine) ought
also to have been mentioned. Further, the passage thus taken
would speak of the literal “eating and drinking” of the flesh
and blood, which is a much later materializing of the N. T.
rowwvia in the Lord’s Supper; and lastly, the absolute neces-
sity of this ordinance,® which ver. 53 ff. would thus assert, is
not once mentioned thus directly by the Fathers of the first
centuries ; whereas the N. T., and John in particular, make
faith alone the absolutely necessary condition of salvation.
Had John been speaking of the Lord's Supper, he ruust have
spoken in harmony with the N. T. view and mode of ex-

1 Hilgenfeld calis the passages in Justin, Apol. i. 66; Ignalwus, ad Smyrn. 7,
ad Rom. 7, an admitable commentary upon our text. They would, indeed, be
s0 if our evangelist himself were a post-apostolic writer belonging to the second
century.

2 Itg limitation to the Contemtus sacramenti (Richter) is 8 dogmatic subterfuge
which has no foundation in the text.
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pression, and must have made Jesus speak of it in the same
way. But the discourse, as it lies before us, if taken as referring
to the Lord’s Supper, would be an unexampled and utterly
inconceivable JoTepov mpotepor; and therefore even the
assumption that at least the same idea which lay at the root
of the Lord’s Supper, and out of which it sprang, is here
expressed (Olshausen, Kling, Lange, Tholuck, etc.; comp.
Kahnis, Keim, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Ewald, Gedet), is only
admissible so far as the appropriation of Christ's life, brought
about by faith in His death, which here is enjoined with such
concrete vividness as absolutely necessary,’ likewise constitutes
the sacred and fundamental basis presupposed in the institution
of the Supper and forms the condition of its blessedness; and
therefore the application of the passage to the Lord’s Supper
{but at the same time to baptism and to the efficacy of the
word) justly, nay necessarily, arises. Comp. the admirable
remarks of Harless, p. 130 ffi—According to Riickert (Abendm.
p- 291 £), the discourse is not intended by Jesus to refer to
the Supper, but is so intended by John, through whose
erroneous and crude method of apprehension the readers are
supposed to be taught, whether they themselves believed in an
actual eating of the flesh and drinking of the blood, or whetber
this was a stumbling-block to them. An interpretation this
which is neither indicated by the text nor has any historical
basis.—Upon the history of the interpretation of our text, see
Liicke, ed. 2, App. 2; Lindner, vom Abendm. p. 241 ff;
Tischendorf, De Christo pane vitae, 1839, p. 15 ff.; Mack,
Quartalschr. 1832, L p. 52 ff.; Kahnis, p. 114 ff.; Riickert,
p. 273 ff.  The exposition which takes it to refer to faith in
the atoning death forms the basis of Zwingle’s doctrine of the
Eucharist. See Dieckhoff, evangel. Abendmahlislehre, 1. p. 440.

Vv. 52, 53. The Jews rightly add ¢ayeiv, borrowing it
from the preceding context; but the meaning and reference
of the expression, which they certainly recognised as some-
how to be taken figuratively, are to them so indistinct, that
they fall into a dispute with each other (“non jun solum

1 ¢« He makes it so that it could not be plainer, in order that they might not
think that he was speaking of something else, or of anything that was not before
their eyes; but that He was speaking of Himself,”"—LUTHrE.
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murmurabant uti ver. 41,” Bengel) upon the question: “ How
can this man give us his flesh (v odpxra, also without tle
avtod, a gloss in Lachm.) o eat ¢’ Not as if they had missed
hearing something (Luthardt: “the fufurify implied in the
expression, ver. 51”), but they did not understand the enig-
matical statement. Instead now of explaining the how of
their question, Jesus sets before them the absolute mecessity of
their partaking, and in still more extreme terms lays down
the requirement, which seemed so paradoxical to them; for
He nows adds the drinking of Hus blood, in order thus to bring
more prominently into view the reference to His death, and its
life-giving power to be experienced by believing appropriation.
— Tod viod 7. avfp.] This prophetic and Messianic self-de-
signation (i. 52, iii. 13, 14), which could now less easily escape
the notice of His hearers than in ver. 27, serves as a still more
solemn expression in place of pov, without, however, affecting
the meaning of the eating and drinking. — o« éxere Lwnv
év éavt.] “ye have not life in yourselves” “life is foreign to
and remote from your own inner nature,”—death is the power
that ye have in you, spiritual and eternal death; life must
first, by that eating and drinking, be inwardly united with
your own selves. In that appropriation of the flesh and blood
of Jesus, this life flows forth from His life (vv. 56, 57, v. 26);
and it is attached to faith only, not to the use of any outward
element (comp. Harless, p. 124).

Vv. 54, 55. He now more fully explains Himself, onwards
to ver. 58, with regard to the saving efficacy of this spiritual
eating and drinking : “ He who eatcth my flesh,” etc. — o Tpw-
yov] Previously the word was ¢dynre, but there is in the
change no special intention as if to mse a stronger term (to
chew, to crunch), as the repetition of wi{vwr shows. Comp.
Dem. 402. 21: 7payew xai wivew. Plut. Mor. p. 613 B;
Polyb. xxxii. 9. 9. Comp. also xiii. 18; Matt. xxiv. 38.—
twnv aldv.] Fuller definition of the general w7 which pre-
cedes ; it signifies the eternal Messianic life, but the develop-
ment of this in time as spéritual life is included in the thought ;
therefore €yee (iil. 15), and the result of the possession of this
life: dvaocTriow, k.t A Comp. ver. 40. — Ver. 55. Proof of
the assertion &xes . .. Juépa; for if the flesh of Jesus were
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not frue food (something which fa very deed has nourishing
power), etc., the effect named in ver. 54 could not ensue, It
is self-evident that food for the ¢mnmer man is meant; but
éAnfns (see the critical notes) is not the same as dAgnfuwr)
(this would mean genuine food, food that realizes its own ideal).
It denotes the opposite of that which is merely apparent or
so called, and therefore expresses the actual fact (1 John ii.
27; Acts xil. 9), which the Jews could not understand, since
they asked wds ddwaras, 7.\, ver. 52.

Vv. 56, 57. A statement parallel with what precedes,
concerning him “who eats,” etc, and explaining Aow that
comes to pass which is said of him in ver. 54. —év épol
péver kayw év adT@) an expression distinctively Johannean
of abiding, inner, and mutual fellowship (xv. 4 ff.,, xvii. 23;
1 John iii 24, iv. 16), by virtue of which we live and move
continually in Christ, and Christ works and rules in our minds,
so that thus Christ’s life is the centre and circumference, 7.c.
the all-determining power of our life. — Ver. 57. Consequence
of this spiritual union: life, 7.e. true imperishable life, as pro-
ceeding from the Father to the Son, so from the Son to
believers. Observe (1) that the consequent clause does not
begin with «dyw (Chrysostom and his followers); but, as ver.
56 requires, with x. 0 Tpdy. ue, s0 also he that eateth me; (2)
that in the antecedent clause the emphasis is on {&v and {@
(therefore dméorerhe does not introduce any strange or un-
natural thought, as Riickert supposes), while in the consequent
it is upon the subject, which accordingly is made prominent
by «éxeivos, he also.— ¢ {@v mwatip] the living Father
(comp. ver. 26), the Living One absolutely, in whose nature
there is no element of death, but all is life. — xdye (@
Sia . war] and I—Dby virtue of my community of essence
with the Father—am alive because of the Father. 8i.d with
the accus. does mnot denote the cause (Castalio, Beza, De
Wette, Gess, Riickert, and several), per patrem ; nor for the
Father (Paulus, Lange); but, according to the context, the
reason : because of the Father, 4.e. because my Father is the
Living One. See on xv. 3; Plat. Conv. p. 203 E: dvafucs-
oxerar Sux Ty Tob waTpos ¢pbow ; and see Nigelsbach, Ilias,
p- 39 ff ed. 3.— o Tpaywr we] This sufficed to denote the
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relation, and is in keeping with the transition to ver. 58;
whereas, if the discourse referred to the Lord's Supper, the
eating and drinking of the flesh and blood should again have
been mentioned, as in vv. 53-56. Note also that ¢ Tpdywy e
expresses a permanent, continuous relation, not one taking
place from time to time, as in the Lord’s Supper. — {7 oe:] in
contrast with spiritual and eternal death. — 8¢’ éué] on account
of me, because he thus takes up my life into himself.

Vv. 58, 59. A concluding summary, repeating the figure
from which the whole discourse arose, ver. 32. — od7os] of
this nature, as explained in vv. 32-57. Comp. ver. 50 ; not:
“ this, which gives life to him who partakes of it” (Liicke);
nor: “this, v.e. my flesh and blood” (De Wette) ; what follows
requires in od7os the idea of modality.— od kafds, x.T.)\]
It is the bread that came down from heaven, but not in ¢ke
same way and manner that the fathers did eat heavenly bread.
It is quite different in the case of this bread.— Ver. 59 is
simply an historical observation, without any further signifi-
cance (Chrysostom: in order to impress us with the great
guilt of the people of Capernaum). That TafTa means simply
the discourse from ver. 41 onwards, and that what precedes
down to ver. 40 was not spoken in the synagogue, but else-
where, upon the first meeting with the people, vv. 24, 25
(Ewald), would need to have been more distinctly indicated.
Taking John's words as they stand, év cwayeys, etc., is a
more definite (according to Schenkel, indeed, mistaken) sup-
plementary explanation of the vague wépav 7. Oardoons of
ver. 25, — év cuvvayoys, without the Art., as in xviil 20:
in synagogue ; then follows the still more detailed designation
of the locality, “ teaching in Capernoum.”

Ver. 60. IToANol odv] Many therefore, for in Capernaum
Ie had many adherents (pafntal is here used in the wider
sense, not of the apostles; see ver. 67).— ogxAnpos] hard,
harsh, the opposite of palaxos (Plat. Legg. x. p. 892 B; Prot.
p- 331 D) ;—in a moral sense, Matt. xxv. 24 ; Ecclus. iii. 24 ;
3 Esdr. ii. 27; Soph. Ocd. R. 36, 4j. 1340, Plat. Locr. p.
104 C, and often ;—of speeches, comp. Soph. Oed. C. 778:
oKkAnpd parfaxds Méywv; Gen. xlil. 7, xxi. 11, Aq.; Prov. xv. 1.
It here denotes what causes offence (axuvSatife, ver. 61), does not
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comply with preconceived views, but is directly anfagonistie,
the relation in which the assurances and demands of Jesus
from ver. 51 stood to the wishes and hopes of His disciples.!
He had, indeed, from ver. 51 onwards, required that they
should eat His flesh (which was to be slain), and drink
His blood (which was to be shed), in order to have life.
By this—whether they rightly understood it or not—they
felt sorely perplexed and wounded. The bloody death, which
was cerfainly the condition of the eating and drinking, was
an offence to them, just as in that lay the lasting offence
of the Jews afterwards, xii. 34; 1 Cor. i. 23; Gal. v. 11;
comp. also Matt. xvi. 21 ff. The explanation “dificult to
be understood” (Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius,
Olshausen) lies neither in the word nor in the context, for
7is dvvaTat, w7 affirms: “ & 45 a thing not to be borne,
to listen to the discourse,” such insuperable offence does it
excite.  Tholuck, following early writers, finds the offence
to be that Jesus seemed arrogant in making life dependent
upon participation in His flesh and blood. But it was not the
arrogant, it was the lowly and suffering, Messiah that was a
oxavdahov to the Jew. As little did the offence consist in
the requirement that Christ * would be all, and they were to be
nothing” (Hengstenberg), which, indeed, is only an abstract
inference subsequently drawn from His discourse.

Vv. 61, 62. "Ev éavrd) In Himself, without communica-
tion ; abréparoes, Nonnus. — ryoyy¥{.] as in ver. 41.—mepl
TovTov] concerning this harshness of His discourse. — TodT0
Up. oxavd.] Question of astonishment : ¢his, namely, which you
have found so hard in my discourse (Jesus knew what it was),
does this offend you? Are you so mistaken in your opinion
and feelings towards me? Comp. ver. 66. — éav oy few-
piiTe, x.T.\.] Aposiopesis, which, especially “in tam infausta
re” (Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 362), takes the place of the
impassioned statement. See on Luke xix. 41; Acts xxiii

! Not as if they had understood the eating and drinking of the flesh and blood
in o literal and material sense (hence the expression ' manducatio Capernai-
tica’’), and so nonsensical an affirmation had provoked them (Augustine, Grotius,
Liicke, Keim, and many others). The speakers are uafaral; but not even tlhe
"lovdein, ver. §2, s0 grossly misunderstood Jesua.
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9; Rom. ix. 22. The completion of it must be derived solely
from the context, and therefore is not 7. épeire or the like
(Nonnus, Euthymius Zigabenus, Kuinoel, and many); but
ToiT0 Upds oU moANG waAhov okavbalioer (comp. Winer, p. 558
[E. T. p. 750]; Fritzsche, Conject. pp. 22, 31): “ Will not this
impending sight serve Lo offend you still more 2” By dvaBaiverv
émov Ay 76 wpérepov Jesus indicates His death ; and, indeed,
as He—in whom Daniel’'s prophecy of the Son of man was to
be fulfilled (comp. xi1. 23; Matt. xxvi 24)—contemplated it
in the consciousness of His heavenly origin and descent (iii.
13), of which He had already spoken in ver. 58. His death,
therefore, so far as it would be to Him, by means of the re-
surrection and ascension therewith connected, a return to the
Sota which He had before His incarnation. Comp. xviL 5,
and the Wrwbfvac éx Tijs o7, xii. 32.  To the spectators, who
only saw the humiliating and shameful outward spectacle of
His death, it served only to give the deepest offence. The
concluding argument a minori ad majus which lies in ody, is
like that in iii. 12. The interpretation of the ancient Church,
which referred the words to the corporeal ascension in and by
itself (so also Olshausen, Lindner, Maier, Ebrard, Kahnis, p.
120, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein, Godet,
Harless), would require us of logical necessity to supply, not
the supposed increase of offence (Baeumlein), but a question
expressing doubt or denial : “ would ye still take offence then ?”
Comp. viii. 28. But this import of the aposiopesis, which
even Ewald and Briickner adopt, though not explaining the
words merely of the ascension, has the olv itself decidedly
against it, instead of which dAXd would be logically required ;
and the reference to the ascension as such, as an event by itself,
is totally without analogy in the discourses of Jesus, and
quite un-Johannean.! So also the fewpfire, in particular, is
against this view ; for, with the Present participle avaBaivovra,
it would describe the ascension expressly as a visible event (in

1 Appeal is made, but unreasonably, not only to iii. 13, but likewise to xx. 17
(see especially Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL 1, 517, and Godet). Jesus there is
speaking after His death, when that blessed end was still future, in reference
to which before His death he was wont to describe that event as a departure and

an ascension to the Father. There, accordingly, He could not avoid mentioning
the ascension alone,
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answer to Luthardt's observations, who explains it of the
ascension, but with Tholuck regards its visibility as a matter
of indifference, so far as the present passage is concerned)
though its visible occurrence is attested by no apostle, while
in the non-apostolic accounts (Mark xvi. 19 ; Luke xxiv. 51;
Acts 1 9) only the disciples in the narrower sense, the twelve,
who are just those not meant by the “ye” in our text, are
represented as the eye-witnesses. On the other hand, the
opinion that there lies in fewp. only the possibility of those
present being eye-witnesses (Kahnis, Hofmann)! is nothing
more than a subtle evasion, unsupported by the édv (comp.
xii 32, xiv. 3, xvi. 7), and no better than Hengstenberg’s
assertion (comp. Tholuck): *those who were present at the
ascension were the representatives of the collective body of the
disciples.” Parallel with dvaBalvew is the designation of the
death of Jesus as a gotng to God, vii. 33, xiii. 3, xiv. 12, 28,
xvi 5, 28, xvil. 11, 13. That He here describes His death
not according to its low and painful phase, but according to
the essence of its triumphant consummation as present to His
own consciousness, is therefore quite Johannean; comp. also
xvil. 5, xil. 23. The reference to the gift of the Spirit, the
exaltation being intended as the medium of effecting this
(Lange), is remote from the context, and is not indicated by
any word in the sentence, for nothing is spoken of but the
seeing with the eyes the future departure. — Upon 76 mpoTepoy,
see on Gal iv. 18, It refers to the period preceding His pre-
sent form of being, when as to the divine part of His nature, ..
as the Logos, He was in heaven;® comp. xvii. 5, 24, viiL 58.

1« For they wonld certainly see Him die, but they would see Him ascend
only if they remained His disciples,” Hofmann. The former is as incorrect as
the latter. For Jesus is speaking to His Galilean disciples, and, indeed, to His
disciples in the wider sense (ver. 67), of whom therefore we cannot say that they
would certainly be present at His death in Jerusalem ; while the witnesses of
the ascension were not those who remained faithful to Him generally, but the
apostles. According to Harless, Christ means to say that they must not think
of His flesh and blood in His state of humiliation, but of both in His state of
glory. But flesh and blood 1s the contradictory of 3:«. The glorified body of
Christ in the form of flesh and blood is inconcewwable (1 Cor. xv. 49, 50).

2 The meaning is not that *‘ we immediately substitute another subject” (Bey-
schlag, Christol. p. 29) ; but, in harmony with the witness of Jesus regarding
Himself elsewhere in John, we have given us a more definite mention of the state
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Vv. 63, 64. Instead of appending to the forezoing protasis
its mournful epodosis (see on ver. 62), Jesus at once discovers
to Iis disciples with lively emotion (hence also the asynde-
ton) the groundlessness of the offence that was taken. It is not
His bodily form, the approaching surrender of which for
spiritual food (ver. 51) was so offensive® to them, but His
spirit that gives life ; His corporeal nature was of no use towards
twormotety. But it was just His bodily nature to which they
ascribed all the value, and on which they built all their hope,
instead of His life-giving Divine Spirit, i.e. the Holy Spirit
given Him in all fulness by the Father (iii. 34), who works in
believers the birth from above (iii. 6), and with it eternal life
(comp. Rom. viii. 2; 2 Cor. iii. 6). Hence His death, through
which His odpf as such would disappear, was to them so
offensive a oxdvdarov. Observe further, that He doesnot say
76 mvebpd pov and 7 odpf pov, but expresses the above
thought in a general statement, the personal application of
which is to be to Himself. Comp. Hofmann, II. 2, p. 252,
Note once again that % odpf odx dperel ovdév does not con-
tradict what was previously said of the life-giving participation
in the flesh of Jesus; for this can take place only by the
appropriating of the spirit of Christ by means of faith, and
apart from this it cannot take place at all Rom. viil. 2, 6,
9, 11; 1 Cor. vi. 17. Comp. 1 John iii. 24. The flesh,
therefore, which “profiteth nothing,” is the flesh wethout the
Spirit; the Spirit which “ quickeneth” is the Spirit whose
wherein the Son of man had His pre-existence in heaven, That He had this as
the Son of man, as Beyschlag, p. 85, explains (understanding it of the eternal
divine image, whose temporal realization Jesus, by an intuition giver Him on
earth, knew Himself to be), the text does not say ; it says: ‘‘the Son of man,
i.e. the Messiah, will ascend up where He was before.” There can be no doubt,
if we will follow John, in what form of existence He previously was in heaven.
Neither is there any doubt if we ask Paul, who speaks of the pre-existence of
Jesus iv poppi 6:ov. Sce on Phil. ii. 6 ; comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8, 9. He does not there
mean that He pre-existed as Jesus, but as the vis; =. dios. For the rest, comp.
ver. 46, viii. 58, xvii. 5, i. 18. 1f 1t be true, as Keim says (Geschichtl, Char.
p. 102, ed. 8), that “‘not one particle of the self-consciousness of Jesus reaches
back heyond His temporal existence,” the fundamental Christological view not
only of the fourth Gospel, but of Paul also, is based upon a great illusion. As to
the Synoptics, see on Matt, xi. 27, viii. 20.

! Godet, according to his rendering of ver. 62: *‘ which you will see to vanish
et my ascension.”
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dwelling-place is the flesh, d.e. the corporeal manifestation of
Christ, the corporeity which must be offered up in His
atoning death (ver. 51), in order that believers might experi-
ence the full power of the quickening Spirit (vii. 39). When
Harless, following Luther, understands by the flesh which
profiteth nothing, the odpf of Christ in His humiliation, and
Ly the quickening Spirit, “ the spirit which perfectly controls the
Jlesh of the glorified Son of man,” he vmports the essential point
in his interpretation, and this, too, in opposition to the N. T,
according to which the conception of cdp§ is quite alien to
the ocoua s Séfns of the Lord, Phil. iii. 21; see 1 Cor. xv.
44-50; so that the ocdua mvevpaticéy cannot possibly be
regarded as flesh pervaded by spirit (comp. 2 Cor. iii 18).
In no form is edpf ever ascribed to the exalted Lord. The
antithesis here is not between carnal flesh and glorified flesh,
but simply between flesh and spirit. According to others, 7o
wvevpa is the human soul, which makes the body to have life
(Beza, Fritzsche in his Now. Opusc. p. 239). Bnut {womoioby
must, according to the import of the preceding discourse,
be taken in a Messianic sense, Others say: 76 mvelua is
the spiritual participation, 13 odp§ the material (Tertullian,
Augustine, Rupertius, Calvin, Grotius, and most others; also
Olshausen, comp. Kling and Richter); but thus again the
peculiar element in tbe exposition, viz. the partaking of the
Lord’s Supper, is foisted in'! Others, interpolating in like
manner, interpret 16 mvedua as the spiritual, and 7 odp as the
unspiritual, sensuous understanding (Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Luthymius Zigabenus, Mosheim, Lampe, Klee, Ammon, etc.?);
comp. Tholuck. Others differently still’® “ Quantopere sit

1 Kahnis (Abendm. p. 122) has explained the passage in this sense seemingly
in a manner most in keeping with the words: ** What imparts the power of
everlasting life to them who feed upon my flesh, is not the flesh as such, but the
spirit which pervades it.” According to this view, the glorified flesh of Christ,
which is eaten in the Supper, would be described as the vehicle of the Holy
Spirit, and the latter, not the flesh itself, as that which gives life. Comp. also
Luthardt. But it is self-evident that the thought of glorified flesh has to be
imported from without.

2 So also Luther: ‘“Ye must indeed have the Spirit likewise, or obtain o
spiritual understanding, because it is too high and inconceivable for the flesh.”
Sce the striking remarks of Calovius against this interpretation.

¥ Wieseler, on Gal. . 446, takes ¢i/Z in the sense of original sin ; sinful
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hic Jocus variis expositionibus exagitatus, vix credibile est,”
Beza.— 1a prjpata & éyw, k.7\] This does not mean that
we are to hold to His words instead of to His corporeal flesh
(Riickert, Keim), His words which remain as a compensation
to us after His death (Liicke, De Wette, B. Crusius). It
stands (seeing that odp§ has already its full antithesis in what
precedes) in close connection with the following dAN eloiv éE
Vudv Tives of ov mrioT., and therefore a comma only is to be
placed after fw7 éorw. “ The words which I have spoken unto
yow” (meaning the discourse in the synagogue just ended?),
“so far from containing any real ground for oxdvdalov, are
tather spirit and life, 7.e. containing and revealing the divine
spirit in me, and the Messianic life brought about by me;
but the real guilt of the offence lies with you, for among you
are many who belteve not” He, namely, who does not believe
in Him as the true Messiah, who secures by His death the
life of the world, but expects Messianic salvation by His
corporeal manifestation alone, which is not to die, but to
triumph and reign—to him who is such a pafnmys of Jesus
the discourse concerning feeding upon His flesh and blood
can only be a stumbling-block and an offence. And of such
Tiwés there were moAlol, ver. 60. — éyw and é£ Hpdv stand
in emphatic antithesis. — wvedpa éate xai {ws éoTiv] The
two predicates are thus impressively kept apart, and the desig-
nation by the substantive is fuller and more exhaustive (comp.
iii 6; Rom. viii. 10) than would be that by the adjective
(mvevpatika xal {wnpd, Euthymius Zigabenus).— 78ec ydp,
k7] an explanation added by John himself of the preced-
ing words, dAN eioiw, k..., which imply a further know-
ledge; comp. ii. 24, 25.— 0% 0¥ mioTevovaiy] result of
their wavering ; for they are pafprai, who, from an imperfect
and inconstant faith, have at last come to surrender faith

human nature can do nothing for man’s salvation ; the Spirit of God produces this.
But odpf must take its stricter definition from the foregoing discourse, and if it
were intended as in iii. 6, o0x d@sra7 o0ér would be far too little tosay of it. This
also tells against the similar interpretation of Hengstenberg: ‘‘ The awipz is
the Spirit represented through Christ, and incarnate in Him, and the od/f
humanity destitute of the Spirit.”

1 The usual but arbitrarily general rendering brought with it the reading 1224,
Tholuck and Ebrard have the right reference. Comp. sipnxa, ver. 65.

u
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altogether.  They had been mposkaipor (Matt. xiii, 21),
Here we have o0 with the relative, then pv with the par-
ticiple accompanied by the article (iii. 18), both quite regular.
— € apx7s] neither “from the first beginning” (Theophylact,
Rupertius) ; nor “ before this discourse, and not for the first time
after the murmuring” (Chrysostom, Maldonatus, Jansenius,
Bengel, etc.); nor even “from the beginning of the acquaint-
ance then existing” (Grotius, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier,
Hengstenberg, ete. ; comp. Tholuck, “from the very time of
their call ”); but, as the context shows (see especially xai 7is
éoTw, x.T.N.), from the beginning, when He began to gather dis-
ciples around Him (comp. i 43, 48, ii. 24), consequently
from the commencement of His Messianic ministry. Comp.
xvi 4, xv. 27. From His first coming forth in public, and
onwards, He knew which of those who attached themselves to
Him as wafyrai did not believe, and in particular who should
be His future hetrayer. On this last point, see the note
following ver. 70. Were we, with Lange and Weiss, to render :
“ from the beginning of their unbeligf,” this would apply only
to disciples in constant intercourse with Him, whom He
always could observe with heart-searching eye,—a limitation,
however, not justified by the text, which rather by the very
example of Judas, as the sole unbeliever in the immediate
circle of His disciples, indicates a range beyond that inner
circle.

Ver. 65. See on vv. 37, 44. — 8:a TodT0] because many
of you believe not, and therefore, though there is in them the
outward appearance of discipleship, they lack the inward divine
preparation. — éx Tod mwaTp. p.] from my Father. See Bern-
hardy, p. 227 f; comp. Plat. Lys. p. 104 B: Tobro 8 po:
s éc Beod 8éSorar.  Soph. Philoct. 1301 : Tas uév éx Oedv
Toyas Sofelcas. Xen. Anab. i 1. 6; Hellen. iii. 1. 6.

Vv. 66, 67. ’Ex TovTov] not: “ from this time forwards”
(so usually even Liicke, De Wette, Hengstenberg), for a going
away by degrees is not described; but (so Nonnus, Luthardt):
on this account, because of these words of Jesus, ver. 61 ff,
which so thoroughly undeceived them as regarded their earthly
Messianic hopes. So also xix. 12; Xen. Anab. ii 6. 4, il
3.5, vil 6. 13. Comp. é£ oD, quapropter, and see generally,
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concerning the ée of cause or occasion, Matthiae, II. 1334
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. i. 551, who justly remarks: “ His etiam
subest fontis, unde aliquid exoriatur, notio.” — eis 7& é7iocw]
they went away, and went back, so that they no longer accom-
panied Him, but returned to the place whence they had come
to Him. Comp. xviii. 6, xx. 14; 1 Mace. ix. 47; Prov.
xxv. 9; Gen. xix. 17 ; Luke xvii. 31 ; Plato, Phaedr.p. 254 B ;
Menex. p. 246 B; Polyb. 1 51. 8.— Tois 8wdexa] who and
what they were, John takes for granted as well known. — u7
kai Vpels, «.T.\] but ye too do not wish to go away ? Jesus
knows His twelve too well (comp. xiii. 18) to put the question
to them otherwise than with the presupposition of a negative
answer (at the same time He knew that He must except one).
But He wishes for their avowal, and therein lay His comfort.
This rendering of the question with u# is po “pedanterie
grammaticale” (Godet, who wrongly renders “wous me woulez
pas?™), but is alone linguistically correct (Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 302 f). According to Godet, the thought underlying
the question is, “If yow wish, you can,” which is a pure
invention.

Vv. 68, 69. Peler, according to the position, for which the
foundation is already laid in i, 43, makes the confession, and
with a resolution how deep and conscious!— dmwelevoé-
weba)] Future, at any time. * Da nobis alterum Te” Augus-
tine. — prjpara Lwiis, x.T.\] Twofold reason for stedfastness :
(1) pripara . .. &es, and (2) xai 7jueis, «.7A. Thou hast the
words of everlasting life ({wny alovov mwpofevoivra, Euthymius
Zigabenus; more literally : “ whose specific power it is to
secure eternal life”) ; an echo ot ver. 63. The grjuara which
proceed from the Teacher are represented as belonging to Him,
a possession which He has at His disposal. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv.
26.—kai fuets] and we for our part, as contrasted with
those who had fallen away. — wemwiaT. k. éyvar.] “ the faith
and the knowledge to which we have attained, and which we
possess, 45 that,” etc. (Perfect). Conversely, xvii. 8; 1 John
iv. 16. Practical conviction may precede (Phil iii. 10) and
follow (comp. viii. 32) the insight which is the product of
reason. The former quite corresponds to the immediate and
overpowering impressions by which the apostles had been won
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over to Jesus, chap. i  Both, therefore, are conformable with
experience, and mutually include, and do not exclude, each other.
— 0 dyios Tod feod (see the critical notes) : He who s conse-
crated of God to be the Messiah through the fulness of the
Spirit and salvation vouchsafed Him. See on x. 36 ; 1 John
il. 20; comp. Mark i 24; Luke iv. 34; Acts iv. 27; Rev.
iil. 7.—The similar confession, Matt. xvi. 16, is so different in
its occasion, connection, and circumstances, that the assumption
that our passage is only another version of the synoptical
account (Weisse and others) is unwarrantable. Who can take
exception to the repetition of a confession (of which the
apostles’ hearts were so full) upon every occasion which pre-
sented itself? Certainly, according to John (see already
1 42 ff, 1. 19), it is untenable to suppose that in our passage,
according to the right reading (see the critical notes), we have
not yet a complcte and unhesitating confession of the Messiah
(Ewald) ; or that the disciples bad only now attained a full
faith in Him (Weizsicker). We would have to assume in the
earlier passages of chap. i. a very awkward fioTepov mpdTepoy
on the part of the evangelist,—a view in which even Holtzmann
acquiesces (Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 376).

Vv. 70, 71. Not a justification of the question in ver. 67,
nor any utterance of reflection generally, but an outburst of
grief at the sad catastrophe which He foresaw (ver. 64), in
the face of that joyous confession which the fiery Peter thought
himself warranted in giving in the name of them all.—The
question extends only as far as éfelef. ; then comes with the
simple xai the mournful contrast which damps the ardour of
the confessing disciple. Comp. vii. 19.—Observe the arrange-
ment of the words, éyad and é§ Judby impressively taking the
lead: Have not I (even I, and no other) chosen you the twelve
to myself ¢ And of you (this ome chosen by myself) one s
devil! not the devil, but of devilish kind and mature. Comp.
fess, 1 1. In what an awful contrast the two stand to each
other! The addition of Tods 8wdexa to Duds heightens the
contrast, laying stress upon the great significance of the elec-
tion, which nevertheless was to have in the case of one indi-
vidual so coptradictory a result.— &:dBoNos] not an in-
Jformer (Theophylact, De Wette, Baeumlein), not an adversary
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or betrayer (Kuinoel, Liicke, B. Crusius, and earlier writers),
but, in keeping with the deep emotion (comp. Matt. xvi.
23), and the invariable usage of the N. T. in all places
where 8iaB. is a substantive (in John viil 44, xiii, 2; 1
John iii. 8, 10): devil, whereby antagonism to Christ is set
forth in its strongest manner, because in keeping with its
demoniacal nature. That John would have written wiss, or
réxvoy StaBorov (viii. 44; 1 John iil 10),is an arbitrary
objection, and does not adequately estimate the strength of
the emotion, which the expression employed, never forgotten
by John, fully does.— Ver. 71. &xeye 8¢ Tov, .. \] He
spoke of, like ix. 19 ; Mark xiv. 71; see Stallb. ad Plat. Rep.
p. 363 B. As to the name ’Ioxap.! man of Karioth, see on
Matt. x. 4. Observe the sad and solemn emphasis of the full
name "Jod8av 3{pwvos Ioxapuorny, asin xiil. 22. Toxapidryy
itself is used quite as a name, as forming with 'To¥d. 3{uwvos
one expression. Bengel, therefore, without reason desiderates
the article Tov Lefore ’Ioxap., and prefers on that account
the reading 'Toxapidrov (see the critical notes). — #jueA ey,
k.7 \] traditurus erat, not as if he was already revolving it
in his mind (see, on the contrary, xiii. 2), but according to
the idea of the divine destiny (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 72).
Comp. vii 39, xi 51, xii. 4, 33, xviil. 32; Wisd. xviil. 4:
8 @v fuedke . . . 88ocfar; Judith x. 12. XKern has erro-
neously lowered the expression to the idea of posstbility. —
els dv, x.7.\] although ke, etc.  Still dw is critically doubtful
(omitted by Lachmann), and without it the tragic contrast is
all the stronger.

Note 1.—With respect to the psychological difficulty of Jesus
having chosen and retained Judas as an apostle, we may re-
mark : 1. That we cannot get rid of the difficulty by saying that
Jesus did not make or intend a definite election of disciples
(Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 370 ff.), for this would be at variance
with all the Gospels, and in particular with ver. 70. 2. Jesus
cannot have received Judas into the company of the apostles
with the foreknowledge that He was choosing His Dbetrayer
(Hengstenberg; comp. Avgustine in Ps. lv.: electi undecim
ad opus probationis, electus unus ad opus tentationis); this

1 Not equivelent to DMPY LN, man of lies, as Hengstenberg maintains, after
Prov. xix. 5; the Greek form itself already forbids this.
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would be psychologically and morally inconceivable. He must
have had confidence that each one of the twelve, when He
selected them according to the variety of their gifts, tempera-
ments, characters, etc., would lLecome under His influence
an effective supporter of His work; and, at any rate, the
remark in ver. G4 is only a retrospective inference from the
inconceivableness of so hideous an act in the case of one
selected by the Lord Himself. The view in question also
goes too far in this respect, that it attributes the crime not
to the dangerous disposition of Judas, but to the knowledge
of Christ from the outset, which would logically lead to the
outrageous and inadmissible thought of Daub, that He pur-

oscly chose Judas, ¢n order that he might betray Him. Comp.
Neander, Licke, Kern, Ullmann (Siindlosigk.), Tholuck, De
Wette, Ewald, and many others. 3. Although the bent of
the man, and his inclination towards an unhallowed develop-
ment,—which, however, did not lead to a complete rupture
until late (xiii. 2),—must have been known to Christ, the
reader of all hearts, yet it may have been accompanied with
the hope, that this tendency might be overcome by the pre-
sence of some other apostolic qualification possessed by
Judas, perhaps a very special gift for external administra-
tion (x1. 6, xiii. 28). 4. As it became gradually evident
that this hope was to be disappointed when the care of the
money affairs became a special temptation to the unhappy
man, it was the consciousness of the divine destiny herein
manifesting itselt (vv. 70, 71 ; Acts iv. 28) which prevented
Jesus from dismissing Judas, and so disturbing the further
progress of the divine purpose; while on the part of the Lord,
we must, in conformity with His calling, suppose a continual
moral influence bearing upon Judas, though this to the last
remained without effect, and turned out to his condemnation,—
a tragic destiny truly, whose details, besides, in the want of
sufficient historical information concerning him before the com-
mission of his bloody deed, are too far removed from the reach
ot critical judgment to enable them to lend any support to the
difficulties arising therefrom as to the genuineness of vv. 70,
71 (Weisse, Strauss, B. Bauer), or to warrant the assumption of
any modification of the statemnent, which John, in accordance
with his later view, might have given to it (Liicke, Ullmann,
and others).

Note 2.—The aim of Jesus in the discourse vv. 26 ff. was to
set before the people, who came to Him under the influence of
a carnal belief in His miracles, the duty of seeking a true and
saving faith instead, which would secure a deep living recep-
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tion of and fellowship with Christ’s personal life, and that with
a decision which, with an ever-advancing fulness, lays open
this true work of faith in the appropriation of Himself to the
innermost depth and the highest point of its contents and
necessity. Baur's opinion, that the discourse sets forth the
critical process of the self-dissolution of a merely apparent faith,
so that the latter must acknowledge itself as unbelief, has no
such confession in the text to support it, especially as the ¢xnos
and the ’lowdais are not identical. See, besides, Briickner, p.
143 ff. Regarding the difficulty of understanding this discourse,
which even Strauss urges, it may partly be attributed to the
Johannean idiosyncrasy in reproducing and elaborating his
abundant recollections ot the words of Jesus. The difficulty,
however, is partly exaggerated (see Hauff in the Stud. u. Krit.
1846, p. 595 ff.); and partly it is overlooked that Jesus, in all
references to His death and its design, had to reckon on the
light which the future would impart to these utterances, and
sowing, as He generally did, for the future in the bosom of the
present, He was obliged to give expression to much that was
mysterious, but which would furnish material for, and support
to, the further development and purification of faith and know-
ledge. The wisdom thus displayed in His teaching is justified
Ly the Adstory.
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CHAPTER VIL

Ver. 1. pera raira] B. C. D. G. K. L X. & Cursiv:s, Verss.
Cyr. Chrys. have these words before =episw.  So Scuolz, Lachm,
Tisch. Considering the preponderance of testimonies, this
arrangement is to be preferred. Were it an alteration in imita-
tion of iil. 22, v. 1, vi. 1, the x«i deleted by Tisch. would be
omitted to a greater extent, but it is wanting only in C.** D. X,
and a few Cursives and Versions.—Ver. 8. The first redrpy is
wanting in B. D. K. L. T. X. &.** Cursives, Verss. Cyr. Chrys.
Llejected by Schulz and Rinck, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. ;
a mechanical addition, in imitation of what follows.— o x] Elz.
Lachm. read oi7w, according to the preponderance of Codd.
indeed (only D. K. M. ®. and three Cursives have oix), but
against the preponderance of Versions (even Vulg. It.), most of
which have odx. Of the Fathers, Epiph. Cyr. Chrys. Augustine,
Jerome have oix. Porphyry, in Jerome, ¢. Pelag. it. 17, already
found o)z, and inferred from it the accusation of vacillation.
Just on account of this objection, odsw was introduced. — Ver.
9. adireis] Tisch. airde, following D.* K. L. T. X. N. Cursives,
Cyr. Augustine, and several Versions. Testimony preponderates
in favour of the Received Text, and this all the more, that abrés
might have been easily written on the margin as a gloss from
ver. 10.—Ver. 12. After éxro, Elz. Lachm. have &, which has
many important witnesses against it, and is an interpolation.—
Ver. 15. Instead of zail #aizaf. we must, with Lachm. and
Tisch., read #8abu. o3y, and still more decisively is odv confirmed
after dmezp., ver. 16 (which Elz has not).—Ver. 26. After égrw
Elz. has again éxnézg, against decisive testimony. An inter-
polation (which displaced the first disé. in some witnesses);
comp. iv. 42, vi. 14, vii. 40.—Ver. 31. The arrangement éx
ol Uyr.ou 6 moAhoi é5. is, with Lachm,, to be preferred. Tisch.,
following D. K., has @A, 8 ém. éx 7. 6. — §r/] wanting indeed in
B.D. L T. U. X. §. Cursives, Verss. Cyr., and deleted by Lachm.
and Tisch. But it was greatly exposed to the danger of being
overlooked between ON and O, as well as because it was un-
necessary.—For p#rs we must, with Lachm. Tisch., following
decisive testimonies, read x4, In like manner, rolrav after snu.
is, with Lachm. Tisch, to be deleted. An addition to explain
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the genitive dv. For émoinaey, mori(Tisch.) is too weakly attested.
— Ver. 33. After olv Elz. has airof, against decisive testimony.
— Ver. 39, miorebovreg] Lachm. moreboovre, upon too weak and
(in part) doubtful authority.—After #vetua Elz. Scholz have
&yrov, Lachm. 8edouévov (B. and a few Verss. and Fathers). Both
additions are glosses; instead of &:dou. there occur also desév or
acceptuny, or én’ wbrols OT é abrols. — Ver. 40. zodhol oly éx =
§xnou] Lachm. Tisch.: éx rob xhov oy, following B. D. L. T.
X. 8. Verss. Origen. Rightly; the Received reading is an inter-
pretation. — ¢év Adyov] Lachm. Tisch.: rav Aéyawv robrwv, accord-
ing to preponderating witnesses. The genitive and plural
were certainly more strange to the transcribers. — Ver. 41.
éAhor 3¢] Lachm. oi 8, following B. L. T. X. Cursives, Verss.
Origen, Cyril; Tisch. also, following weighty witnesses (even
D. E. &): dxner. The original reading is of 8%, instead of which
éx»or was mechanically repeated {from what precedes, sometimes
with, sometimes without é.— Ver. 46. olrws érndA. dvdp. ag
olrog 6 &vdp.] Lachm, has merely : éndr. olrwg &iép., following
B. L. T. two Cursives, Copt. Origen, Cyr. Chrys. Aug. But how
superfluous would have been the addition, and how easily might
their omission have occurred in looking from the first dvép. at once
to the second! The order, however, érdA. oirws (Tisch.), is attested
by preponderating evidence. — Ver. 49. émixardparor] Lachm.
Tisch.: éxdpasos, after B. T. &. 1, 33, Or. Cyr. Chrys. Rightly;
the Received text is from the familiar passage, Gal. iii. 10, 13.
— Ver. 50. 6 ¢x8. vuxrds mpds adr] Lachm.: 6 énd. = a. mpérepor
(after B. L. T. &, al.). Nuxrig is certainly an explanatory addi-
tion (comp. xix. 39), which also has various positions in the
Codd. ; but wpérepoy is so decisively attested, and so necessary,
that Lachmann’s reading is to be regarded as the original one,
although the whole é éd. . . . abrév is not to be deleted, as Tisch.
(so &.*) thinks. — Ver. 52. ¢ynyepras] Lachm. Tisch. : éyeiperas,
following B. D. K. 8, (in the margin) T. I. a. &, Cursives, Vulg.
It. Syr. Goth. Aeth. Or. An early emendation of the historical
error. Copt. Sahid. have the Future.—Ver. 53, see on viii. 1.

Vv. 1, 2} Meta TadTa] after these transactions, chap. vi.
— oV yap fif0ehev év 7. 'Tovd. mepem.] whither He would
already have gone for the approaching Passover (vi. 4), had
He not had Dbeen influenced by this consideration (comp. v.

T As to Baur's assaults on the historical character of the contents of chap. vii.,
sce Hauff in the Stud. w. Krit. 1849, p. 124 fi.  According to Baur, the object
of chap. vii. is to show how the reasoning on which unbelie{ ventures to enter
only becomes its own logical refulation.
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16, 18). We must not assume from this, as B. Crusius does,
that John regarded Judaea as the proper seat of the ministry
of Jesus; nor, with Scliweizer, make use of the passage to
impugn the genuineness of vi. 1-26 ; nor say, with Briickner,
that John here again takes up the theme of the hostility of
the Jews, because this had not been dropped in what precedes
(vi. 11, 52), where so late as in vv. 60, 61 even, a division
among the disciples is mentioned, and does not immediately
become prominent in what follows. — To this sojourn in Galilee,
to describe which was beyond the plan of John’s Gospel, most
of the narrative in Matt. xiv. 34-xviii. Lelongs. It lasted
from a little before the Passover (vi, 4), which Jesus did not
attend in Jerusalem, onwards to the next feast of Tabernacles
(ver. 2); hence also the Imperfects. — &¢] leading on to what,
nevertheless, afterwards induced Him to go to Jerusalem. —
7 oxnvomnyia] Ni2B1 N, beginning on the 15th Tisri (in
October), and observed with special sacredness and rejoicing.
Lev. xxiil 33 ; Josephus, 4nit. iii. 10. 4, al. ; Plutarch, Symp.
iv. 6. 2 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 481 f.; Keil, Archacol. 1. § 85.
Ver. 3. The brothers (ii. 12 ; their names are given, Matt.
xiil 55, Mark vi 3) were still unbelievers (ver. 5), because
biassed by the prevailing Messianic views ;! yet, allowing to
themselves, because of the miracles, the possibility of His
being the Messiah, they are anxious—partly, perhaps, for the
sake of their own family—for the decision of the matter,
which they thought might most appropriately take place at
the great joyous feast of the nation, and which certainly must
occur, if at all, in Jerusalem, the seat of the theocracy. A
malicious and treacherous intention (iva dvaipefsj mwapd Tav
tnrovvrwy dmoxteivar abréy, Euthymius Zigabenus, also Luther)
is imputed to them without any foundation. They are of cold
Jewish natures, and the higher nature belonging to their
Brother is as yet hidden from them. The light of faith seems

1 Hengstenberg is not deterred even by this passage from recognising in these
brothers of Jesus His cousins (the sons, he thinks, of Cleopas and Mary ; but ses
on xix. 25), and from maintaining, with all the arbitrariness and violence of exege-
tical impossibilities, that three of them, James, Simon, and Judas, were apostles,
in spite of vv. 3, 5, 7 (comp. xv. 19). Against every attempt to explain away
the literal brothers and sisters of Jesus, see on Matt. i. 25, xii. 46 ; 1 Cor. ix. b;
also Laurcntius, N. 7. Stud. p. 158 fI. ; comp. Pressensé, Jesus Chr. p. 287,
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not to have dawned upon them until after His resurrection,
and by means of that event (1 Cor. xv. 7; Acts i. 14). This
long-continued unbelief of His own earthly brothers (comp.
Mark iii 21) is important in estimating the genuineness of
the accounts given in Matthew and Luke of the miraculous
birth and early childhood of Jesus.— xai ot pafnrai cov)
This expression entirely corresponds with the position of
the brothers as outside the fellowship of Jesus. It does
not say, “thy disciples there also” (so usually; even Baur,
who takes it to refer to those who are first to be won over
in Judaea), for the word ¢here does not occur, mor “thy
disciples collectively,” but simply, “thy disciples also.” They
would be gathered together from all parts at the feast in
Jerusalem, and He should let Himself and His works be seen
by them also. It does not, indeed, clearly appear from this that
coldness began to be exhibited towards Him within the circle
of His disciples (Weizsicker), but rather perhaps that Jesus
had gone about in Galilee and worked miracles very much in
secret, without attracting observation, and not attended by any
great following, but perhaps only by the trusted twelve, which
silent manner of working He was perhaps led to adopt by the
lying in wait of the Jews (ver. 1). Comp. ver. 4: év kpvmTo.
According to B. Crusius, the brothers speak as it nothing
miraculous had been done by Him in Galilee. Contrary to
the narrative ; and therefore & woteis cannot mean “ what you
are reported to have done” (B. Crusius), but “ what thou doest,”
t.e. during thy present sojourn in Galilee, although év «pvmre,
ver. 4. According to Briickner (comp. Ebrard, and substan-
tially also Godet), the brothers express themselves as if Jesus
had made and retained no disciples in Galilee, and, indeed,
with malicious and ironical allusion to the fact stated vi. 66,
and to the report (iv. 1) which they did not believe. But,
considering the long interval which elapsed between chap. vi.
and vii. 2, such allusions, without more precise indication of
them in the text, are all the less to be assumed. Luthardt
attributes to the brothers the notion that in Galilee it was
only the multitudes that followed Him, and that there was no
such personal adherence to Him as had taken place in Judaea
(in consequence of His baptizing). But it is incredible that
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they should entertain a notion so obviously erroncous, becanse
the events which they were continually witnessing in Galilee,
as well as those which they witnessed in Judaea on occasion
ot their journeys to the feast, must have been better known
to them.

Ver. 4. “ For no one does anything in secret, and is thereby
personally striving to be of a frank, open-hearted nature;” i.e.
no one withdraws himself and his works also into quiet
secrecy, and yet strives frankly to assert his personal position
(as you must do if you are the Messiah). The two things
are, indeed, contradictory! On év magpno. comp. xi. 54;
Wisd. v. 1; and Grimm, Ezeg. Handb. p. 110 f.; Eph. vi 19;
Phil i 20; Col ii. 15. The word does not signify “ mani-
fest” or “ known” (De Wette, Godet, and most others), but it
means the opposite of a shy and ¢imid nature, which shrinks
from playing the part of a fearless and frank character. — 7i]
is the simple aliguid, not magnum quid (Kuinoel and others);
and xa! does not stand for &s, so that adrés would be super-
fluous (Grotius, Kuinoel), but is the simple “and,” while
aiTos! is ipse, thus putting the person attributively over-against
the work (Herm. ad Vig. p. 735 ; Fritzsche ad Rom. IL. p. 75),
and not merely resuming the subject (Liicke, Tholuck), as also
it must not be taken in Matt. xii. 50. — As to elvac €v, versari
tn (Bernhardy, p. 210), thus designating the adverbial predicate
as permanent, see Buttmann, N. 7. Gr. p. 284 [E. T. p. 330].
— el TabTa mwoueis] answers to the 7 &pya cov & mouels,
ver. 3, and to ovdeis. .. wotei, ver. 4, and therefore, according
to the context (comp. also the consequent clause, which cor-
responds with xai {nrel abros, k.T.\.), Tefers to the miracles
which Jesus did in Galilee. Tavre has the emphasis: “If
thou doest these things, v.e. if thy work consists @n such wonder-
ful deeds as thou art performing here in Galilee, do not act
so foolishly as to confine thyself with such works within so
narrow and obscure a range, but present thyself openly before

! The reading zirs (Lachm. following B. D.*) is only an error in transerip-
tion. Ebrard, who maintains its genuineness, yet marvellously renders: ‘¢ dut
he strives, that it may take place openly.” Kaf, meaning *‘ but,” is said to be
Johannean ; it is really neither Johannean nor Greek at all, but simply wrong.

The frequent Greek use of it in Jobn in the sense of “and yet” is something
quite different ; see on ver. 29.
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the world, as thou must do in Judaee, which during the feast
is the theatrum mundi” 3 eavréy, like the preceding adros,
gives prominence to His person, as opposed to His work. But
the e is not expressive of doubt (Euthymius Zigabenus: e
raira onueia moils xal od ¢pavrdles ; Liicke, De Wette, and
most : as if we were to supply, it it be really as we hear ;
comp. also Briickner, who considers that it is intended to
intimate in a disagreeable manner that the fact was doubtful),
it is argumentative; the brothers know that His works are of
an extraordinary kind, as was evident to them in Galilee
(mowets denotes a permanent course of action; Bernhardy, p.
370); and they consider it absurd that He should withdraw
Himself personally from the place whither all the world was
flocking.

Vv. 5, 6. For not even His brothers, whom we might have
expected to bhave been foremost, etc.; otherwise they would
not have urged Him to the test of a public appearance. They
urged this upon Him all the more, because He had absented
Himself from the previous Passover at Jerusalem,—a fact which
could not have been unknown to them.— éwior. eis avT.)
in the ordinary sense; they did not believe in Him as the
Messiah. To take the words to mean only the perfect self-
surrender of faith, which they had not yet attained to (Lange,
Hengstenberg), is an inference necessitated by the mistaken
notion that these brothers were 7ot literally brothers (see on
Matt. xii. 46 ; Acts i 14; Mark iii. 31; 1 Cor. ix. 5).
Nonnus admirably says : dmwefées oldmep dAhot, XpioTod map-
pedéovros adendeol mep éovres. See ver. 7.— o xaipos o
éués] cannot mean the time to make the journey to the feast
(Luther, Jansen, Cornelius a Lapide, and most expositors);
the antithesis 6 xatpos 6 vp. demands a deeper reference. It
is, according to the context, the time to manifest myself fo the
world, ver. 4, by which Jesus certainly understood the divinely
appointed yet still expected moment of public decision con-
cerning Him (comp. ii. 4), which did come historically at the
very next Passover, but which He now felt in a general way was
not yet come. Thus the explanation of Chrysostom, Euthymius
Zigabenus, Lampe, and most others, who refer the words to
the time of His passion, is not wrong, only that this is not
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actually expressed, but was historically the fulfilment of what
is here said. The corresponding ¢ xatpos 6 duérepos in
like manner means the time for showing themselves openly to
the world, which the brothers might do at any time, because
they stood in no opposition to the world (ver. 7, xv. 19).

Vv. 7, 8. O0 8Yvarad] “ psychologically ¢t cannot, because
you are in perfect accord with it.” “ One knave agrees with
another, for one crow does not scratch out the eye of another
crow,” Luther; 76 Suotov T ouolw dvdyxn del Ppihov elvas,
Plato, Zys. p. 214 B; comp. Gorg. p. 510 B,— 6 xéopos)
not as in ver. 4, but with a moral significance (the unbelieving
world). Comp. here 1 John v. 19.—éwad odx draBaivw,
«7\.] not an indefinite answer, leaving the matter spoken of
uncertatn (Hengstenberg), but, as the Present shows, a direct
and categorical refusal : I, for my part, dé not go up.  After-
ward He ckanged (ver. 10) His intention not to go up to the
feast, and went up to it after all, though as secretly as pos-
sible. Porphyry’s reproach (in Jerome) of inconstantia is
based upon a correct interpretation, but is not in itself just;
for Jesus might alter His intention without being fickle,
especially as the particular motive that prompted the change
does not appear. In the case of the Canaanitish woman also,
Matt. xv. 26 ff, He changed His intention. The result of
this change was that once more, and for some length of time
before the last decision, He prosecuted His work by way of
opposition and instruction at the great capital of the theocracy.
The attempt to put into odx the sense of oimw, or to find this
sense in the context, is as unnecessary as it is erroneous,
Either the Present ava/S. has been emphasized, and a v9» intro-
duced (Chrysostom, Bengel, Storr, Liicke, Olshausen, Tholuck),
or dvaf. has been taken to denote' the manner of travelling,
viz. with the caravan oy pilgrims, or the like ; or the meaning ot
éopr7iv has been narrowed (Apol.: of perd ilapéryros ; Cyril:
ovy oirws éoprdlwy), as, besides Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. I1.
p. 113, and Lange’ Ebrard’s expedient of understanding the

1 Comp. Bengel, Luthardt (who would supply *‘as ye think"), Baumgarten,
p. 228; Baeumlein ; in like manner Godet, who explains évafzive, 1 go not
up as King Messiah.” As if one had only to foist in such interpolations!

8 Ree his Leben Jesu, 11. 927 : He did not actually visit the feast, but He
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feast “ in the legally prescribed semse” does; or ovx has been re-
garded as limited by the following ofre (De Wette, Maler, and
most), which is quite wrong, for olme negatives generally the
tulfilment of the katpds in the present (.. during the whole time
ot the feast). So little does the true interpretation of the ove
justify the objection of modern criticism against the evangelist
(B. Bauer : “ Jesuitism ;” Baur: “the seeming independence
of Jesus is supposed thus to be preserved;” comp. also
Hilgenfeld), that, on the contrary, it brings into view a
striking trait of originality in the history. — Observe in the
second half ot the verse the simple and emphatic repetition ot
the same words, into which Tadrgv, however, is introduced
(see the critical notes), becanse Jesus has in view a visit to
a future feast. Observe also the repetition of the reason
already given in ver. 6, in which, instead of wdpeoriv, the
weightier mem\MjpwTar occurs.

Ver. 10. ‘2s 8¢ avéB.] Aor. pluperfect; Winer, p. 258
[E.T. p. 343) — ds év kpvmTg] He went not openly (Pavepds ;
comp. Xen. Anab. v. 4. 33 : éuavds, instead of which év
sxMw follows), but so fo speak secretly (incognito), not in the
-company of a caravan of pilgrims, or in any other way with
outward observation, but so that His journey to that feast is
represented as made in secrecy, and consequently quite dit-
ferently from His last entry at the feast of the Passover. On
&s, comp. Bernhardy, p. 279 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IL p. 1004.
Otherwise in i. 14 (against B. Crusius). The context does not
intimate whether Jesus took a different road (through Semaria,
for instance, as Hengstenberg with Wieseler, according to Luke
ix. 51 ff, supposes), De Wette, Krabbe, and early writers, but
shows only that He was without any companions (except His
disciples, ix. 2). Baur (also Hilgenfeld) finds in od ¢av.,
AN @5 év kpumrTe, something Docetc, or at least (V. T. Theol.
p- 367) bordering upon Gnosticism (besides viil. 59, x. 39,
vi, 16), which it is easy enough to find anywhere it such texts
.are supposed to be indications, See, on the contrary, Briick-
ner. — This journey finally takes Jesus away from Galilee (z.e.
until after His death), and thus far it is parallel with that in

went up in the second half of the week of the feast, and not before. Jesus never
resorted to any such subtleties.
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Matt. xix. 1, but only that far. In other respects it oceurs in
quite a different historical connection, and is undertaken with
a different object (the Passover). The journey, again men-
tioned in Luke ix. 51 ff, is in other respects quite different.
The assumption that Jesus returned to Galilee between the
feast of Tabernacles and the feast of the Dedication (Ammon,
Lange; see on x. 22),is the result of a forced attempt at har-
monizing, which exceeds its limits in every attempt which it
makes to reconcile the Johannean and the synoptic accounts
of the last journey from Galilee to Judaea. Comp. also
Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 491, ed. 3.

Vv. 11, 12. Odv] For He did not come with the Galilean
travellers. — o¢ "Tov8alot] not all the people (Hengstenberg,
Baeumlein), but the opposing hierarchy ; vi 41, 52, vii. 13, 15,
Their search is prompted by malice, not by aimless curiosity
(Luthardt); see vv. 1, 13. On éxelvos, which means the
well-known absent one, Luther well remarks: “Thus contemp-
tuously can they speak of the man, that they cannot almost
name Him” The people’s judgment of Him was a divided
one, not frank and free, but timid, and uttered half in a
whisper (yoyyvouds, murmuring, ver. 32). — Observe the
change of number: év Tols &xNots: among the multitudes (the
plural here only in John); Tov 8xAov: the people. — dyafos]
upright, a man of honour, no demagogue, seeking to make the
people believe falsely that He was the Messiah. Comp.
Matt. xxvil 63.

Ver. 13 is usually, after Augustine, only referred to the
party who judged favourably (so also Liicke, De Wette, Ewald,
Paeumlein; not B. Crusius, Briickner, Tholuck, Hengsten-
berg, Godet). All the more arbitrarily, because this was first
mentioned, and because the general expression éndAes mrepi
abrob is quite against any such limitation; odeis onwards to
airod can only be taken as corresponding to the yoyyvouos év
Tois dyMots, ver. 12, which refers to otk parties. Both mis-
trusted the hierarchy ; even those hostile in their judgment
were afraid, so long as they had not given an official decision,
that their verdict might be rcversed. A true indication of
an utterly jesuitical domination of the people.—8&:d 7ov
¢680v] on account of the fear that prevailed,
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Ver. 14. Tijs éopt. pec.] when the feast was half way
advanced, #yowv Th TerdpTy nuépa (or thereby): émra wap
nuépas (yet see on ver. 37), éwprabov adrijy, Euthymius Ziga-
benus. Jesus was already, before this, in the city (ver. 10),
but in concealment; now He goes up #nfo the temple. The
text does not say that He had only now come into Jerusalem.
peaoty (comp. Ex. xii. 29; Judith xii. 5; 3 Macc. v. 14)
only here in the N. T., but very common in the classics. That
the day was just the Sabbath of the feast (Harduin, Bengel,
Kuinoel, Wieseler, Synopse, pp. 309, 329) is uncertain, as
pecovons is only an approximate expression. For the rest, the
discourses which follow, and the discussions onwards to chap.
x., are not (with Weizsicker) to be ranked as parallel with the
synoptical accounts of proceedings in Jerusalem, but are wholly
independent of them, and must be attributed to the vivid recol-
lections of the evangelist himself regarding a time unnoticed by
the Synoptics. Over and above this, we must, as an historical
necessity, expect to find many points of resemblance in the
several encounters of Jesus with His Jewish opponents.

Ver. 15. Oi 'Tovdaio:] as in vv. 11, 18. The teaching
of Jesus produces a feeling of astonishment even in the
hierarchy ; but how? Not through the power of His truth,
but because He s learned without having studied. And with
a question upon this point, they engage in conversation with
Him, without touching upon wkat He had taught. The ad-
massion, indeed, which is contained in their question, and that,
too, face to face with the people, is only to be explained from
the real impression produced upon their learned conceit, so
that they ask not in the spirit of shrewd calculation, but from
actual amazement. —ypdupara) not the 0. T. Scriptures
(Luther, Grotius, and many), but literas, (theological) Anow-
ledge, which, however, consisted in seriptural erudition. Jesus
had doubtless exhibited this knowledge in His discourse by His
interpretations of Seripture.  Comp. Aects xxvi. 24; Plato,
Apol. p. 26 D: olec adrovs amelpovs ypappdTwy elvat, and the
citations in Wetstein. Upon &ddorew fypé/.l,/l.afa used of
teachers, see Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 299. — un pepaf.]
though he has not learned them (Buttmann, N. 7. Gk. p. 301
[E. T. p. 350 1.]), perhaps in a Rabbinical school as Paul did

X
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from Gamaliel. The members of the Sanhedrim do not thus
speak in conformity with the author’s representation of the
Logos (Scholten); they Anow, doubtless, from information
obtained concerning the course ot His life, that Jesus had not
studied ; He was reckoned by them among the dypduparos
and ¢dudrar, Acts iv. 13. This tells powerfully against all
attempts, ancient and modern, to trace back the wisdom of
Jesus to some school of human culture. Well says Bengel:
“non usus erat schola; character Messiae” This autodidactic
character does not necessarily exclude the supposition that
during His childhood and youth He made use of the ordinary
popular, and in particular of the synagogal instruction (Luke
ii 45). Comp. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 120 f, and in par-
ticular Keim, Gesch. J. 1. p. 427 ff.

Ver. 16. Jesus at once solves for them the riddle. “ The
contradictory relation : that of learning in the case of one who
had been uninstructed, would be found in my teaching only if
it were mine,” etc. — 7 €u1) and ov« é. éusj are used in diffe-
rent senses: “ the teaching whick I give,” and “it is not my
possession, but God’s;” how far, see ver. 17, comp. v. 19, 30. —
100 mwépy. pe] a carefully-chosen designation, because the
Sender has communicated to His messenger, and continually
communicates what He is to say in His name!— ovk. ..
&A\d) here also not: non tam . ..quam, but simply excluding
human individuality. Comp. viii. 28, xiv. 24.

Ver. 17. The condition of knowing this is that one be willing
—have it as the moral aim of his self-determination—to do
the will of God. He who is wanting in this, who lacks funda-
mentally the moral determination of his mind towards God,
and to whom, therefore, Christ’s teaching is something strange,
for the recognition of which as divine there is in the ungodly
bias of his will no point of contact or ot sympathy ; this
knowledge is to him a moral impossibility. But, on the con-
trary, the bias towards the fulfilling of God’s will is the sub-

1 Bengel (in Wichter in the Beitr, z. Beng. Schrifterklir. 1865, p. 125). “It
we may spesk after the manner of men, the heavenly Father gives him a
colleyium privatissimum, and that upon no author.” This relation, however,
does not justify such onesided exaggerations as those of Delitzsch, Jesus
Hillel, 1866
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Jective factor necessary to the recognition of divine doctrine as
such ; for this doctrine produces the immediate conviction that
it is certainly divine by virtue of the moral ouowérns and
opocomdfeia of its nature with the man’s own nature. Comp.
Aristotle, Eth. ix. 3, ili. 1: 10 Guocov Tob opolov édlerar. See
also on iii. 21 and xv. 19. It is only in form, not in reality,
that the myv dydmnp 7. Oeod Eyew év éavrd, v. 42, differs from
the @éhew 70 Oé\nua 1. Oeob moetv here, for this latter is the
moral praxis of the love of God. Accordingly, we certainly
have in this passage the festimonium internum, but not in the
ordinary theological sense, as a thing for those who already
believe, but for those who do not yet believe, and to whom
the divine teaching of the Lord presents itself for the first
time. — The @érn is not superfluous (Wolf, Loesner, and
Tuost), but is the very merve of the relation ; note the “suavis
harmonia” (Bengel) between 0éry and @éanua. The Oérnpua
avToy, however, must not be limited either to a definite
Jorm of the revelation of it (the O. T., Chrysostom, Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, Bengel, Hengstenberg, Weiss, and most), or
to any ome particular requirement (that of faith in Christ,
Augustine, Luther, Erasmus, Lampe, Ernesti, Storr, Tittmann,
Weber, Opusc., and most expositors ; comp. the saying of Augus-
tine, right in itself, ¢nfellectus est merces fidet), which would
contradict the fact that the axiom is stated without any limi-
tation; it must be taken in its full breadth and comprehensive-
ness—*“ that which God wills,” whatever, how, and wherever
this will may require. Even the natural moral law within
(Rom. i. 20 ff,ii. 14, 15) i3 not excluded, though those who
heard the words spoken must have referred the general state-
ment to the revelation given to them in the law and the
prophets. Finally, it is clear from vi. 44, 45, viii. 47, that
willingness to do God’s will must be attributed to the gift and
drawing of the Father as its source.—mepi 77s 8:8.] con-
cerning the teaching now in question, ver. 16. —éyw a=’
éuavrov] I of myself, thus strongly marking the opposite of
éx Tob Beod. Comp. v. 30. The classical expression mwéTepov
.. . 7 occurs only here in the N. T.

Ver. 18. Here is the characteristic proof and token, given
almost in syllogistic form, that He spoke not of Himself. — v
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80k 7. I8. tn7.] that is, among others. Comp. v. 41. —¢ 84
Enrow, kTA] minor premiss and (odros, k.7 conclusion, in
which, instead of the negative, “ He speaks not of Himself,” we
have the wositive, “ the same is true,” ete. But this positive
conclusion is logically correct, both in itself, because a¢’ éavrod
Aaheiv is throughout the context regarded as something untrue
and 1mmoral (Grotius: “sua cogitata proferens, cum Dei man-
datum prae se ferat”), and with reference to the hierarchy,
and some of the people, who took Jesus to be a decever.
Observe further, that o 8¢ {yrdv, x.T.\., is in the form of a
general proposition, corresponding with the opposite proposi-
tion, 0 d¢’ éavrod Aakdv, x.T.\.; but it is derived exclusively
from the relation of Jesus, and is descriptive therefore of no
other than He.— &8ixla] improbitas, immorality of nature,
a stronger antithesis to dAnfsjs than +reddos, for which Twes
in Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, Bengel, B. Crusius, Maier,
and many take it,—a view which cannot be justified by the
inezact LXX. translation of Job xxxvi. 4 (Ps. lii. 4; Theod.
Mic. vi. 12). ’Adwxia is the inner (év adr) moral basis of the
Jrebdos. For the contrast between dMjfewa and ddixia, see Rom.
1 18,il 8; 1 Cor. xiil. 6 ; 2 Thess. ii. 12 ; see also on viil.
46. An allusion to the charge of breaking the Sabbath (Godet)
is not indicated, and anticipates what follows, ver. 21.

Ver. 19. There is no ground for supposing that some unre-
corded words on the part of the Jews (Kuinoel and many
others), or some act (Olshausen), ¢nfervened between vv. 18 and
19. The chain of thought is this: Jesus in vv. 16-18 com-
pletely answered the question of the Jews, ver. 15. But now
He Himself assumes the offensive, putting before them the
real and malicious ground of all their assaults and oppression,
namely, their purpose to bring about His death ; and He shows
them how witerly unjustifiable, on their part, this purpose is. —
The note of interrogation ought to be placed (so also Lachm.
Tisch.) after the first 7ov wopov; and then the declaration
of their contradictory behaviour is emphatically introduced
by the simple xai. In like manner vi. 70. —od Mwiads,
x7.] The emphasis is upon Mwio. as the great and highly
esteemed authority, which had so strong a claim on their
ohedience. — 7oy wémov] without limitation; therefore neither
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the commandment forbidding murder merely (Nonnus, Storr,
Paulus), nor that against Sabbath-breaking simply (Kuinoel,
Klee. So once Luther also, but in his Commentary he refers
to Rom. viii.: “what the law could not do,” etc., which, in-
deed, has no bearing here), which, according to Godet, Jesus is
said to have already in view. —«xal o¥8eis Jp. motel T
vopov) so that you, all of you, are liable to the condemnation of
the law ; and instead of seeking to destroy me as a law-breaker,
you must confess yourselves to be guilty. — 7¢] why? e
with what right? The emphasis cannot be upon the enclitic
pe (against Godet).

Ver. 20. This interruption, no notice of which, seemingly
(but see on ver. 21), is taken by Jesus in His subsequent
words, is a characteristic indication of the genuineness of the
narrative. — o &y \os] the multitude (not the same as the
"Tovdaior, see ver. 12), unprejudiced, and unacquainted with
the designs of the hierarchy, at least so far as they referred
to the death of Christ, consisting for the most part, probably,
of pilgrims to the feast. — 8atpovior] causing in you such
perverted and wicked suspicions. Comp. viii. 48, x. 20. An
expression not of ill-will (Hengstenberg and early writers), but
of amazement, that a man who taught so admirably should
imagine what they deem to be a moral impossibility and a
dark delusion. It must, they thought, be a fixed idea put into
his mind by some daemon, a kaxodacuovay.

Vv. 21, 22. "Amwexpifin] The reply of Jesus, not to the
'Tov8aior (Ebrard), but to the 8xXos (for it is really addressed
to them, not in appearance merely, and through an inaccurate
account of the matter on John's part, as Tholuck unnecessarily
assumes), contains, indeed, no direct answer to the question
put, but is intended to make the people feel that all had a
guilty part in the murderous designs against Him, and that
none of them are excepted, because that one work which He
had done among them was unacceptable to them all, and had
excited their unjustifiable wrath. Thus He deprives the people
of that assurance of their own innocence which had prompted
them to put the question to Him; “ ostendit se profundius eos
ndsse et hoc radio eos penetrat,” Bengel. — v €pyov] e. the
licaling on the Sabbath, v. 2 ff, the only miraculous work
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which He had done in Jerusalem (against Weisse ') (not, indeed,
the only work at all, see ii. 23, comp. also x. 32, but the only
one during the last visit), for the remembrance of which the
fact of its being so striking an instance of Sabbath-breaking
would suffice. — xal wdvres favudleTe] mdvres is corre-
lative with &, “and ye all wonder” (Acts iii. 12), 7.e. how
I could have done it as a Sabbath work (v. 16); it is the object
of your unwersal astonishment! An exclamation ; taken as a
question (Ewald), the expression of disapprobation which it
contains would be less emphatic. To put into favudfere the
idea of alarm (Chrysostom), of blame (Nonnus), of displeasure
(Grotius), or the like, would be to anticipate; the bitterness
of tone does not appear till ver. 23. — 8ca Todi7o]| connected
with favpdfere by Theophylact, and most moderns (even
Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, De Wette, B, Crusius, Maier,
Lange, Lachmaun, Hengstenberg, Ewald, Baeumlein, Ebrard,
Godet ; among earlier expositors, Beza, Casaubon, Homberg,
Maldonatus, Wolf, Mill, Kypke, etc.; see on Mark vi. 6);
but Syr. Goth. Codd It.,, Cyril, Chrysostom, Nonnus, Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, Luther, Castalio, Erasmus, Aretius, Grotius,
Cornelius a Lapide, Jansen, Bengel, Wetstein, and several
others, also Luthardt, and already most of the Codices, with
true perception, place the words at the beginning of ver. 22
(so also Elzevir); for, joined with favudlere, they are cum-
brous and superfluous,’ and contrary to John’s method else-
where of beginning, not ending, with 8wt Tob7o (v. 16, 18,
vi 65, viii. 47, x. 17, al.; see Schulz on Griesbach, p. 543).
Only we must not take them either as superfluous (Euthymius
Zigabenus) or as elliptical: “therefore hear,” or *know”
(Grotius, Jansen, even Winer, p. 58 [E. T. p. 68]) ; the former
is inadmissible, the latter is neither Johannean nor in keeping
with what follows, which does not contain a declaration, but
a deduction of a logical kind. We ought rather, with Bengel

s How does he make out the Iv #pya? It is the one miracle which Christ
came to accomplish (Matt. xii. 38, xvi. 1sqq. ; Luke xi. 29 ff.), described by
Him metaphorically as a Sabbath healing ; this the evangelist has taken for a
single miraculous act. See Kuvangelienfr. p. 249.

* This accounts for the omission of ¥& seire in §* Tisch. deletes it, and
with i&* reads ¢ Mwiis. (with the article).
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(“propteren, hoec mox declaratur per ody 7¢, nempe nom quia™)
and Luthardt, following Cyril, to regard them as standing in
connection with the following oty 87.. With this anticipatory
8ua Tobro, Jesus begins to diminish the astonishment which His
healing on the Sabbath had awakened, showing it to be un-
reasonable, and this by the analogy of circumcision, which is
performed also on the Sabbath. Instead of simply saying,
“ Because % comes from the fathers” He puts the main statement,
already introduced by &ia 7oiro, and so important in the argu-
ment, both negatively and positively, and says, « Therefore
Moses gave you circumcision, not because it originated with
Moses, but (because it originated) with the fathers, and so ye
circumcise” («ai consecutive), etc. ; that is, this ody é7¢, on to
watépwy, serves to show that circumcision, though divinely
commanded by Moses in the law, and thus given to the Jews
as a ritualistic observance, was not Mosaic in its origin, but
was an old patriarchal institution dating back even from Abra-
ham. The basis of its historic claim to validity lies in the
fact that the law of circumecision precedes the law of the Sab-
bath, and consequently the enjoined rest of the Sabbath must
gwe way to circumcision.' Even the Rabbins had this axiom :
“ Circumcisio pellit sabbatum,” and based it upon the fact that
it was “traditio patrum.” See Wetstein on ver. 23. The
anger of the people on account of the healing on the Sabbath
rested on a false estimate of the Sabbath; comp. Matt. xiL 5.
From this explanation it is at the same time clear that oly
Ote . .. mavépwv is not of the nature ot a parenthesis (so
usually, even Lachmann). Of those who so regard it, some
rightly recognise in the words the authority of circumecision as
outweighing that of the Sabbath; while others, against the
context, infer from them its lesser sanctity as being a traditional

! The patriarchal period was indeed that of promise, but this is not made pro-
nunent here, and we cannot therefore say with Luthardt : ** Jesus puts the law
and the promise over-against one another, like Paul in Gal. iii. 17.” There is no
hint of thisinthe text. Judging from thetext, there rather lies in céx dmi, =. 7. 2.,
the proof that, in the case of a collision between the two laws, that of circumcision
and that of the Sabbath, the former must have the precedence, because, though
enjoined by Moses, it already had o patriarchal origin, and on account of this
older sanctity it must suffer no infringement through the law ot the Subbath,
Nonnus well describes the argumentation by the words éyxsydva 7ol dicug,
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institution (Paulus, B. Crusius, Ewald, Godet). Others, again,
take them as an (objectless) correction (De Wette, Baeumlein),
or as an historical observation (equally superfluous) of Jesus
(Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and earlier expositors) or of John
(Liicke, cf. Ebrard). Above all, it would have been very
strange and paltry to suppose (with Hengstenberg) that Jesus
by this remark was endeavouring, with reference to ver. 15,
to do away with the appearance of ignorance. — Mwiofs)
Lev. xii. 3. — o¥y &7¢] not as in vi. 46, but as in xii. 6. —
éx 700 Mwioéws] Instead of saying éf adrod, Jesus repeats
the name, thus giving more emphasis to the thought. See
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 1, ad Anab. 1. 6. 11. — éx TV
matépwr] Gen. xvil 10, xxi. 4; Acts vii. 8; Rom. iv. 11.—
év JaBB] if it be the eighth day. Comp. the Rabbinical
quotations in Lightfoot. Being emphatic, it takes the lead.
Ver. 23. Ilepitropunv] Circumcision, without the article,
but placed emphatically first, corresponding with &\ov avfpw-
wov in the apodosis. — {va p7) Avé4, x.T.\.] in order that so the
law of Moses be not broken (by the postponement of the rite),
seeing that it prescribes circumecision upon the eighth day.
Jansen, Bengel, Semler, Paulus, Kuinoel, Klee, Baeumlein,
wrongly render {va pj “without,” and take o vop. Mwio. to
mean the law of the Sabbath.— époi xoldre] towards me
how unjust! On xo\dw, denoting ditter, violent anger (only
here in the N. T.), comp. 3 Mace. iii. 1 ; Artemid. i. 4; Beck,
Anecd. p. 116.— 810 6Xov Gvdp. ry. ém. év ocaBB.] The
emphasis of the antithesis is on é\ov &vfp., in contrast with
the single member in the case of circumcision. We must not,
cherefore, with Kling in the Stud. ». Krit. 1836, p. 157 {,
find here the antithesis between wounding and making whole;
nor, with B. Crusius, that between an act for the sake of the
law, on account of which circumecision was performed, and one
for the sake of the man himself; similarly Grotius. In Uv.
émoinoa, further, there must necessarily be expressed an
analogy with what is done in circumcision, which is therefore
equally regarded as a cure and a healing, not with reference to
the subsequent healing of the wound (Cyril, Lampe), for meper.
is eircumcision itself, not its healing; nor with reference to the
supposed medical object of circumeision (Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel,
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‘Liicke, Lange; eomp. Philo, de Circumeis. II. 210 f. ; see, on
the contrary, Keil, Archacol. I. 309 £), no trace of which was
contained either in the law or in the religious ideas of the
people ; but with reference to the purification and sanctification
wrought upon the member by the removal of the foreskin.!
In this theocratic sense, a single member was made whole by
circumeision ; but Christ, by healing the paralytic, had made
an entire man whole, i.e. the whole body of a man. The argu-
ment in justification, accordingly, is one a minori ad majus;
if it was right not to omit the lesser work on the Sabbath,
how much more the greater and more important! To take
éhov dvfp., with Euthymius Zigabenus 2, Beza, Cornelius a
Lapide, Bengel, and Olshausen, as signifying body and soul,
in contrast with the odpf, on which circumecision was per-
formed, is alien to the connection, which shows that the Sab-
bath question had to do only with the bodily healing, and to
the account of the miracle itself, according to which Jesus only
warned the man who had been made whole, v. 14.

Ver. 24. This closing admonition is general, applicable to
every case that might arise, but drawn by way of deduction
from the special one in point. According to the outward
appearance, that act was certainly, in the Jewish judgment, a
breach of the Sabbath ; but the righteous judgment was that to
which Jesus had now conducted them. Upon &yus, id quod
sub visum cadit, res in conspicuo posita, see Lobeck, Paralip. p.
512. It does not here mean wvisage, as in xi. 44, and as
Hengstenberg makes it, who introduces the contrast between
Christ “ without form or comeliness,” and the shining coun-
tenance ot Moses. On xpiverv kpioww Sikalav, comp. Tobit
iii. 2 ; Susannah 53 ; Zech. vii. 9.

Vv. 25-27. O%v] in consequence of this bold vindication.
These ‘TepogolvuiTas, as distinct from the uninitiated dyhos
of ver. 20, as inhabitants of the Holy City, have better know-
ledge of the mind ot the hierarchical opposition ; they wonder

! Comp. Bammidbar, R. xii. 1. 203. 2: *‘ praeputinm est vitium in corpore.”
With this view, which regards the foreskin as impure,—a view which docs not
appear till a late date (Ewald, Alterth. p. 129 1.),—corresponds the idea of the
cireumcision of the keart, which we find in Lev. xxvi. 41, Deut. x. 16, xxx. €,
aud often in the prophets and the N, T., Rom. ii. 29, Col. il. 11, Aects vii. 51.
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that the Sanhedrim should let Him speak so boldly and
freely, and they ask, “ After all, do they not know in very deed
that this,” ete.?  This, however, is only a momentary thought
which strikes them, and they at once answer it themselves, —
mofev éoTiv] does not denote the birth-place, which was
known both in the case of Jesus (ver. 41) and of the Messiah
(ver. 42), but the descent ; mot, indeed, the more remote, which
in the case of the Messiah was undoubted as being Davidic,
but (comp. vi 42) the nearer—father, mother, family (Matt.
xiil 55). Comp. xix. 9; Homer, Od. p. 373 : alrov & ob
cdpa olda, wober vyévos ebyeras elvac; Soph. Trach. 1006 ;
Eur. Rhes. 702 ; Heliod. iv. 16, viL 14.— ¢ 8& Xpe] is in
antithesis with TouTov, and it therefore takes the lead. The
popular belief that the immediate ancestry of the Messiah
would be unknown when He came, cannot further be histori-
cally proved, but is credible, partly from the belief in His
divine origin (Bertholdt, Christol. p. 86), and partly from the
obscurity into which the Davidic family had sunk, and was
supported, probably, by the import of many O. T. passages,
such as Isa. liii 2, 8, Mic. v. 2, and perhaps also by the sudden
appearance of the Son of man related in Dan. vii. (Tholuck),
and is strongly confirmed by the description in the book of
Enoch of the heavenly Messiah appearing from heaven (Ewald).
The passages which Liicke and De Wette quote from Justin
(c. Tryph. pp. 226, 268, 336, ed. Col) are inapplicable, as
they do not speak of an unknown descent of the Messiah,
but intimate that, previous to His anointing by Elias, His
Messiahship was unknown to Himself and others. The
beginning of Marcion’s Gospel (see Thilo, p. 403), and the
Rabbinical passages in Lightfoot and Wetstein, are equally
inapplicable.

Vv. 28, 29. The statement in ver. 27, which showed how
utterly Christ's higher nature and work were misunderstood
by these people in consequence of the entirely outward
character of their judgments, roused the emotion of Jesus, so
that He raised His voice, crying aloud (éxpafev, comp. i 15,
vil. 37, xiiL 44, Rom. ix. 27 ; xpdlew never means anything
but o cry out; “clamores, quos edidit, magnas habuere
causas,” Bengel), and thus uttered the solemn conclusion of
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this colloquy, while He taught in the temple, and said:
xapé oldare, x.TA. The év 7 iepd 8i8dorwy is in itseit
superfluous (see ver. 14), but serves the more wividly to
describe the solemn moment of the ékpafer, and is an indica-
tion of the original genwineness of the narrative, — xdpué
oi8aTe, £.TN] te, “ ye know not only my person, but ye also
know my origin” As the people really had this knowledge
(vi. 42), and as the divine mission of Jesus was independent
of His human nature and origin, while He Himself denies
only their knowledge of His divine mission (see what follows;
comp. viii. 19), there is nothing in the connection to sanction
an nterrogatory interpretation (Grotius, Lampe, Semler, Storr,
Paulus, Kuinoel, Luthardt, Ewald), nor an 4ronical one
(Luther, Calvin, Beza, and many others; likewise Liicke,
Tholuck, Olshausen, B. Crusius, Lange, and Godet, who con-
siders the words “ ldgérement <ronigue,” and that they have
“ certainement {?] wne lournure interrogative”), nor the para-
phrase: “Ye think that ye know” (Hengstenberg). Least
of all can we read it as a reproach, that they knew His divine
nature and origin, yet maliciously concealed it (Chrysostom,
Nonnus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and
most). No; Jesus allows that they have that outward know-
ledge of Him which they had avowed in ver. 27, but He
further—in the words xai 47 éuavrod, x.TA.—sets before
them the hAigher relationship, which is here the main point,
and which was unknown to them. — xai a7 éu. ovx éNA.]
and—though ye think that, on account of this knowledge of
yours, ye must conclude that I am not the Messiah, but have
come by self-appointment merely—of mysel/ (adroxérevoros,
Nonnus) am I not come; comp. viii. 42, This «xaf, which
must not be regarded as the same with the two preceding, as
if it stood for xai 67¢ (Baeumlein), often in John connects,
like atque, a contrasted thought, and yet. See Iartung,
Partikell. 1. 147. We may pronounce the and with emphasis,
and imagine a pause after it. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Apol. p. 29 B; Wolf, ad Leptin. p. 238. — aAN éotuv
axnBevos] but it is a real one who hath sent me, whom wye
(ve people !) know not.! ’ANn@ivos is not veraz (Chrysostow,

1 Of course in a relative sense, as in iv. 22. 1f they had possessed the true and
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Futhymius Zigabenus, Luther, Stolz, Kuinoel, Klee, B. Crusius,
Lwald, and most), but, according to the invariable usage of
John (see on i. 9), a real, genuine one, in whom the idea 1s
realized. The substantive belonging to this adjective is not
mat7p, Which Grotius gets out of mdfev ; but, according to the
immediate context, it is to be inferred from ¢ méuyras pe,
namely méumwy, a real sender, a sender in the highest and
Jullest sense (comp. Matthiae, p. 1533 ; Kiihner, II. 602).
We cannot take ainf. by itself as absolutely denoting the true
esscntial God (Olshausen, Lange, Hengstenberg ; comp. Kling:
“one whose essence and action is pure truth”), because
axnfwos in the Johannean sense is not an independent con-
ception, but receives its definite meaning first from the
substantive of which it is predicated. — Ver, 29. I (antithesis
to vuets) know Him, for I am from Him, have come forth
from Him (as in vi 46); and no other than He (from whom I
am) hath sent me. This weighty, and therefore independent
kdxelvés pe dméaT., not to be taken as dependent upon 87,
comprehends the full explanation of the wdfev elul in its
higher sense, which was not known to the ‘Iepogolvuirals,
and, with the éyo oida . . . elui, bears the seal of immediate
certainty, Comp. viii 14.

Ver. 30. Odv] Because He had so clearly asserted His
divine origin and mission, His adversaries regarded this as
blasphemy (comp. v. 18).—The subject of é¢rTovy is 'Tovdaio:,
the hierarchy, as is self-evident from the words and from the
contrasted statement of ver. 31. — xa(] as in ver. 28. — 87
odmw, k.T\] because the hour appointed for Him (by God—
the hour when He was to fall under the power of His
enemies) was not yet come; comp. viil. 20. The reason here
assigned is that higher religious apprehension of the history,
which does not, however, contradict or exclude the immediate
historical cause, viz. that through fear—mnot of conscience
(Hengstenberg, Godet), but of the party who were favourably
inclined to Christ, ver. 31—they dared not yet lay hands on
Him. But John knows that the threads npon which the out-

full knowledge of God, they would then have recognised the Interpreter of God,
and not have rejected Him for such a reason as that in ver, 27, Cowp. viii. bd
65 ; Matt, xi, 27,
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ward history of Jesus runs, and by which it is guided, unite
in the counsels of God. Comp. Luthardt, I. 160,

Ver. 31. According to the reading éx 7o &yhov 8¢
mol\ol (see the critical notes), dxhos stands emphatically
opposed to the subjects of éfjrouy in ver. 30. Aé after three
words, on account of their close connection ; see Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 378 ; Ellendt, Lex. Sopk. 1. 397. — éwicT. eis abt.]
not only as a prophet (Tholuck), or as one sent of God
(Grotius), but conformably with the fixed sense of the absolute
expression (comp. ver. 5), as the Messiah. What follows does
not contradict this, but rather sustains their avowal that they
see realized in Jesus their ideal-miracle of the promised
Messiah ; and, accordingly, 0 Xpioros érav é\fy does not
imply any doubt on ¢heir part as to the Messiahship of
Jesus, but refers to the doubt of the opposite party. Comp.
Eutbymius Zigabenus 2 : 8duev, érepor elvar Tov Xpiarov, s
ol dpyovtes Aéyouaw, etc. — 671¢] might be regarded as giving
the reason for their faith (Nonnus: un vap Xpioros, xTA),
but more simply as recitative. — p1j] yet not more signs, ete. ?
To the one miracle wrought in Jerusalem (ver. 21) they
added the numerous Galilaean miracles, which they, being in
part perhaps pilgrims to the feast from Galilee, had seen and
heard.

Vv. 32-34. The Pharisees present hear how favourable are
the murmured remarks of the people concerning Jesus, and
they straightway obtain an edict of the Sanhedrim (oi Papio.
k. ol dpyiep.,—oi Papia. first, for they had been the first to
moot the matter; otherwise in ver. 45), appointing officers to
lay hands on Him. The Sanhedrim must have been imme-
diately assembled. Thus rapidly did the é&jrour of ver. 30
ripen into an actual decree of the council. The thing does
not escape the notice of Jesus; He naturally recognises in the
officers seeking Him, who were only waiting for a suitable
opportunity to arrest Him, their designs against Him ; and He
therefore (ofw) says what we have in vv. 33, 34 in clear and
calm foresicht of the nearness of His death,—a death which
He describes as a going away to God (comp. on vi. 62). —
ped’ budv] Jesus speaks to she whole assembly, but has here
the hierarchy chiefly in his eye; comp. ver. 35. — mwpos Tow
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méuyravrd pe] These words are, with Paulus, to be regarded
not as original, but as a Johannean addition; because, accord-
ing to vv. 35, 36, Jesus cannot have definitely indicated the
goal of His going away, but must have left it enigmatical, as
perhaps in viii. 22; comp. xiii. 33. Had He said =p. 7
méuyr., His enemies could not have failed, after vv. 16, 17, 28,
29, to recognise the words as referring to God, and could not
have thought of an unknown mod (against Liicke, De Wette,
Godet). There is no room even for the prefence “ that they
acted as if they could not understand the words of Jesus,” after
s0 clear a statement as mwpos T. méuyr. ue (against Luthardt).
— {nrnoeTé e, «.T\] not of a hostile seeking, against which
is xiil. 33 ; nor the seeking of the penitent (Augustine, Beza,
Jansen, and most), which would not harmnonize (against
Olshausen) with the absolute denial of any finding, unless we
brought in the doctrine of a peremptory limitation of grace,
which has no foundation in Holy Scripture (not even in Heb.
xii. 17; see Liinemann, in loc.), and which could only refer
to individuals ; but a seeking for help and deliverance (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Calvin,
Aretius, Hengstenberg; comp. Luthardt, Ewald, Briickner).
This refers to the time of the divine judgments in the destruc-
tion ot Jerusalem (Luke xx. 16 ff, xix. 43, al), which were
to ensue as the result of their rejection of Jesus. Then,
Jesus means, the tables will be turned; after they had per-
secuted and killed Him who now was present, they then
would anxiously long, but in vain, for Him, the absent One,!
as the wonder-working helper, who alone could save them
from the dire calamity. Comp. Prov. i 28. The prophecy of
misfortune involved in &nriceré pe, x.7.\ is not expressly de-
clared ; but it lies in the thought of retribution which the words
contain,—like an enigma which the history was to solve ; comp.
viii. 21. Theodoret, Heracleon (?), Maldonatus, Grotius, Liicke,
De Wette, take the whole simply as descriptive of entire
separation, so that nothing more is said than: « Clristum de

! They would long for Him in His own person, for Jesus the rejected one, and
not for the Messiah generally (Flacius, Lampe, Kuinoel, Neander, Ebrard), whom
they had rejected in the person of Jesus (comp. also Tholuck and Godet),—3a0
explanation which would empty the words of all their tragic nerve and force,
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terris sublatum iri, ifa ut infer viros reperirt non possit,” Mal-
donatus. The poetical passages, Ps. x. 15, xxxvii. 10, Isa.
xli. 12, are appealed to. But even in these the seeking and
finding is not a mere figure of speech; and here such a
weakening of the signification is all the more inadmissible,
because it is not annthilation, as in those passages, which is
here depicted, and because the following words, xai 8mov elui
éy®, k.7 )\, describe a longing which was not to be satisfied.
Luke xvii. 22 is analogous. — kai 8mov elpi, x.7.\.] still more
clearly describes the tragic ody elprio.: “ and where I (then)
am, thither ye cannot come,” 7. in order to find me as a deli-
verer, or to flee to me. Rightly says Euthymius Zigabenus:
Snhol 8¢ v éml Tob odpaved év 8efif Tob maTpos xabedpav.
The etpt (I go), not found in the N. T, is not the reading here
(against Nonnus, H. Stephens, Casaubon, Pearson, Bengel,
‘Wakefield, Michaelis, and most). Comp. xiv. 3, xvii. 24.

Vv. 35, 36. An insolent and scornful supposition, which
they themselves, however, do not deem probable (therefore the
question is asked with p1), regarding the meaning of words to
them so utterly enigmatical The bolder mode of teaching
adopted by Jesus, His universalistic declarations, His partial
non-observance of the law of the Sabbath, would lead them,
perhaps, to associate with the unintelligible statement a mock-
ing thought like this, and all the more because much interest
was felt among the heathen, partly of an earnest kind, and
partly (comp. St. Paulin Athens) arising from curiosity merely,
regarding the oriental religions, especially Judaism ; see Ewald,
Gesch. Chr. p. 110 f. ed. 3. — wpos éavTovs] the same as
mpos dAAnMovs, yet so that the conversation was confined to
one party among the people, to the exclusion of the others.
See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20. — o ¥7os] contemptuously,
that man ! —87.] not to be arbitrarily supplemented by a
supposed Aéywy put before it, or in some other way (Butt-
mann, N. 7. Gr. p. 305 [E. T. p. 358]); but the simple
because: “ Where will this man go, because, or seeing, that e
are not (according to his words) to find him ?” It thus states
the reason why the moi is unknown. — els 7. Scacm. 7. “EAN]
to the dispersion among the Greeks. Comp. Winer, p. 176 [E. T.
p. 234]; and upon the thing referred to, Schneckenburger, N. 7.
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Zoitgesch. p. 94 ff. The subjects of the Suagmopd are the Jews)!
who lived beyond Palestine dispersed among the heathen, and
these latter are denoted by the genitive tédv ‘EXNjv.  Comp.
1 Pet. i 1, and Steiger and Huther thereon. Differently in
2 Mace. i. 27 ; LXX. Ps. cxlvi. 2. The abstract diagmopd is
simply the sum-total of the concretes, like repitous; and other
words. See 2 Mace. 1. 27. "EAAqves in the N. T. invariably
means the Acathen, Gentiles, not the Hellenists (Graecian Jews),
so even in xii. 20; and it is wrong, therefore, to understand
Tav “EXMv. ot the latter, and to take these words as the subject
of the Siaomopd (Scaliger, Lightfoot, Hammond, B. Crusius,
Ammon), and render 8:8dok. 7. ‘EXN: “ teach the Hellenists.”
The thought is rather: “ Will Jesus go to the Jews scattered
among the Gentiles, in order to unite there with the Gentiles,
and to become their teacher ?” This was really the course of
the subsequent labours of the apostles. — Ver. 36. 7{s éo7ev]
Their scornful conjecture does not even satisfy themselves;
for that they should seek Hvm, and not be able to come to Him—
they know not what the assertion can mean (tfs éorew, x.T.N).

Ver. 37. As the eighth day (the 22d Tisri) was reckoned
along with the seven feast days proper, according to Lev.
xxiii 35, 36, 39, Num. xxix. 35, Neh. viii 18, as accord-
ing to Succah, £ 48. 1, the last day of the feast is the eighth,
it is clear that John meant ¢his day, and not the seventh
(Theophylact, Buxtorf, Bengel, Reland, Paulus, Ammon), espe-
cially as in later times it was usual generally to speak of the
eight days’ feast of Tabernacles (2 Mace. x. 6 ; Josephus, Antt.
iiL 10. 4; Gem. Eruvin. 40. 2; Midr. Cohel. 118. 3). In
keeping with this is the very free translation é£d8iov (fermina-
tion of the feast), which the LXX. give for the name of the
eighth day, N3¥Y (Lev. xxiii. 36 ; Num. xxix. 35 ; Neh. viil 18),
i.e. “assembly ;” comp. Ewald, Alterth. p. 481. — 7§ peydin]
the (pre-eminently) greaf, solemn. Comp. xix. 31. The super-
lative is implied in the attribute thus given to this day above
the other feast days. Wherein consisted the special distinction

1 Not the heathen, as if # Yiaor. . 'Exx. were the same as Dispersi Qracci
(Chrysostom and his followers, Rupertius, Maldonatus, Hengstenberg, and
most). Against this Beza well says: * Vix conveniret ipsis indigenis populis
noren dzoxopis.”
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attaching to this day? It was simply the great closing day
of the feast, appointed for the solemn return from the booths
into the temple (Ewald, Alterth. p. 481), and, according to
Lev. xxiii. 35, 36, was kept holy as a Sabbath. The explana-
tion of é£68iov in Philo, de Septenario, I1. p. 298, that it denoted
the end of the yearly feasts collectively, has as little to do
with the matter (for 7 meyahn has reference only to the feast
of Tabernacles) as has the designation 231 bi* in the Tr. Succah,
for this means nothing more than “feast day.” If, indeed,
this day had, according to Tr. Succak (see Lightfoot, p. 1032 £),
special services, sacrifices, songs, still no more was required
than to honour it “sicut reliquos dies festi” Its ueyaAérns
consisted just in this, that it brought the great feast as a whole
to a sacred termination. — The express designation of the day as
T meyahy is in keeping with the solemn coming forth of Jesus
with the great word of invitation and promise, vv. 37, 38.
The solemnity of this coming forth is also intimated in eicT7-
ket (He stood there) and in éxpafe (see on ver. 28). — éav i
8¢yrd@, ©.7.\.] denoting spiritual need' and spiritual satisfaction,
as in iv. 15, in the conversation with the Samaritan woman,
and in vi. 35; Matt. v. 6. We are not told what led Jesus
to adopt this metaphorical expression here. There was no need
of anything special to prompt Him to do so, least of all at a
feast so joyous, according to Plutarch, Symp. iv. 6. 2, even so
bacchanalian in its banquetings. Usually, a reason for the
expression has been found in the daily lbations which were
offered on the seven feast days (but also on the eighth, accord-
ing to R. Juda, in Succah iv. 9), at the time of the morning
sacrifice, when a priest fetched water in a golden pitcher con-
taining three logs from the spring of Siloam, and poured this,
together with wine, on the west side of the altar into two per-
forated vessels, amidst hymns of praise and music. See Dachs,
Suceak, p. 368. Some reference to this libation may be sup-
posed, because it was one. of the peculiarities of the feast, even
on the hypothesis that it did not take place upon the eighth
day, derived either from the old idea of pouring out water (1
Sam. viL 6 ; Hom. Od. u. 362, al,, so De Wette) ; or, according

' Luther : *“a henrtfelt longing, yea, a troubled, sad, awokened, stricken con«
science, a despairing, trembling heart, that would know how it can be with God.”

Y
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to the Rabbis (so also Hengstenberg), from Isa. xii. 3,a passage
which contains the words sung by the people during the
libation. But any connection of the words of Jesus with this
libation is all the more doubtful, because He is speaking of
drinking, and this is the essential element of His declaration.
Godet arbitrarily interpolates: “ He compares Himself with
the water from the rock in the wilderness, and represents Him-
self as this ¢rue rock” (comp. 1 Cor. x. 4).

Ver. 38. The wdvew is brought about by faith; hence the
statement progresses : 6 mioTebwy, kTN — Kabws elmev 9 yp.]
is simply the formula ot quotation, and cannot belong to o6
mioTevwy €ls éué, as if it denoted a faith which is conformable
to Scripture (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Calovius, and most); 6 moT, on the contrary, is the nomina-
tive absolute (see on vi. 39), and xabds elmev, «.T.\., belongs
to the following woTapol, etc., the words which are described
as a declaration of Scripture. There is no exactly correspond-
ing passage, indeed, in Scripture ; it is simply a free quotation
harmonizing in thought with parts of various passages, espe-
cially Isa. xliv. 3, 1v. 1, Iviii. 11 (comp. also Ezek. xlvii 1,
12; Zech. xiii. 1, xiv. 8; Joel iii. 1, 23; but not Cant.
iv. 12, 15). Godet refers to the account of the rock in the
wilderness, Ex. xvii. 6, Num. xx. 11; but this answers
neither to the thing itself (for the subject is the person
drinking) nor to the words. To think in particular of those
passages in which mention is made of a stream flowing from
the temple mount, the believer being represented as a living
temple (Olshausen), is a gloss unwarranted by the context,
and presents an inappropriate comparison (korkias). This last
is also in answer to Gieseler (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p.
138 f), whom Lange, L. J. IL p. 945, follows. To imagine
some apocryphal or lost canonical saying (Whiston, Semler,
Paulus ; comp. also Weizsicker, p. 518 ; Bleek, p. 234, and
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 331), or, as Ewald does, a frag-
ment of Proverbs no longer extant, or of some such similar
book, is too bold and unnecessary, considering the {reedom with
which passages of Scripture are quoted and combined, and
the absence of any other certain trace in the discourses of
Jesus of extra-canonical quotations, or of canonical quotations
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not now to be found in the O. T.; although, indeed, the
characteristic éx tis xoc\las adrob itself occurs in none of
the above-named places, which is certainly surprising, and not
to be explained by an inappropriate reference to Cant. vii. 3
(Hengstenberg). But this expression, “ out of his body,” con-
sidering the connection of the metaphor, is very natural ; the
water which he drinks becomes in his body a spring from
which streams of living water flow, 1. the divine grace and
truth which the belicver has received out of Christs fulness into
his inner life, does mot remain shut wp within, but will com-
municate iself in abundant measure as a life-giving stream to
others, and .thus the new divine life overflows from one indi-
vidual on to others. As represented in the metaphor, these
arorapol take their rise from the water which has been drunk
and is #n the xooia, and flow forth ther¢from in an oral
effusion ;! for the effect referred to takes place in an outward
direction by an inspired oral - communication of one’s own
experience of God’s grace and truth (meoredopey, 810 xai Aaod-
pev, 2 Cor. iv. 13). The mutual and inspired intercourse of
Christians from Pentecost downwards, the speaking in psalms
and hymns and spiritual songs, the mutual edification in
Christian assemblies by means of the charismata even to the
speaking with tongues, the entire work of the apostles, of a
Stephen and so on, furnish an abundant historical commentary
upon this text. It is clear, accordingly, that xoi\ia does not,
as is wusually supposed, denote the ¢nner man, man's hear!
(Prov. xx. 27 ; Ecclus. xix. 12, . 21 ; LXX. Ps. x1. 9, fol-
lowing A.; comp. the Latin wiscera), but must be left in its
literal meaning “belly,” in conformity with the metaphor
which determines the expression? The flowing forth of the

! Comp. ipscBouas, Matt. xiii. 35.

2 Already Chrysostom and his followers took merrizs as equivalent to xzpdias ;
a confounding of the metaphor with its import. Hofmann'’s objection (Schrift-
bew. 1I. 2, p. 18), *‘that the water here meant does not go into the belly at all,”
vests solely upon the same confusion of the figure with its meaning. . According
to the figure, it comes into the xediz because it is drunk, and this drinking is in
like manner figurative. When Hofmann finds indicated in the word even a spring-
ing place of the Holy Spirit within the body, he cannot get rid of the idea of some-
thing within the body as being implied in x«riz, because the text itself presents

this figure as bemg in hn.rmony with that of the drinking; unless, indeed, the
concrete explesslon is to give way to an excgetical prudery foreign to the text
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water, moreover, is not to be understood as something operating
upon the sulbject himself only (B. Crusius: “ his whole soul,
from its very depth, shall have a continual quickening and
satisfaction,” comp. Maier), but as describing an efficacy in an
outward direction, as éx T. xoih. shows, and therefore is not
the same as the similar passage, chap. iv. 14. If we join
o mwT. els éué with mwérw, adrod must refer to Christ; and
this is the meaning that we get: “ He that thirsteth, let him
come to me; and he that believeth in me, let him drink of me:
for to me refers what the Scripture hath said concerning a
river which shall flow forth from Jehovah in the time of the
Messiah.” So Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 229 £, and Gess,
Pers. Chr. p. 166. But against this it is decisive, first, that
he who believes on Jesus ZLas already drunk of Him (vi
35), and the call to come and drink must apply not to the
believer, but to the thirsty ; and secondly, that the expres-
sion éx Tis xoikias adTol would be unnecessary and un-
meaning, if it referred to Jesus, and not to A#m who has
performed the mwérw (Nonnus, 8id yaorpés érelvov). — H8wp
tdv, as in iv. 10 ; {dvTos 8¢, 7your el évepyolvros, det-
xwnrov, Euthymius Zigabenus.—Observe further the rorapo:
emphatically taking the lead and standing apart; “ not in
spoonfuls, nor with e pipe and tap, but in full streams,”
Luther.

Ver. 39. Not an interpolated gloss (Scholten), but an ob-
servation by John in explanation of this saying. He shows
that Jesus meant that the outward effect ot which He spoke,
the flowing forth, was not at once to occur, but was to com-
mence upon the reception of the Spirit after His glorification.
He—selt-evidently, and, according to the ol éuehov, un-
doubtedly meaning the Holy Spirit,—He it was who would
cause the streams of living water to flow forth from them.
John’s explanation, as proceeding from inmost experience, is

itself, and is to be blotted out at pleasure. Kaaiz in no passage of the N T.
ineans anything else than body, belly. —Strangely out of kecping with the nnity
of the figure, Lange, following Bengel (comp. also Weizsicker), now finds in
sl an allusion to the belly of the golden pitcher (see on ver. 37), ard Godet to
the inner hollow of the rock whence the water flowed, so that ix = xed. abred
corresponds with 331m, Ex xvii, 6. So inventive is the longing after types!



CIAP. VII. 89, 241

correct, because the principle of Christian activity in the
church, especially in its outward workings, is none other than
the Holy Spirit Himself; and He was not given until after
the ascension, when through Him the believers spoke with
tongues and prophesied, the apostles preached, and so on.
Such overflowings of faith’s power in its outward working did
not take place before then, The objection urged against the
accuracy of John’s explanation, that peloovaw may be a
relative future only, and is not to be taken as referring to
that outpouring of the Spirit which was first to take place at
a future time (De Wette), disappears if we consider the strony
expression mwotapol, .7\, ver. 38, to which John gives due
weight, inasmuch as he takes it to refer not simply to the
power of one’s own individual faith upon others, so far as that
was possible previous to the outpouring of the Spirit, but to
something far greater and mightier—to those streams of new
life which flowed forth from the lips of believers, and which
were originated and drawn forth by the Holy Ghost. The
strength and importance of the expression (mworapol, w.T.)\.)
thus renders it quite unnecessary to supply moré or the like
after pedoovow (in answer to Liicke); and when Liicke calls
John's explanation epexegetically right, but exegetically incor-
rect, he overlooks the fact that John does not take the living
water atself to be the Holy Ghost, but simply says, regarding
Christ’'s declaration as a whole, that Jesus meant it of the
Holy Spirit, leaving it to the Christian consciousness to think
of the Spirit as the Agens, the divine charismatic motive power
of the streams of living water. — It remains to be remarked
that the libation at the feast of Tabernacles was interpreted
by the Rabbis as a symbol of the outpouring of the Spirit
(see Lightfoot); but this is all the less to be connected with
the words of Jesus and their interpretation, the more uncertain
it is that there is any reference in the words to that libation;
see on ver. 37.—olmw yap Ny wreipa) nondum enim
aderat (i. 9), furnishing the reason for the ol &uelhov Aap-
Bdvew as the statement of what was still futwre. The 7,
“ He was present” (upon earth), is appropriately elucidated
by &edouévov (Lachmann; see on Acts xix. 2); Jesus alone
possessed Him in His entire fulness (iil. 34). The absolute
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expression odme v is not, therefore, to be weakened, as il 1t
were relative (denoting merely an increase which put out of
consideration all former outpourings), as Hengstenberg and
Briickner take it, but “ at the time when Christ preached He
promised the Holy Spirit, and therefore the Holy Spirit was
not yet there” Luther. Comp. Flacius, Clay. IL p. 326:
“sc. propalam datus. Videtur negari substantia, cum tamen
accidens negetur.” See also Calvin, For the rest, the state-
ment does not conflict with the action of the Spirit in the
O.T. (Ps. 1i. 13; 1 Sam. xvi 12, 13), or upon the prophets
in particular (2 Pet. i. 21; Acts xxviil. 25, i 16); for here
the Spirit is spoken of as the principle of the specifically
Christian life. In this characteristic definiteness, wherein He
is distinctively the mvelua XpiaTod, the wv. mis émayyerias
(Eph. 1 13), s viofeaias (Rom. viii. 15), mijs xdpirTos
(Heb. x. 29), the dppaBav Tis whgpovouias (Eph. i 14), the
Spirit of Him who raised Jesus from the dead (Rom. viii. 11),
and according to promise was to be given after Christ's exalta-
tion (Acts il 33), He was not yet present; just as also,
according to L 17, grace and truth first came into existence
through Christ. The reason of the ofmew 7w is: “ because Jesus
was not yet glorified.” He must through death return to
heaven, and begin His heavenly rule, in order, as ovwfpovos
with the Father, and Lord over all (xvii. 5; 1 Cor. xv. 25),
as Lord also of the Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 18), to send the Spirit
from heaven, xvi. 7. This sending was the condition of the
subsequent ewat (adesse). ““ The outpouring of the Spirit was
the proof that He had entered upon His supra-mundane state”
(Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. p. 196); and so also the office of
the Spirit to glorify Christ (xvi 14) presupposes, as the con-
dition of its operation, the commencement of the &¢fa of
Christ. Till then believers were dependent upon the personal
manifestation of Jesus; He was the possessor of that Spirit
who, though giver in His fulness to Christ Himself (il 34),
and though operating through Him in His people (iii 6, vi.
63 ; Luke ix. 55), was not, until after Christ’s return to glory
(Eph. iv. 7, 8), to be given to the faithful as the Paraclete
and representative of Christ for the carrying on of His work.
See chap. xiv.—xvi, Chap. xx 21, 22 does not contradict
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this; see in loc. The thought of an identity® of the glorified
Christ with the Holy Spirit might easily present itself here
(see on 2 Cor. iii. 17 ; and likewise Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 155).
But we must not, with De Wette, seek for the reason of the
statement in the receptivily of the disciples, who did not attain
to a pure and independent development of the germ of spirit
within them until the departure of Jesus; the text is against
this. As little can we regard the odpf of Christ as a limita-
tion of the Spirit (Luthardt), or introduce the atonement
wrought through His death as an intervening event (Messner,
Lehre d. Ap. p. 342 ; Hengstenberg and early writers) ; because
the point lies in the 8d£a of Christ (comp. Godet and Weiss,
Lehrbegr. p. 286 f), not in His previous death, nor in the
subjective preparation secured by faith. This also tells
against Baeumlein, who understands here not the Holy Spirit
objectively, but the Spirit formed in believers by Him, which
70 mvedua never denotes, and on account of AauBdvew cannot
be the meaning here.

Vv. 40-43. "E« 10D §xMov odv drovcavTes TAy Noywv
TodTwy (see the critical notes), x.7.A. Now, at the close of all
Christ's discourses delivered at the feast (vv. 14-39), these
verses set before us the various impressions which they pro-
duced upon the people with reference to their estimate of
Christ’s person. “ From among the people, many, after they had
heard these words, now said,” etc. With éx Tob SyAov we must
supply Twés, as in xvi. 17; Buttmann, N. 7. G». p. 138
[E. T. p. 159]; Xen. Mem. iv. 5. 22; and Bornem. in loc.
By o wpogiTys, as in i. 21, is meant the prophet promised
Deut. xviii. 15, not as being himself the Messiah, but a
prophet preceding Him, a more minute description of whom is
not given.— w7 yap éx 7. I'al., k.7 N.] “and yet surely the
Messiah does not come out of Galilee 2" Tdp refers to the asser-
tion of the d\\o¢, and assigns the reason for the coniradiction

UTholuck . *‘ the Spirit communicated to the faithful, as the Son of man Himself
glorified into Spirit.” Phil. iii. 21 itselt speaks decisively enough aguinst such
a view. Worner, Verhdltn. d. Geistes, p. 57, speaks in a similar way of ‘‘the
elevation ot Christ’s flesh into the form of the Spirit itself,” ete. Baur, on the
contrary, N. T. Theol. p. 385, says: ‘‘Not until His death wos the Spirit,

Litherto identical with Him, separated from His person in ordoer that it might
operato a9 an independent principle.”
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of it which o: 8¢ &\eyov indicates. See Hartung, Partikell. 1.
475 ; Baeumlein, Partek. p. 73. Christ’s birth at Bethlehem was
unknown to the multitude. John, however, records all the
various opinions in a purely objective manner; and we must
not suppose, from the absence of any correction on his part,
that the birth at Bethlehem was unknown to the evangelist
himself (De Wette, Weisse, Keim; comp. Scholten). DBaur
(p. 169) employs this passage and ver. 52 in order to deny
to the author any Aistorical interest in the composition of his
work. This would be to conclude too much, for every reader
could ot himself and from his own knowledge supply the
correction. — 7 ypap7] Mie. v. 1; TIsa. xi. 1; Jer. xxiii. 5.
— 8mov %y A4.] where David was. He was born at Bethlehem,
and passed his youth there as a shepherd, 1 Sam. xvi — 4
division therefore (éxdoTov pépous @ihovetobvros, Euthymius
Zigabenus) took place among the people concerning Him.
Cowp. ix. 16, x. 19; 1 Cor. L 10; Acts xiv. 4, xxiii. 7;
Herod. vil 219: kai opedv éoyilovro oi qripar Xen
Sympos. iv. 59 ; Herod. vi. 109 ; Eur. Hec. 119 ; and Pflugk,
in loc.

Ver. 44. "E€ av7dv] Those, of course, who adopted the
opinion last named. The contest had aroused them. Tivés,
standing first and apart, has a special emphasis. “ Some
there were among the people, who were disposed,” etc. —
&\’ oddels, xTA] according to ver. 30, through divine
prevention (émexduevos dopatws, Euthymius Zigabenus). On
émiBdrN T. xeip., see on Acts xii 1.— According to De
Wette (see also Luthardt), the meaning is said to be that they
would have supported the timid gfficers, or would have acted
tor them. A gloss; according to John, they were inclined to
an act of popular justice, independently of the officers, but it
was not carried into effect.

Vv. 45, 46. Ovv] therefore, seeing that no one, not even
they themselves, had ventured to lay hands on Jesus, — o¢
drnpérad] In accordance with the orders they had received
(ver. 32), they had kept close to Jesus, in order to apprehend
Him. But the divine power and majesty of His words, which
doubtless hindered the Twés in ver. 44 from laying hands on
Him, made it morally impossible for the officers of justice to
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carry out their orders, or even to find any pretext or justifica-
tion for so doing; they were overpowered. Schleiermacher,
therefore, was wrong in inferring that they had received no
official orders to take Him.— Tovs dpxtep. x. Pap.] by the
non-repetition of the article, construed as one category, e as
the Sanhedrim, who must be supposed to have been assembled
in session. ‘When first mentioned, ver. 32, both divisions are
distinguished with logical emphasis. See Dissen, ad Dem.
de cor. p. 373 f.—éxeivor] the dpyiep. k. Papea.; of the
nearest subject, though remote to the writer. Winer, p. 148
[E. T.p. 196), and Ast, ad Plat. Poiit. p. 417 ; Lex Plat. pp.
658, 659. — Ver. 46. There is a solemnity in the words es
oUros o avfp., in themselves unnecessary. “It is a weighty
statement, a strong word, that they thus meekly use,” Luther.
“ Character veritatis etiam idiotas convincentis prae dominis
eorum,” Bengel. It is self-evident that Jesus must have said
more after ver. 32 than John has recorded.

Vv. 47-49. The answer comes from the Pharisees in the
Sanhedrim, as from #iaf section of the council who were most
zealous in watching over the interests of orthodoxy and the
hierarchy. — p9 xal Opels] are ye also—officers of sacred
justice, who should act only in strict loyalty to your
superiors. Hence the following questions: * Have any of the
Sanhedrim belicved in him, or of the Pharisees 2" The latter
are specially named as the class of orthodox and most respectcd
theologians, who were supposed to be patterns of orthodoxy,
apart from the fact that some of them were members of the
Sanhedrim. — aANd] at, breaking off and leading on hastily
to the antithetical statement that follows; Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 15; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 78.— 0 8xNos odTos] those
people there, uttered with the greatest scorn. The people
hanging upon Jesus, “this mob,” as they regard them, are
there before their eyes. It is self-evident, further, that the
speakers do mot include their own official servants in the
dx\os, but, on the other hand, prudently separate them with
their knowledge from the dyXos. — o6 u7 ywwok. T. vouov]
because they regarded such a transgressor of the law as the
Prophet, or the Messiah, vv. 40, 41. — émaparoi elod] they
are cursed, the divine wrath is upon them! The plural is

justified by the collective o &xAos, comp. ver. 44. The
: Y2
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exclamation is to be regarded merely as a blindly passionato
statement* (Ewald) ; as a haughty outbreak of the rabies
theologica, and by no means a decree (Kuinoel and others), as
if the Sanhedrim had now come o @ resolution, or at least had
immediately, in keeping with the informal words, put in regular
form (Luthardt) what is mentioned in ix. 22. Such an excom-
munication of the dy\os en masse would have been preposterous.
Upon the unbounded scorn entertained by Jewish pride of
learning towards the unlettered multitude (pxn o), see Wet-
stein and Lampe in loc.; Gfrorer in the ZT'ub. Zeitschr. 1838,
I p. 130, and Jakod. d. Heils, I p. 240 f.— éwrdpaTos] (sce
the critical notes), not elsewhere in the N. T, mor in the
LXX and Apocrypha ; it is, however, classical

Vv. 50, 51. The Pharisees in the Sanhedrim had expressed
themselves as decisively and angrily against Jesus, as if His
guilt had already been established. But Nicodemus, who had
secretly been inclined towards Jesus since his interview with
Him by night, now raises a protest, in which he calmly,
plainly, and rightly points the excited doctors to the law
itself (see Ex. xxiil 1; Deut. i 16, 17, zix. 15).— mpos
adTovs] to the Pharisees, ver. 47.— ¢ érfav. .. adTdy]
who had before come to Jesus, although he was one of them (i.e.
of the Pharisees), iil. 1.— u7 6 véuos, x.7\.] The emphasis
is on 6 wduos: “our law itself does not,” etc. They had just
denied that the people knew the law, and yet they were
themselves acting contrary to the law. — 1ov &v0p.] the man;
the article denotes the person referred to in any given case ;
see on il 25. We are not to supply 6 kpirns to drxodoy
(Deut. i. 16, 17) and v, for the identity of the subject is
essential to the thought; but the law itself is regarded and
personified as (through the judge) examining and discerning
the facts of the case. For a like personification, see Tlato,
de Rep. vii p. 538 D. Comp. véuos mdvrwv Bagiels from
Pindar in Herod iii. 38. — 7{ wocei] what he doeth, what
the nature of his conduct is.

Ver. 52. Thou art not surely (like Jesus) from Galilee, so
that your sympathy with Him is that of a fellow-countryman ?

) Not of en argumentalive character, as if they had inferred their disobedience
from their unacquaintance with the law (Ewald). Their frame of mind was ot
80 reflective.



CHAP. VII. 53. 347

—§7v mpodorys, kTN] a prophet; not: “no wery dis-
tinguished prophet, nor any great nwmber of prophets” (Heng-
stenberg) ; nor again : “a prophet has not appeared in Galilee
in the person of Jesus” (Godet); but the appearance of any
prophet out of Galilee is, #n a general way, denied as a matter
of history; hence also the Perfect. The plain words can
have no other meaning. To Godet’'s altogether groundless
objection, that John must in this case have written ovdeis
wpog., the reference to iv. 44 is itself a sufficient answer.
Inconsiderate zeal led the members of the Sanhedrim into
historical error; for, apart from the wnknown birth-places of
many prophets, Jonah at least, according to 2 Kings xiv. 25,
was of Galilee! This error cannot be removed by any
expedient either critical? or exegetical ; still it cannot be
used as an argument against the genuineness of the Gospel
(Bretschneider), for there was all the less need to add a
correction of it, seeing that it did not apply to Jesus, who
wag not out of Galilee. This also tells against Baur, p. 169.
The argument in 87t wpod., .7\, is from the general to the
particular (“ to say nothing of the Messiah!”), and is a con-
clusion from a negative induction.

Ver. 53. Belonging to the spurious section concerning the
adulteress. “ And every one went”—every one, that is, of
those assembled in the temple—to /izs own house ; so that the
end of the scene described in ver. 37 f is related. Chap. viii.
1 is against the view which understands it of the members of
the Sanhedrim, who separated without attaining their object
(against Grotius, Lampe, etc., even Maier and Lange). Chap.
viii. 2 forbids our taking it as referring to the pilgrims at the
Jeast returning to their homes (Paulus).

1 Not klias also, whose Thisbe lay in Gilead (see Therius on 1 Kings xvil 1;
Fritzsche on Tobit i. 2; Kurtz, in Herzog's Encykl. 111. p. 754). It is very
doubtful, further, whether the Elkosh, whence Nahum came, was in Galilee or
anywhere in Palestine, and not rather in Assyria (Michaelis, Eichhorn, Ewald,
and most). Hosea came from the northern kingdom of Israel (Saumaria) ; see
Hos. vii. 1, 5.

? By giving preference, namely, to the rending iysipsras, according to which
only the present appearance ot a prophet in Galilee is denied (so also Tiele, Spec.
contin. ennotationem in loc. nonnull, ev. Joh., Amsterdem 1853). This iytiperas
would have its support and meaning only in the experience of history, because
wooprirns, without the article, is quite general, and cannot mean the Messial,
This also in answer to Bacumlein,





