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COMMENTARY 

THE GOSPELS. 

§ 10. VARIOUS DISCOURSES OF JESUS. 

(Luke xii. 47-59.) 

Ver. 47, 48·. These verses also, in which the contrast between 
two classes of servants is set prominently forth, belong exclusively 
to Luke. Most intimately are they connected with the rest of the 
discourse, nnd plainly go to prove that its several parts form one 
coropnct whole. There is especially an entire correspondence be
tween them and verses 9 and l 0. As the admonition to confess 
Christ is there combined with the warning against denying him, 
and the degree of guilt is represented as determined by the degree 
of knowledge, so is it in this passage. (To the adjectives 7rDUac; 
and oA.L"/a'>, we must supply 7rA.'l'J"/O.<:.) There seems, however, 
something strange implied in the contrast, and one is tempted to 
interpret the µ,i} "/VDU<; so as to make it mean one having 110 com
plete and sufficient knoll/ledge; for, according to the principle here 
laid down, o maQ. who knew notMng could not be punished in any 
degree. But it is better to leave the cont.rest between "/VDU<; and 
µ,i} 'Yvouc; standing in its full force, and to lay the emphasis, instead, 
upon ODVA.D<;. The very idea of a oovA.D<; implies dependence on the 
Lord's will, nnd an obligation to moke exertions for the sake of 
that will. Even in &'YvDia itself there is involved the guilt of him 
who knows not the will of his Lord, only, it is naturally less thou 

VOL. 111. 



l1is who knowingly trnnsgrC'sscs the Lord's will. These words rench 
equn\l~-. in this wny, the disciples, who were ncqnainted with the 
will of our Lord, and those persons who stood farther off, though 
well inclined towards l1im, who took delight indeed in his beautiful 
parnbles ,md discourses fnll of wisdom, but hypocritically refused 
to enquire nftcr the will of Christ. The general gnome or senten
tious saying which concludes ver. 48 is found nlso nt Mnlt. :xxv. 
29, but certainly with such n modificntion of' the thought ns to 
mnke it probnble that in that passage of Matthew it stnnds also in its 
original connexion. According to the whole nnture of the words, 
1 hey might easily admit of various npplications. The idea that the 
final judgment of men depends ns its condition on the extent of 
their powers and their light, (comp. on Matt. xxv. 14 seqq.) is, 
according to the nature of a parallelism, repeated in both members 
of LI!€ sentence. No new trait is added in the second half, so that 
the repetition l1as no object e:xcept to make the thought more 
impressive. Compared, however, with the foregoing &v:>..o,;- ,yvou,; 
nnd µ,71 "fl'OV,;- the mn.xim (Gnome) forms a step in advance, for the 
oov>...o, ,yvov,;- is not, as such, one to whom much is given, he may 
have only a single little talent entrusted to him. Besides, there
fore, the ryvwva£ -ro 6e°)\:rJJ,UJ,, something else falls to be added as 
that which determines the judgment pronounced, namely, a man's 
being furnished with greater or lesser powers, and having a wider 
or narrower sphere of action allotted to him. 

Yer. 4 9, 50. At .first sight it might seem to the reader that the 
thread of connexion had here wholly escaped hlm. The Saviour 
comes to speak of himself personally, his destiny, his sufferings, 
and the effect of bis appearance as destroying false pence. These 
ideas do not seem, however, to belong to the subjects here treated 
of. But on carefully weighing the leading thoughts of the pas
sage, the following train of ideas presents itself, making it in the 
highest degree probable that this portion forms equally with the 
rest an integt·al part of tLe whole. The last section of the discourse 
of Jesus J1ad something in it very earnest nod solemn, one might 
almost say alarming. Tue consciousness that our respousibjlity 
increases with the talents entrusted to us, might have stirred up 
anxiety on the part of the disciples. This anxiety the Lord alle
viates Ly placing l1imself at their side, with that most exalted com
mission to impart higber life to the whole humun race, liut with 



tl10 prospect of encountering for tl1is very renson tl,n grenlcst 
lnbouni. Before ench of his disciples, therefore, the Snvionr plnccs, 
ns n thing inevitnble, the necessity of entering into n severe struggle, 
for, this his own nppenrnnco entniled on himself. The very thing 
indeed rebuked by him in his fina.l address to the multitude, which 
included the conflict-fearing adherents of J esns, is this, that they 
stood still in n stnte of hypocritical indecision ; he counsels there
fore that they should, without delay, unite with thei1· enemies. .Ac
cording to this view of it, the connecting idens may ha-..e been 
oruilted, but in reality, everything in the discourse stands closely 
connected. Luke alone has the words r.up -1J7'1Jov K. -r. A- of ver. 
49; they conta.in a reference to passages of the Old Testament, 
such as Is. iv. 4. Tue expression 7rf,p (comp. Matt. iii. 11) 
denotes here the higher spiritual element of life which Jesus came 
to introduce into this earth, with reference to its mighty effect." 
which manifest themselves in the way of quickening all that is akin 
to it, and destroying all that is opposed. To cause this element of life 
take up its nbod0 on earth, and wholly to pervade human hearts with 
its warmth, was the lofty destiny of the Redeemer. (The expression -rL 
0eA.w, el is best explained, as Kuenol has done, from the Hebre\',. 
As this use of el corresponds with c:,~, so does -rL with i10. Comp. 

Song of Solomon viii. 4.) The tru·e human feeling, fa; removed 
from all Stoical indifference, which led Christ to shrink from that 
hard path of suffering which stood before him, finds expression in 
the wish that his work were already over, 11.nd that the fire migLt 
burn itself out without such pain. (Comp. on Mntt. xxvi. 39.) 
The suffering itself is denoted by /3a7rnuµa,·as to which word com
pare the details at the parallel passages, Matt. xx. 22 ; }.II.ark x. 
38. (The term uvvexeu0at constn·ngi is used ~·ith reference to 
bodily sufferings [Matt. iv. 24; Luke iv. :rn], and is also applied, 
however, to a. mental state of distress nnd inward agony [Luke viii 
37]. Comp. as to the pain of Jesus' soul, and terror in prospect of 
his sufferings, on Mntt. xxvi. 37., seqq.) 

Ver. 51-53. The labours of the Messiah, as exciting strife, 
m·e further delineated, quite in aocordance with .lVIatt. x. 34, seqq., 
whioh passage should here be compared. The Jews had been nc
oustomed to nssociate with their conceptions of the }.IIessinh, the 
idea of everlasting pence to themselves (c:,;1,ip--,iV Is. ix .. -,), at 

most lhcy thought of l,im ns n wanior contending ngni11sl tlie 
:\ 2 
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Jienthcn. I nstcnd of this, Jesus led them into conflict age.inst the 
~in wl1ic-h tl1cy found within them and around them. Their ad
mitting this element of separation from it, was the condition neces · 
sary to their receiving his ei.p-1,IJ'T/. 

Yer. 54. 55. Timre comes in here, most appropriately, the 
transition which Jesus makes in addressing himself to the people. 
This character of Christ's labours, as raising commotion and strife 
in the mor11.l world, might well serve ns an indication of their nature. 
Incidents in the physical world e.1-e here used by the Lord as figures 
to illustrate those mighty spiritual movements, to effect and conducL 
which was the great design of his coming. The connexion of the 
Yerses with wlutt goes before is so close, that we cannot doubt the 
words stand in their original place ; but at Matt. xvi. 2, 3, the 
same thought is also found most appropriately, though in a some
what altered form. This comparison, obviously presenting itself, 
and full of deep meaning, may have been more than once employed 
b)· Jesus. (Instead of vecf,l>,.,,, and 8µ,/3por;;, Matt. speaks ofvo'T~ and 
,ca,vawv [that is the glowing heat which the south wind is wont to 
occasion in Palestine, for which reason in the LXX., 1eavuwv is used 
ns equivalent to c-.,p. Hos. xii. 2]-of euo/,a, and x,eiµ,wv, bad and 
good weather, which T may usually be known from the state of the 
heavens at morning or evening. He avails himself also of the ex
pression '1TVppa1;eiv to describe the colour and form of the clouds 
which the rising or setting sun irradiates. The pe.rallel word <T'TV"f

Jo'CZ,;oo, from ,rrvyvor;; austerus, denotes that dark, lowering aspect of 
the sky, out of which the x,eiµ,o,v arises. This expression stands 
opposed to the euSla., ·e. pure, clear, cloudless state of the atmos
phere. Suidas, T/ 11.vev avEµ,oov TJJJ.Epa. It is found in the New 
Testament only at Ma.tt. xvi. 2.) 

Ver. 56, 57. The address vrro1€piTat points markedly back io the 
commencement of the discourse at ver. I. The inro1€piuir;; of the 
Pharisees is here charged on the whole people, in so far as they 
suffered themsel'"es io be prevailed on by that sect to refuse follow
ing out the impressions made on their souls and give honour to the 
truth. The expression implie~ e1so the possibility of their attain
ing true insight and a right decision, which possibility, however, was 
not ree.lized from their cowardice and aversion to conflict. (Over 
against the wpouc.nrov -rijr;; 'Y'J• there is placed in Matt. the <T"}JJ,E'ia 

Twv K,aipwv, a characteristic expression, which ascribes to the spiri-



., 

tul\l world I\ physiognomy similttr to whttt might be traced in the 
external. The grel\t coming eventA of the spiritual world announce 
themselves to the eye of the soul just ns the physical processes of 
the visible world do to the meteorologist.) That something else is; 
spoken of at ver. 57, is shown at once by the expression TL o~ JCal, 

acf,' iauTwv ou KplveTe. But this new expression conveys the same 
idea formerly treated of, only under another similitude. Every ex
ercise of the Kplvew presupposes something of a higher nature from 
which the discriminating agency (requiring as well insight as power) 
proceeds, and something lower from which must be removed that 
intermixture which demands the discriminating effort. This partition 
may be effected by the man himself (through the help of the Spirit 
received by him), and in that case he is delivered from the future 
judgment. (I Cor. xi. 31.) But this very carrying out of ajudgment 
originating with the man himself, and on his own behalf, is a pure 
determination in favour of what is good, it is the opposite of {nro

Kptcn<;;, the guilt of which Jesus charged upon the multitude, just 
for this reason, that they could not in his ministry recognise the 
entrance of an unknown spiritual power, inasmuch as they did not 
wisl& to acknowledge it, for they had not admitted it freely and 
deeply enough into their own souls, to enable it there to carry out 
its work. Thus the word olJCatov, in so far as it forms the transi
tion to the following parable, may denote in one respect the trutl& 
in e. matter of legal dispute, but in another respect in the highest 
and objective sense, it means that which is righteous, as it was 
perfectly manifested in Obrist. The term ,cp[vew, however, here, 
is equivalent to ota,cp{vew (Matt. xvi. 3), or oo,ctµ.a/;Etv (Luke 
xii. 56), as every putting to the proof presupposes a partition, a. 
separation into the original component parts, a value being at the 
same time set upon them. 

Vers. 58, 59. The following parabolic discourse has been incor
porated by Matt. v. 25, 26, into the Sermon on the Mount. It 
would not in itself be at nil improbable that such a mode of expres
sion should have been more than once repeated, but the composition 
of the Sermon on the Mount in general, and the connexion of this 
passage in particulur, muy well make it somewhat unlikely that the 
words in Matthew are in their own place. Here indeed the course 
of thought at firsl sight is not easily traced, but it appears all the 
more close when one pcnctmtcs into the meaning of the tliseoursL'. 
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Thnl nn i<len so rieh, however, and manifold in its relations, should 
be plac-cd by Matthew in his c-ontext according to a. different view 
from tlmt ~-hic-h in this pnssa.ge it was originnlly intended to bear, 
if' not in nny respect surprising, for one special advantage of pnrR
l1olic and fignrntive modes of expression lies in this very adaptation 
to different relations. As ref'pects the connexion in the passage 
here before ns, the antecedent lu:f,' Ea•rrwv ,cplvETE conducts us 
obviously to the idea expressed in the following verses. " Suffer 
not yourselves to be judged by any other, but judge ye your
selves." The man 'who agrees with his opponent, judges himself 
thns for, that be does his enemy right ns against himself, and satis
fies him in his demands. The Saviour thus pie.inly aclmoriishes 
his bearers to take account of all moral claims on them, (the avTl

oi11:o<, represents the law), and as respects these, toplnce themselves 
right while living here on earth, that their position might not be 
the herder before the holy Representative of these in eternity. 
\\"hen the law, however, appears here in the light of the enemy 
from whom man is to free himself (a'11"aAMTTECT0a, 0-'11"1 avTov), 

it is viewed os in that relation in which it subserves generally the 
accusing principle. The accusation loses its power,· when the sin
ful man abandons the defence of bis evil case, with self-accusations 
enters into the region of the truth, and appeals from the righteous
ness to the grace of God. Should he fo.il, however, here in deliver
ing himself by upright repenta.nce1 from the trammels of the accu
sation, the judgment would strike him when it is too late. The two 
expressions /1,PX,u,v and ,cpiT77r; are clearly so related to each other 
in the parable, that lipx&:111 denotes the inferior magistracy of the city, 
KpiTf]'> the judge in a. court of higher jurisdiction.2 In explaining 
the similitude accordingly, ,cpirl,r; means the Supreme Judge, God 
himself, liPX,&:1V an earthly power representing the unseen righteous· 
ness of God, for example, the Apostles in their spiritual authority. 
It is nex.t mentioned os a termination of the affair that is fitted 
to inspire terror, that the guilty one is cast into prison. (The '11"pa11:

'Tmp of Luke corresponds to the tnT'TJPrt'"J<; of Matthew. 'The expres
sion occurs only here in the sense of exactor, 'iV.:t), from '11"pau

rrEw, Luke iii. J 3. Instead of 11:opoaVT"J<; = qu
0

~dra11s, which 

l For this relLSon tlu-'re rollows immediately at Luke xiii. 3, ri, tl1e coml)lnnd, J,HTU. 
IJOi'iTf.. 

;J. ComJUUf' on !\Intl.'"- 21. 



nOSl'FL OF RT 1.f:KE XIII. 1-!l. 

occurs in l\ilntthcw, Luke hns A.E7r7ov scil. voµ,iuµa. lvfnrk xii. !2 
reckons two leJJla to one q11adran~.) As to the meaning of the 
prison, and the period nssigned for his being delivered from it, 
comp. on Matt. v. 26, xviii. 34. Hern the whole is meant to 
enforce the enrnest use of present privileges, and make appnrent the 
<lnngcr to which those exposed themselves, who heard Jesus, ex
pressed pleasure in his words, but under the rebukes of their own 
conscience, refused, from dread of the contest, with their whole 
hearts to devote themselves to him nnd his cause. 

§. 11. CONTINUATION OF THE DISCOURSE. EXHORTATION TO 

REPENTANCE. 

(Luke xiii. 1-0-) 

The connexion of what follows with the preceding context, is 
once more very intimate, and the account bears the same traces 
of originality. For, as .Jesus was thus speaking (lv avnj, Too 

Katprj,), some individuahi from amongst the crowd, came up and 
reported an net of violence of which Pilate had been guilty. They 
understood .Jesus in his speech quite correctly thus for, that he 
spoke of the unfaithfulness of men, aml the punishments which in 
this way they brought on themselves. But, according to the usual 
evil practice of the human heart, they thought not of taking home 
with feelings of penitence that unfaithfulness to themselves, but 
applied it to others, and in the murder of these Galilenns discovered 
the infliction of a judgment from God. The view which holds 
sufferings of every kind to be the punishment of sin, is certainly by 
no means false, for without sin there would be no suffering amongst 
men. The error, however, lies in this, that sin 11.nd punishment 
nre not so distributed here below that each instance of suffering on 
the pnrt of an individual must be the consequence of his ow1t sin. 
Hence we cannot from such suffering infer the 11ntf.'cedent sin of 
the su:ffei·er, but rather the sin of the wlwle bod!/ to which each 
individual belongs. Hence, the Saviour is at pains to awaken 
P.qually in all the consciousness of guilt, and preventing them 
from regn.rding t\10s0 on whom some spccinl suffering wt\S inflicted 
11s more guilty than themselves, or thnn the rest of the community. 
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By this mode of explanation, the feeling of sympathy for nil kir.ds 
of suffering was awakened, nod true repentance called forth for sin, 
not only our own, but that of the human race, with which the Sa~ 
vionr specially had to do. For that feeling is nothing more than 
the consciousness of our need of an atonement, and forms, conse
quently, on indispensable requisite to our receiving those higher 
powers of life for the overthrow of sin which Jesus came to bring 
into the world. From the course, however, which the conversation 
thus took, it is clear that Chapter xiii. is a sermon on repento.nce, 
addressed to the people, and an admonition calling for entire deci
sion on the part of the disciples, only this sermon on repentance 

- bears a character of peculiar strength, it being his last, ino.smuch 
as the period of Jesus· public ministry was now drawing toe close. 

Y crs. 1-3. Of the fact here mentioned there is historically nothing 
known. Amidst the numberless cruelties which the Romans per
mitted themselves to inflict on the Jews, the massacre of a few 
nameless Galileans disappeared like a drop in the sea. (The ex
pression lµ,£fE To luµ,a aVTruv µ,e-rtt Truv 8va-£ruv has in it something 
horrible. It seems as if the sacred moment of sacrifice must ex
clude every injury to the offerer. But that God should permit the 
very death of the offerers appears to betoken frightful guilt on their 
part. At the same time, however, the expression suggests the idea 
that those put to death fell, as it were, like victims offered up, 
e.s, according to a general feeling prevalent among all nations, the 
foundations of which lie deep, the malefactor about to be executed 
is viewed e.s a sace,-, a man devoted, offered up for the general sin 
which in him came out into glaring manifestation.) That these 
slain men were aµ,apn,iADt, Jesus does not deny, only, they were 
not more so than others (waptt waVTar;). It may have been that 
those put to death had committed something criminal, but that 
would not alter the matter. The germ of such acts lay dormant in 
all hearts, and of this the Saviour wished to make them aware. 
The ouly way to escape such punishments here or elsewhere, is 
through µ,e-ravo£a, which must bear reference not only to peccala 
actualia, but also, and above all, to the liabitus peccattdi. 

Ver. 4, 5. A similar example of sudden destruction which had 
overtaken certain Jews is further adduced by Jesus himself. 
Eighteen persons had been crushed by the fall of a building. As 
lO this incident, also, history has no further information to give. 



8uoh nn ncciclent lhe Snviour once more teaches us here, ought 
not to be used in drawing harsh conclusions as to those on whom 
the suffering came, but should form nn inducement for ench indi
vidunl to prnctise repentance. It thus is by no means the opinion 
of Jesus that such occurrences should, as accidental, physical trans
nctions, be carefully kept apart from all connexion with the moral 
world. On the contrary, he teaches here, and all Scripture teaches, 
that sin and suffering stand closely associated, only this connexion 
must not be viewed os individual, but os general in its nature, for 
it is when thus viewed that each affliction brings a blessing. (llvp
,yor; = 1:,-,=io means any large high building standing isolatecl. 

[Ma.tth. ,Z:ri.· 33.J As the building here is described as situated 
on the brook Siloah-comp. on John ix. 7-it may have been 
the garden-house of some distinguished man.) 

Ver. 6-9. The discourse of Jesus, thus strong in its reproof; is 
closed by a parable, in which the merciful Son of Man brings the 
side of grace prominently into view. He appears as the advocate 
of men before the righteousness of our heavenly Father, and he 
procures for them space for repentance. This idea of God"s final 
sentence being delayed, that time may be left men to turn, runs 
throughout nil Scripture. Before the Flood, there was appointed 
n space of 120 years (Gen. vi. 3), Abraham prays in behalf of 
Sodom (Gen. xviii. 24 seqq.), the destmction of Jerusalem did not 
follow till forty years after the Ascension of Jesus, and the coming 
of Christ is delayed through the long-suffering of God (2 Peter iii. 
9.) This view brings clearly out as well the freedom of God as 
the freedom of man, and rescues the course of things in the world 
from inflexible and cold necessity. In the first instance, the 
uv,cfj here stands figuratively for the Jewish people, as at Hosea ix. 
10. Amidst other nations they appear as especially noble and des
tined to work out great results, but their abuse of privileges, granted 
them by the free grace of God, caused them to fail in bringing 
forth spiritual food ; they fell from their vocation and lost their 
talent. Yet, even on their behalf, did the Saviour go to the deatl1, 
and time must yet be given that the effect of preaching the suffer
ing and death of Jesus might be seen. But since even the fire of 
this preaching did not melt their hearts, the people fell under the 
awful judgment of God. The history of Israel, however, is a type 
of mnnldnd generally, who arc called to spiritual life, and lhus for 
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the pnrnble is to be referred to the great community of the church 
and its finul judgment. Nay, according to the design of our Lord, 
the whole mR:'' be trRced in each individual cnse, nod we may there
fore say thot this p1mtbolic mode of speaking on the part of Jesus 
ndmits of applications endlessly diversified. If we are to interpret 
the period of time mentioned (Tp/,a, ~) as referring to the em of 
,Jesus· public ministry, then the expression TovTo TO lTo<; which 
follows, must be taken in a more general sense, namely, as denoting 
the period between Christ's ascension and the destruction of Jeru
salem, during which the means of spiritual quickening and strength 
were afforded to the people, in the right use of which they both 
could and should have escaped destruction. (The circumstance 
that the fig-tree grew in a vineyard [«1v T'f' aµ.,re>..wvi] is not to 
be viewed as contradictory to Dent. xxii. 9, inasmuch as this ~Io
saic command merely forbids the mingling of different sorts of 
plants. The fig- tree, however, may have had a separate place in the 
garden to itself. KaTapyeflJ is found only at this passage of the 
New Testament, except in the writings of Paul, where it is of fre
quent occurrence. It is = apyov, i.e., aepyov 7TO£€W, to rende-r 
useless or fruitless. Paul employs the word in a more comprehen
sive sense for to abolislt. ~Ka7TTE£V and K07Tpta /3a>..>..eiv stand 
for all the means at the disposal of a gardener for advancing the 
growth of a tree. According to the authority of Manuscripts the 
reading ,co,rpia is undoubtedly to be preferred to the more common 
oue of ,conplav. It is from Ko,rpiov.-In the concluding words K¥-V 
µ.Ev ,roi'TJ<T"[J-Ei oe µ.frye there is an Anantapodoton, inasmuch ns 
the nddition obviously suggested by the connexion is not given.)· 

§ 12.-THE CURE OF A SICK WOMAN, 

(Luke xiii. 10-21.) 

The close connexion of the different parngraphs observed by us 
in the last chapters, here in some measure disappears. Without 
e.ay particular note of the time, Jesus is found teaching in a synaa 
gogue. This agrees, however, most appropriately with his journey, 
Rud another intimation which seems to meet us in what follows, 
points bnck to the preceding context. For; the narrntive which 
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horo follows is, ns it were, nn exnmple of the l'harisflic hypocrisy, 
which the Snviour rebuked at Chapter xii. Hence, does ,Jesus nt 
once nddress the ruler of the synagogue by the title ( ver. 10), wo

,cpiTa. The writer then must have recorded the occurrence not for 
its own snke (at Luke vi. 6, a narrative of the SRme kind had been 
already given), but, for the purpose of showing how the priests 
(Pharisees for the most part in sentiment) comported themselves. 
Quite in accordance with this view do we see once more at ver. 17 
the well-inclined lJ·x:7'.or;, rejoicing it is true in Jesus, but without 
deciding on throwing off for his sake the spiritual yoke of the Pha
risees. The two parables also of the mustard seed and the leaven, 
which Matt. xiii. :3 l, seqq., has incorporated with his great parable 
collection, harmonize most appropriately with this position which 
Jesus nnd bis little flock occupy betwixt the priests and the people. 
Its invisible nature, for the most part the losing of the new element 
of life in the old, and the triumph which it gains through its indwell
ing power-this all forms the point of comparison between these 
similitudes and Lhnt to which they more immediately refer. We might 
then with the utmost probability conceive of them as placed here 
in their original connexion.1 As respects the narrative itself of the 
cure, it presents no particular difficulties. The expression 7r11ruµa 
lia-Bevdar;, which is more nearly defined by ver. 16, denotes not a 
merely physical disorganization, but one accompanied by such psy
chologico.1 phenomena as seem to indicate pernicions influences. 
A disease is never as such attributed to the evil spirit, there must 
always be suspicious symptoms conjoined with it. The word a-vy
KU'TT'Tew is employed ns the opposite of avaKu'TT'Tew. The former 
stands hern in an intransitive form. The latter is equivalent to 
the following term avop0ova-0ai, which clenotes, however, at the 
same time, the removo.l of this orgo.nic defect. The hypocritical 
priest does not venture to cast blame on Jesus, but inveighs agninst 
the poor blind people, and pretends tbo.t his wretched outward ser
vice surpassed in value the service of love. The Lord lays open 
this hypocrisy, by shewing that tlte ltealed woman hnd done no
thing in the way of lnbour, that He had loosed a chain which held 
her bound, ancl done II thing the like of which they did themselves 
every Sabbath. The use of ;\uew and ofriv here is pecnlinr-thc 

1 The pnrnhle of the muslnnl SC'e,l with the <'Xprcssion ~f3aAu, £i.~ K1]7Tov Eau-ruV 

( ,,er. 10), points hnck not ohs~nrely to Lhc fol'<!gning similitnrle of the fig-tret' (ver. llJ. 
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mee.ning of the words being transferred from physic1tl e.nd nppliccl 
to spiritual rel1ttions. Again, however, the Saviour, without any 
ground or occasion for it, traces be.ck the disease to Satan. Where
fore such accommodations if no truth lny at the foundation of the 
idea? (Comp., moreover, the parallel narrative at Matth. xii. 10, 
seqq.; Luke vi. 6, seqq.) 

~ 13. CON\"ERSATIONS OF JESUS .BY THE WAY. 

(Luke xiii. 22-35.) 

This section once more gives us most clearly to see that we ho.ve 
here to do with a journey to Jerusalem (ver. 22), which .Jesus was 
making in company with his disciples,-a journey, o.lso, which 
must be conceived of as standing at the close of his great public 
ministry, as the expressions ov,c :.Ux{,uovuw and the following a,ro
,c">..El.£1,v TTJV Bvpav plainly enough indicate (ver. 24, 25.) More
over, the account again bears all the marks of the most direct men
tal contemplation drawn from the life. We have here no doctrinal 
discourses of.Jesus, but conversations as they arose from the occur
rences of the moment, and recorded with great truthfulness (ver. 
23, 3 l.) .AB Mark shows himself exact in describing the external 
circumstances of the actions, especially the cures wrought by .Jesus, 
so does Luke ( and particularly in the account of this journey), in 
setting forth the conversations of Christ, their occasions, conse
quences, course of development, and outgoings (comp. Introd. § 6.) 

Ver. 22. A perfectly similar form of expression, serving merely 
to carry forward the narrative of the journey we have already met 
with at Luke x. 38. (IIopela occurs only here in the sense of 
061k It is used :figuratively at James i. 11.) 

Ver. 23, 24. The first conversation here recounted by Luke 
begins with a question put by an individual as to the number of 
the uwf;aµEVOL. This question takes for granted at the outset that 
impression of solemnity which the discourses of .Jesus bear, and 
which must naturally have become stronger towards the end of his 
public labours. With the idea that the number is small, there 
stauds associated, according to the connexion of the passage, the 
iden of its being difficult to unite one's self to it. The Saviour, in 
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l1is reply, does not say exactly that they were only few who 
should partuko of the ur,Yr'T}p{a (the opposite of a7rw)l.eia), for, 
loolrnd a.t simply in itself, the number of the uwf;oµevot is even 
great (Rev. vii. 9); it is only when viewed relatively, and as com
pared with the lost, tha.t it is small (Matt. vii. 14). Rather does 
he at once give such a tum to the answer, as to lead the attention 
of the enquirer, and of all whose minds were in the same state, 
back to themselves. The enquiry as to the number presupposes a 
certain bent of mind towards things without. This false position, 
which proceeds in all cases from self-security, our Lord here re
bukes, so that his words may be paraphrased thus, " Look not to 
others, but to your own selves." To make the thought more keen, 
it is, however, added further, that not only are those lost who strive 
not for things divine, but many also who do care for them. As being 
thus S'TJTOUVTE<;, the enquirers held themselves secure, but this security 
Jesus unsettles for them, by remarking that mere striving is not 
sufficient to attain the end in view. (The comparison of the tTTfll'TJ 

Bvpa-other authorities have inserted 7T'VA-TJ, taking it from Matt. 
~was already explained at Matt. vii. 13, 14. It is of such a 
kind that Jesus may frequently have used it, and in both evangelists, 
therefore, it may occupy its original place.) This thought has in it 
something dark and difficult, especially when one compares such 
passages as Matt. vi. 33, Luke xii. 31, in which the very S'TJTEtv 

TTJV ~aui).e{av Tav t9eoii is held forth as the only thing required for 
the attaining of it. The following words, however, which are pe
culiar to Luke, cleor away this obscurity. 

Ver. 25. In parabolic language, then, there is here set before us 
the master of a house expecting at evening the members of his 
family, and at a fixed hour shutting the doors. (The word €f"/El
peu0at = O~j? denotes merely the transition from a state of rest to 
one of progressive activity.) The members of the family, then, who 
have been negligent, remain inexorably shut out. They attempt to 
avail themselves of their close connexion with the master of the 
house, but they can only -appeal to things external. The 
want of real love und true obedience to the master, showed that they 
were no genuine members of the household. Allusions to this 
parable are found al Matt. xxv. 10, seqq.; Matth. vii. 21, seqq.; viii. 
11, seqq. But a.s a. whole it is peculiar to Luke. As regards the 
exposition of it, it cunnot possibly prove satisfactory to say that the 
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,.,,TEW 1s to be viewed as nn imperfect undecided seeking, for the 
emphasis here is obviously lnid on the ov,c luxvuovui to which 
there corresponds in the parable the expression a7roK'A.ElHv Tt/V 

0vpav. Nay. in the very ,cvpiE, ,cvpi€ livoifov 17µ,'iv, the effort is 
represented as a \'ery lively nnd earnest one, but not the less as in
effectual nnd rejected. It is not the weakness of the endeavour 
which is blamed. but its being out of season, the right time having 
been squnndered away. This is represented as not less enlpo.ble, 
nor less extreme in the dangerous nature of its consequences, than 
the want of all effort. We are thus led to the idea, that for the 
thriving of the divine seed, all different seasons are just ns little 
alike as for the growth of the seed-corn in the field. He who has 
not sowed in spring, must expect no success how earnestly soever 
he labours in hnrvest. The Saviour himself marks these seasons 
by the contrast between day and night (.John xi. 9, seqq.), the hour 
when darkness (or light) bears sway (Luke xxii. 53); the former 
must be employed for developing the course of life, the latter allows 
of nothing being done. There was such a period of blossoming in 
the kingdom of God (when it suffered violence on the part of those 
who longed after it, Matt. xi. 12), at the time when .John the 
Baptist and Christ o.rose ; but, as the death of .Jesus approach

0

ed, 
the quickening power of the Spirit was withdrawn, and dark night 
overshadowed men's hearts. Of this .Jesus warns the well-inclined 
but undecided, who comforted themselves with their t;'T/T€'iv, and re
minds them that it must come to a real entrance being made into 
the kingdom of God,-they must give up all in order to gain all. 
TLe alternation of such seasons favourable and less favourable for 
the growth of what is good, which may be traced in all relations, 
nations, and individuals, does not involve any thing difficult to be 
reconciled with the righteousness of God, unless the same rule of 
judgment were applied to those living in the unfavourable periods 
as to those who experienced the stirring influences of more favoured 
times. Taking for granted a separate rule of judgment, however, 
this idea of a difference in different times, is as certainly based upon 
experience os it is in accordance with the great designs of God towards 
mankind, for, just as little as a tree can bring forth blossoms and 
nothing more-as it is necessary rather t.hat the blossoms foll off 
in order that fruit may be produced, just so little can man be carried 
to perfection by the joyous influx of heavenly powers. If his life 
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!ms become iu sumo degree Btrengthened, them follow conflicts 
through menns of which his nature is still further developed. The 
seasons of stirring life, however, must be employed in order to 
escape from the old stnte, then comes the hour when darkness benni 
sway, when the tardy nnd negligent can no more be brought to the 
birth, even though it be true that such dark seasons as these may 
bring n rich blessing for the man awnkened to newness of life
us for example is shown by the history of Peter at the time of our 
Lord's sufferings. According to this Yiew (as was already re
marked at M~tt. vii. 21, se.qq.), the words OU/€ oioa uµa<; 7T00€v 

eo-Te nre in the highest degree expressive. They con-espond to the 
ovol7TO'T€ if,yvwv vµas in Matt., and describe the severance in point 
of nature between the Lord and these pretended members of the 
household, their living in the old natural state, their unregenerate 
condition. 

Ver. 26, 27. Instead of that affinity of the whole inner man lo 
our Lord, which alone can bring us into his kingdom, relations 
merely external are depended on by these men who wished like the 
Pharisees to be held for something which they were not. But, in· 
nsmuch as these means had not brought them into a state of oi
Kaioo-vv"l, they remained in the old condition of aou<.la, and consco
quently were shut out from the kingdom of God. We are not here 
by any means to think of actions peculiarly wicked, the sin of these 
men consisted in their disobedience and resistance to the light of 
the truth, which shone in their view from the word of Christ, and 
through which they might have been made new and different men. 
They had acquired too much knowledge to be unprejudiced, and 
too little to admit of the life from ubove gaining the uscenduncy 
over them. This intermediate position was the cause of their misery, 
ond their exclusion from the kingdom of God. (Comp. on the pas
sage, Matt. vii. 21, seqq.) Very significantly does Luke subjoin 
the mention of whut was taking place even while he wus speuk
ing,-a circumstance peculiarly fitted to bring to a decisive re
solution the men whom he addressed, ev Ta,,. ?T71.aTdai<, i,µwv 
eotoaga,,. It was not our Lord's leaching, however, of itself which 
brought salvation (his teaching might quite us readily serve for 
their conderunution), but their receiving his words nncl doing them. 

Ver. 28, 20. In its closing verses this discourse of our Lord 
acquires further a peculiar npplicalion, inasmuch ns it exhibits iu 



the light of ser\"lmls to the otKoSeo-7roT"7'>, the Jews, in the first 
instance, who, because of their unfaithfulness (as lo the great 
majorit)' of their number) were excluded from the kingdom of God, 
in order that in their stead the heathen, wbo received the word with 
willingness, should be invited to partake its eternal joys. (As to 
the words see more at length on Matt. viii. 11, 12.) In itself, 
however, the parable goes further, and may be understood of the 
heathen as a body, as well as individually, inasmuch as the funda
mental idea of it is universally true and universally applicable. 
Here, where it stands at the conclusion of our Lord's labours among 
his own people, the restriction of the parable to them is perfectly 
in accordance with its connexion. 

Yer. 30. According to their connexion, the clauses elo-,v eo-xa-rot 

,._ -r. X. which are cast into the aphoristic form, seem to refer to the 
relation in which the Jews stood to the heathen. They were spoken 
unquestionably more than once, and stand therefore in different 
relations. (See more particularly as to the aphorism on Matt. 
xi--g. 30, xx. 16.) Only, it is well to observe that the aphorism is 
expressed in a form different from that in which it occurs e.t Matt. 
xx. 16, eo-ov-ra1, oi eaxa-ro, -rrpw-rot, ,.;al, 01, -rrpwTOl, eo-xa-ro,. This 
form of it, however, would be best adapted clearly to mark the dis
tinction between Jews end bee.then. But since meny Jews also 
took their places in the kingdom of God, e.nd since many lost it 
(not all) by unfaithfulness, while their room was filled up by Gentiles, 
the Saviour on this account rather chose the form of expression 
which here occurs-" there are some who, in respect of their voca
tion, have been placed e.t a disadvantage, but have been elevated 
through their faithfulness ; e.nd so there are many who have an 
exalted vocation, but through their unfaithfulness have rendered 
themselvee unworthy of it." The form of the aphorism is thus 
modified in each case according to the connexion. 

It was moreover already remarked (Matt. viii. 11) that in this 
exclusion of the t'l'fTOVVT€" from the /3ao-iX€ta -r. 0. we are not to 
see the loss on their pa.rt of eternal salvation. The kingdom of 
God set forth here, is obviously the blessed communion of the 
saints at the return of the Lord (comp. on Matt. xxv. 12.) The 
representation given (Luke xiii. 25) shows plainly that it is not 
intended to represent the love of what is good and delight in it 
as absolutely wanting (comp. on Matt. xxv. 45.), but only as weak 
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111111 undecided, by wl1icb menns, certainly, 1tn entrance into tl,u 

{3a,nXeia is rendorod impossible-but not by any means does it fol
low that salvation can be thereby prevented. Thus the /3aa-iM{a 
-r. e. in this passngo also ( as Mott. viji. 1 I) denotes not eternity 
os the perfected development of creation, but the dominion of the 
good made visible on earth, which sholl present itself to view as 
the living communion of all the saints of all times. 

Ver. 31. To the rending i}µ,epq, we ought almost to prefer that of 
&pq,, which is preserved by A.D.L. and many other MSS. The 
remark of the Pharisees would, in that case, come on more 
rapidly, and the narrative become more full of life. It is also 
obvious that the origin of the rending fJµ,epq, can be more easily 
accounted for than that of wpq,. For, just because what follows 
when compared with what precedes, appeared altogether foreign to 
it, n wish was felt to keep the two apart in point of time, and the 
account of this occurrence was separated from the foregoing. If 
we suppose that the question asked above (ver. 23) was also put 
by a Pharisee, its contrast to what follows stands forth so much 
the more strongly. The sharp sarcasm they traced in the reply of 
Jesus, made them wish probably as soon as possible to be freed 
from his presence. Thus the reply of Jesus, in which he declares 
that he intended yet to remain for a few days, acquires a clear 
reference to the Pharisees who wished to be rid of him-a view to 
which ver. 35 also points. It deserves remark, moreover, that here 
the scene again shifts back to Galilee or Perrea, the region of 
Herod Antipas. The general remarks made above at Luke ix. 51, 
to the effect that Luke does not seem accurately to have observed 
the connexion of time and place, find in this their confirmation. 

Ver. 32, 33. That this insinuation expresses not the views of the 
Pharisees but those of Herod is improbable in the highest degree, 
especially as Lulrn afterwards relates (xxiii. 8) that Herod eagerly 
desired to see Jesus. Besides, it is obvious that he had the means 
readily within his reach for banishing Jesus, if he had wished to be 
rid of him. It is for more natural to suppose that the Pharisees, 
to serve their own wicked ends, had made use of a report as to the 
evil intentions of Herod, which may easily have arisen after the 
murder of John. The opinion in question derives much less appu
rnnt support from the fact that Jesus culls Herod a Fox, than from 
his charging them to report it to Herod. This circumstance nd-

YOL. III. JI 
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m1ts, indeed. of being understood in this way, "Behold I see 
through your plan, you act as if you would give me good ndvice, 
and you nre the mere delegates ofmy cunning enemy." The words, 
however, heYe a sarcastic bearing, even if the Pharisees nre not 
regarded ns expressly the delegates of Herod. Those who hypo
critic.rtlly pressed themselves on him as good friends and counsel
lors, he refers to the man whom they denounced as his enemy-he 
places them consequently on the same footing, so that what strikes 
him reaches them also, nay, in reality, under the nnme of Herod, 
it is they alone who nre aimed at. This ought to be held the more 
probable that it can hardly be believed that Jesus, who was so tens 
der in observing decorum towards all in authority, should have 
given to his own ruler the opprobrious name of a,},.w7r71f1 If, how
ever, the words of Jesus were directed against the Pharisees, who 
had either for their own ends made use of a mere report, or had at 
once fabricated it, his reply acquires the saiking meaning, that this 
fox (an expression in which not merely cunning but weakness, and 
consequently that which is contemptible, forms the point of resem
blance), of whom they pretended to give an account, existed no
where else than in their own hearts; and that while acting the part 
of his counsellors they cherished real enmity within. This led 
very naturally (ver. 33) to the mention of Jerusalem, where they 
laid the scene of their intrigues. This view of the occurrence agrees 
also with that reproof directed against the Pharisees which runs 
through all these chapters (from chap. xi. onwards), and which is 
carried still farther forward in chap. xiv. The words which follow 
rtlso l&v e1e/3a)..AL,J ,c. -r. ""-· are rendered sharp and pointed if they 
e.re applied to the Pharisees, " Ye who are set for the salvation of 
the people ought to know that my labours are not merely not per
nicious, but in the highest degree beneficial, but your wickedness 
does not cease to persecute me." (Te°Miovµ,ai is to be taken tran
sitively, sc. -rav-ra -ra lp,ya,--I fulfil these and all my works). In 
connexion with this idea, the definition of time is obscure, ulJµ,epov, 
avpwv 1eal. -rfi -rpl-r?J. It is wholly incredible and incapable of proof, 
that this expression can indicate an entirely indefinite period. 
Least of all can the passage, Hosea vi. 2 (11n;,',tpiT c,",11:;i c,,o~o), 
the exposition of which besides is difficult, be· idduced-in s

0

upp
0

ort 
1 Compare, however, on Luke xxiii. seqq .• according to which it appears Jesus did not 

Ldi,•ve himself bound to acknowledge Herod as Lis governor. 
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of this view, o.nd other instances nre wholly wanting, It follows, 
however, from tl1e genero.1 laws of thought, that to-day, to-monow, 
and the do.y after, is the assigning of a period perfectly dcfinite.1 

One does not see, however, what is meant to be said by this exact 
announcement, " for three do.ys I still continue to perform miracles 
here." The idea is made still more obscure by what follows, for 
insteo.d of -rplT-[I there stands as the parallel expression exoµ,ev9. 
("Exeu0ai in the sense of to toucli, to strike upon. The expres
sion iJµ,epa exoµ,EIJ'T/ occurs at Acts xxi. 26. Compare also Mark i. 
38)- The 7r"A.'i]v oe'i: forms here a contrast to what goes before, 
which however will not come clearly out to view, should the words 
(as Dr Paulus thinks they should) be translated, " See I still re
quire about three d!Lys to heal the sick, but (should Herod com
mand it) I will take my departure earlier." For this rendering the 
context seems to give no ground, not to mention that the idea is 
very tame, and accords ill with the sarcastic and biting discourse. 
For the understanding of the passage it is of especial importru1ce 
to bear in mind, that the whole discourse which the Pharisees were 
to carry an account of to Herod, is (in this respect) feigned, that, 
only in point of form therefore does it stand connected wi.th their 
remark. In respect of the thought contained in it, the address is 
directed against the Pharisees and their wickedness. Consequently 
the meaning of the words may be taken thus, " I have to exercise 
my blessed office for a certain time; for this time, however, I must 
walk and work, and no power can touch me (mine hour is not yet 
come); but in Jerusalem it will come, and there will ye gain power 
over me. Your victory, however, will be your ruin, and Him whom 
ye shall have rejected, ye shall never more behold, till the time of 
his final return." The expression to-day, to-morrow, and the day 
after, is therefore o. symbolic description of the whole public minis
try of Jesus, which is in point of time exactly meastu-ed off, and 
which no earthly powet· can shorten. The closing idea of ver. ;;3 
is o.lso rcmo.rkable, 8n OUK evoexe-rai 7rpocf,17n,v a7ro"A.eu0at efw 
'Iepovua"A.17µ,. From ver. 35 it is clear that Jerusalem is viewed 
as the seat of the Theocracy, and centre of Pharisaic intrigue, so 
tho.t the sense of the words is "not in Galilee, no ! in your chief 

l The assigning of nu intlefinite pcriotl of time co.n Le effected only by the use of,;, 
us i~ shown in the exnmple quoted by Wl'tsteiu on this pnssnge, fron1 An·inn F.pict. iv. 
10, UT, uVpwv r, 1:I~ T,iv -rpi-nJv afl I) allTOv &.71"v8avelv .;; iKE'ivov. 
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eity nrnst 1 die.·· The SnYiour, however, proceeds to extend tf,c 
i<len. 80 R.<; to include the prophets generally, e.nd explains thnt it 
was necessa11· they should die in Jerusalem. ('Evoix€'Tat used 
impersonnlly = avwoet<Tov ia-n, Luke xvii. J. It meims, it is al
lo1<1able. 1·1 is 71ossible. Ta Evoexo~va = Svv.J'-Ta.) In rego.rd 
to this there is just one thing that seems strnnge. John the Bap
t.ist, who, as the latest instance of a slain prophet, must have stood 
before every one's ,•iew, had been put to death, not in Jerusalem, 
but precisely in this very territory of Herod. The expression there
fore uttered in this general form seems neither correct nor suited 
to the circumstances. One might be tempted to read TOV 7rpo
,j,71T7Jv, so tbnt the person of the Messiah should be alone denoted, 
but there is no manuscript which has the article, and we must here 
ns elsewhere remain true to our principle of giving a.dmission to no 
conjecture into the text of the New Testament. Besides, in ver. 
34 the iden is immediately extended to include the prophets gene
rally. Hence, we can only say that the Sa.viour here attributes to 
the order of prophets, not. including himself in it, but standing as 
its representative (see ver. 34), what is true of the majority of its 
members. In any case, however, a certain obscurity attaches to 
this mode of expression in the existing circumstances. It is easier 
finding something satisfactory to say on the idea of its being 11eces

><ary that prophets should die (and especially thnt tlte Prophet 
should) in .Jerusalem. .Jerusalem was the centre of the national, 
nnd especially the religious life of the people of Israel (for which 
reason at ver. 34 the prophets are described as sent to Jerusalem, 
in so iar ns this city represented the land and the people), the nltar 
as it were of the whole nation, since no sacrifice was to be offered 
except in the temple at Jerusalem. In it therefore must the minis
try of the prophets concentrate itself, and their last great work also, 
their death of martyrdom, must be completed there. As the offer
ing of Isaac was of old presented on Mount Moriah (Gen. xxii. 2), 
so the reality of which it was the type, could be exhibited only in 
Jerusalem. The free government of God generally fixes itself to 
time and place, 11.Dd tLe freedom of man's actions, without being 
subverted or restricted, must yet fulfil the eternal arrangements of 
God. Freedom and necessity mutually pervade, lmt do not sub
Yert each other in Bible history. To the Pharisees, moreover, ns 
Lliose wl10 l1ad assumed the defence of the Theocracy, nothing 
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stronger could ho said them this, your chief city with its temple ond 
nltor is the murderess of all God's servants, a great altar 11s it s:veru 
on which the saints have fallen sacrifices. (Comp. Lament. iv. 13.,1 

Ver. 34, 35. The concluding verses huve been incorporated by 
Mnlt, xxiii. 37-39, into his great discourse in reproof of the Pha
risees, Here, in Luke, they hold undoubtedly their original place. 
The mention of Jerusulem awukens the deepest sorrow in the heart 
of Jesus for the unbelief of the city. The murderess of the pro
phets should in her children have been gathered to the flock of 
God, but they would not. But as by the abuse of their freedom, 
they frustrated as it were the one of God's plans, they against their 
own will fulfilled the otlter. What they would not take from the 
living Prophet, they must receive from tlte dying. The words 'TT'o
a-a,cti, 'T/0e71.'T}ua "· -r. 71.., dewribe not merely the pains taken by 
Jesus himself for the salvation of the people, as represented by J e
rusalem, but the expression denotes the whole exertions of the 
prophets taken together. This leads the Saviour back wholly to 
himself, in so far as he was in his divine and eternal nature the 
Prophet of Prophets. (Comp. Luke xi. 49 with Matt. xxiii. 
34, where Christ is represented as sending forth all the prophets.) 
This idea casts back a light which determines the meaning of 
the expression OV/C ivoexe-rat 'TT'pocf,11-r'T}V a'TT'o)\.eu0at i!gw 'I epov
a-a)l.11µ,, ver, 33. (The beautiful figure of the fowl which gathers 
its young under its wings is after l?s. xvii. 8; Is. xxxi. 5.) Thu 
comparison strikes every mind of deep thought as a tender expres
sion of maternal love in natural life. Thus we read in Euripides 
Hercul. fur. v. 71, Ot 0' 'Hpa1')\.€tOt 'TT'a'ioei,, oi)i, V'TrO'TT'TEpovi, uwt;w 
VEOCT<TOV',, lipvti, W', vcf,etµ,ev,,,,--vcf,leu0at, a peculifil' expression 
for placing the young beneath tlte motlier. After this !Lpostrophe 
to Jerusalem, the discourse again turns to the disciples, and the 
Saviour adds reprovingly, a<f,le-rat vµ,'iv o ol,coi, vµwv. (The addi
tion lP"lµoi, is taken from the parallel passage in Malt. xxiii. 38.) 
The expression ol,coi, (in its more extended meaning like r,~:J) is 

certainly selected here in accordance with Psalm Jxix. 25 (~;mp. 
Acts i. 20), in which passage the house's being left desolate is enu
merated along with other imprecations. The ol,coi,, however, has 
in every case a special reference to the Temple as the central point of 
theocratic life, which, in so for ns it w11s the o!Koi, Beoii, might abo 
be approprintcly termed the olKo<; i'1cp€wi'. The dcsolntion uf the! 
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Temple, however, and the departing from it of the gracious presence 
of God. WII.S identical with the going down of their entire worldly 
priestly power, which of necessity must have been asemciated with 
the entrnnoe of Christ's spiritual kingdom. The two could not co
exist. Inesmuch as the Pharisees, therefore, seemingly triumph
nnt, put Jesus to death, they in this very act laid the foundations 
for ever of His kingdom, and destroyed their ow,i. Further, the 
concluding words >.kyro o~ vµ,w K, -r. >... are difficult. The idea, in
deed, that they should not see the Saviour, stands as an expression 
of rebuke in close connexion with what goes before ; hut, in the first 
place, there is an obscurity as to what period the er.>~ &1111E?J K.. -r. :>... 
is meant to denote,1 and next, it seems to contradict the reprov
ing character of the preceding discourse, that the Pharisees them
selves are exhibited as saluting the Lord. For, that the words ev:>..o
'Y"JµVo<; K. -r. :>... are to be understood as an act of homage, ad
mit.s (according to .M:att. :xxi. 9, compared with Ps. cxviii. 26) of 
no doubt. The first of these difficulties can be removed only after 
the second bas been cleared out of the way, This would be 
bronght about, however, if we were to read something like 8-re 
EL'71"Q)(Tt, so as to make the meaning of the discourse this, "Ye un
believers shell see me no more (as the soft, mild Son of Man) till 
tl,ey welcome me (the pious, namely) at my return as the righteous 
Judge of the world." In other words, " Ye shell see me again only 
as your Judge." But this reading is wholly without support from 
any critical authority, and can therefore have no claim on our as
sent. The use of the second person leads to an entirely dif
ferent meaning, which, more closely considered, .is. remarkably 
appropriate, and suited, in the highest degree, to the character of 
the Lord, who walked even amidst his enemies as one 7r:>.,,fr,71~ xa
pt-ro<;. The passage then promises them a change even of their 
feelings, and, as flowing from this, an acknowledgment of the Mes
sianic dignity of Jesus. That which here they could not compre
hend,-the ministry of Jesus, peculiar in itself, and opposed to their 
whole nature and disposition of mind, was, according to this pro
mise, to be made clear to them afterwards, and they would raise 

l OompBre what .., .... remarked upon the kindred Bnd striking poasage Matt. xxvi. 64, &.,..· 
iip-r, 0'PEo-fJE .,..a,., ui.o11 .,.-oU G.u6p&.Tou K, T. A. Matt . .K.Xiii. 39, in the pusage parallel to 
that before us, has tlae words oi, µ.,S 1-u. UJJ-r2. dw' &p,,., K. -r. A.-The ijf,, is best token 
impersr.,nnlly "it comes." Some MSS. have supplied &.,pa or ;,µI.pa. 
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their voices in unison with the jubilant tones of those who, waiting 
for their Lord, would meet Him with the cry c::,~ ~:.li1 ':f-1"'1:.1 
i'Tii1"· The passage expresses then the final victory· of th; SaviouTr 

ovTer ~]I his enemies, whom he punishes in such a manner that he 
wins them for himself. It is impossible, however, to determine whe
ther this victory and the coming of' Christ was to take place at 
some point of time near at band, such as the pouring out of the 
Spirit on the doy of' Pentecost, and the conversion of' many priests 
therewith connected (Acts vi. 7), or the destruction of Jerusalem, 
or whether it be the return of' J esns to his kingdom or to the judg
ment of the world. For, in the first place, as was already remarked 
on Matt. x. 23, the idea of the near approach of our Lord's coming 
runs through the whole New Testament in such a way, that each of 
the periods above alluded to falls quite within we time when men 
expected the return of Jesus, and further, the idea itself contains 
references to so many things, that, in passages like this, no point 
can be found; which compels us necessarily to conclude in favour 
of the one or of the other. It is best, therefore, to take the expres
sion in the entire comprehensiveness which it will admit of~ and 
consider the meaning of the Saviour to be this, that at each com
ing of the Lord, at one or other of those preliminary appearances 
in which Good is exhibited to view as triumphant, but most com
pletely at that which is final and decisive, the enemies of the Sa
viour should ever lay themselves down as a footstool beneath his 
feet. (Comp. on Matt. x. 23, but especially on Matt. xxiv. I, 
seqq., where every thing relating to the Return of Christ is treated 
of connectedly.) 

§ 14. JESUS DINES WITH A PHARISEE. 

(Luke xiv. 1-2-!.) 

This new section agrees well with its place in a journal of Trnvel 
(comp. ver. 1 with xi. 17), and partakes thot style of narrative 
which we hnvo already learned to trace in it. The healing of one 
afflicted with dropsy in the house of o Pharisee on the Sabbath, 
gives riso to a. conversation in which Jesus gives instruction 
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through means of parabolic narrntives.1 In n way uncommouly 
graphic, Luke represents the discourse a,s directed first to the 
guests, and then to the host (ver. 7 and I 2), and, flue.Uy, the ex
clamation of one of the guest.'! (ver. 15) calls forth n particulo.r pa
rable applicable to him and those like minded. The peculiar con
nexion of the whole forms also once more the best voucher for the 
originality of the narrative. 

Ver. 1-6. The cure of the man afflicted with dropsy, which may 
well be conceived of as completed lief ore the time of the repast, 
contains nothing in itself worthy of remark. It serves merely as a 
point of connection for introducing the following conversation. As 
the Pharisees bad frequently already blamed the cures wrought 
by Christ on the Sabbath, He himself starts the question whether 
such acts of healing could be contrary to the law. As at Matt. xii. 
11, Luke xiii. 15, the Lord leads those present to reflect on their 
own experience, and makes them feel the sharp self-contradiction 
in which they were landed by costing blame on Christ"s free labours 
of love, inasmuch as they, where their own earthly advantage was 
involved, did the same things which they objected to in Him. It 
is not to be overlooked, however, that in this last period in which 
the hatred of the Pharisees against him was most distinctly ex
pressed, the Saviour does not withdraw from them. Obviously, 
.T esus hoped, by the power of the truth, to gain over for himself and 
the cause of God the better disposed, at least, among them. (As 
to the q,a,yew apTov ver. 1, see the particulars on ver. 15.-0n 
7rapaT'T}pe'iv see at Luke vi. 7.) 

Ver. 7. Throughout the following three comparisons, then, there 
runs the one great exhortation to humility, which wo.s, above all 
things, necessary for the proud Pharisees. In the first ( ver. 7-11), 
with reference to the obvious and manifest strife for precedence 
among those present, it is so put as to teach self-humiliation; in 
the second (ver. 12-14), looking to the brilliant company which 
the Pharisee bad invited together, it is so put as to make the call
ing in to him of the poor and miserable appear a duty; and, in the 
lest (ver. 16-24), with regard to the eager hope cherished by the 
Pharisees for the kingdom of God (ver. 15), it is so managed that 

) Tl.af' Pharisee is styled .,..;~ TW11 ti.px011TWII "Tii,11 C>apuralwv = d:pxiat111&.yw,yoc. We 
;;i·e noL to suppose that those &pxo11TEI' arP- here ~ant who are sometimes spoken of &Ii 

op1•o&ed to tbe Pbari.s~es, f>I. gr. J 11Lu xii. '12. 
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the conduct of Goel in c11lling men to l1is kingdom, excluding from 
it the s11tinte<l rich as decisively ns He invites into it the hungry 
poor, is held forth ns n rule not to be neglected for similar 
conduct on our part. Even though there were, therefore, spe
cial causes o.t work in eo.ch co.se for the modification of the 
fundamental i<len, yet the occasion which gave o.t first this turn 
to the conversation of Jesus was probably the cure of the vOp6J• 
'TT't1'6<;. Even though the Pharisees and Lawyers were silent ( ver. 4, 
6) as to the question of Jesus, yet undoubtedly their look suffi
ciently expressed contempt for the unfortunate man, and this at once 
led the Saviour (ver. 5) to bring forward despised animals (0110<;,1 

and /3ov,;) in the similitude-" If ye at once hasten, on the Sab
bath, to draw an ass out of the pit, it well becomes me to bring 
help to a man who will be suffocated by water." In what way the 
bodily assistance is a type of the spiritual calling of those who were 
healed, is particularly shown by ver. 21, seqq., where it is just the 
miserable (such as the cured man in this instance) who are set forth 
as the called, while the proper guests (the Pharisees, as represen
tatives of the economy of the Old Testament) remain shut out from 
the feast. And now, as the guests at the commencement of the 
repast eagerly strove for the highest places ('TT'p6JTo,c71.iula,;; igeXe
,yo11To), which ·conduct arose from the same self-sufficiency in 
which their contempt for the dropsical man originated, Jesus re
bukes this in the first instance. ('E'TT'exew scil. 1/0VV animum ad
vertere. Acts iii. 5.) 

Vers. 8-11. Without much veiling his design, the Lord reproves 
quite openly the va11.ity of the Pharisees; throughout the following 
parable the reference is entirely unconcealed. (As to 'TT'apa/3071.-IJ 
comp. on Matt. xiii. I. The parabolic form here is not completely 
carried out.) As respects, however, the meaning of the narrative, 
it is very strange that so subordinate a motive should be brought 
forward by means of which to induce self-abasement on the part of 

1 The reotliug lHO~ hns, in point of weighty critical authorities (the MSS. A. B. E. C. 
II. M. f!. give it), much support. The coonexion, however, is most in favour of Ovo,;;. 
The whole passo.ge coutains n. conclusion drawn a min.ori ad majus, and with this it is 
obvious that V,6,;; does not ngrco. The rending Vu),;; mny en.sHy hRve originated with per
sons who ovcl'looked the form in which the inference is drawn in the passage, Rnd 
supposed thnt the necessity of healing on the So.bbe.th would be reodel'ed far more clear 
hy selecting the ce.se of a child, love to whom woulcl inevitably constl·Rin his pru-ents lo 
Rn\'e him on the Snbbnth. 

2 
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man. For it appears to be false humility, and, consequent.ly, con 
cealed pride, to take a seat low down in order that one may gain 
the honour of being elevated. Christ appears to give here rather a 
refined prudential rule than o. pure ethical precept, and that the 
more correct course is to take just that seat whioh properly belongs 
to one. But the apothegm (ver. 11) which gives finally the fun
damental idea of the parabolic narrative, makes obvious the reason 
why this form of presenting it was adopted. Iu that single display 
of self-sufficient vanity our Lord perceived that inner sto.te of the 
heart which was the fundamental ce.use of those very appearances 
they me.de in spiritual things. The object he he.a to do with is the 
purifying of the foundation, and his representations, therefore, 
take such a form as to involve a warning against spiritual pride. 
Over against the infrovv eavrov there must be placed the expression 
most strongly contrasted to it, and that is not merely to refrain 
from self-exaltation, but positively to humble ourself ( -ra7TE£VOVV 

eavrov). In order to bring this contrast clearly out in the parable, 
the expression ava7Teua,, ew -rov luxa-rov T07Tov is placed over 
against ea-rate">..iveuOa,, ew -r71v 7Tpm-roeMuwv. But that which in 
t.he affairs of earth would prove only a half-rule (inasmuch as the 
sitting low down of set purpose must be held as only another form 
of displaying vanity,) is, in spiritual things, true and right in its 
fullest sense, for then, in fe.ct, it is not the mere absence of the 
positive manifestations of pride that is of effect, but the attack upon 
secret sin which exists even where it does not show itself. These 
positive sanctifying efforts1 carried on in the power of the Holy 
Spirit are denoted by the -ra7re1,vovv eavrov. This expression also 
presupposes an antecedent kiglier position, (which is, however, to 
be carefully distinguished from the vvovv eav-rov,) inasmuch as the 
-ra7TE£VO'o cannot be humbled any more. (Comp. on the apothegm 
of ver. 10, what is said on Matt. xxiii. 12,) 

Vers. 12-14. The statements of our Lord in what follows are 
not different in substance from the preceding discourse addressed 
by L.im to the guests (t)l..c;,ye 1'a£ -r<j, 1'E1'htT/1'0-rt av-rov.) For, the fol
lowing parable is only a continuation of the foregoing. As the 
guests ought to humble themselves by selecting the lowest place, 
so should the host humble himself by inviting the poorest. Only, 
nccordiag to the different standing-points of guest and host there 

l Comp. on this the remarks et Matt. xiii. 2. 
3 
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stun<ls out in the first similitude more prominently a.n unassuming 
disposition ; in the second, a feeling of condescending humble love. 
Hence one ma.y view the two pa.rabies as adapted for persons of 
different positions in the kingdom of God. It is not to be thought 
of tha.t we ha.ve here an entertainment furnished at the public 
expense, 111:1 Dr Pa.ulus ha.B inferred, from the injunction forbidding 
the inviting of rela.tions. This prohibition is rather to be held 
pa.ro.llel with Luke xiv. 26, " He who hateth not father and mother 
is not worthy of me." It is merely intended to show the necessity 
of being delivered from wha.t is merely sensitive and natural in our 
Jove ; that higher love imparted in regeneration ennobles al1 the 
natural ties of affection. ('Ava7r7Jpo<;, maimed, one who wants a 
member, = 7T7Jpo<;, from 7T'TJPO"', to mutilate. It is found again 
in the N.T. only at Luke xiv. 21.-Comp. as to the idea of a 
recompense, in passages which take for granted an evangelical 
standing-point, on Matt. v. 12, x. 42.) The mention of the avaa-

-raa-i<; -rwv oucal<,,v, without any occasion to call it forth, is an 
evident indication that the distinction me.de by the Jews between 
the first and second resurrection was acknowledged by our Lord as 
correct. Such passages as Rev. xx. 5 (where the expression 
avaa--raa-i<; f, 7rpw-r7J occurs); l Cor. xv. 22, 23; 1 Thess. iv. 16, 
show also that the Apostles themselves had embraced this distinc
tion within the circle of their ideas. In the book of Revelation tbe 
whole conclusion of the work would be entirely unintelligible with
out it. The rationalistic expositors were unprejudiced enough to 
acknowledge that this doctrine was supported by the New Testa
ment, but they employed it in proof of their view that the Apostles 
(and in po.rt the Saviour himself) were entangled in Jewish pre
judice, or that they accommodated themselves to such errors. (As 
to the opinions of the Jews, comp. Bertboldt in the Christ. J ud. 
§ 35, p. 176 seqq). We shall afterwards take pains to show (in a 
preliminary way, indeed, on Matt. xxiv.1) that the distinction drawn 
between the two resurrections stands in closest unison with the 
whole circle of doctrines as to the final issue of all things, and that 
only when we adopt it do many passages of Scripture acquire their 
true meaning. 

Ver. 15. One of the guests understood quite correctly the ex-

1 As to the distinction nleo between the d.vdaTaa,~ i.K. TWv vu<pWv and civlia'Taa,~ TU,v 

vEKpWv, comp, the obscrvntions on Mntt, xxii. 31, 
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pression used by the Snviour as to the avaa-TaUL~ ou,a{c,,v. He 
places in connexion with it, not eternal salvation, which properly 
is associated with the general resurrection, but life in the kingdom 
of God. Hence the /3autMUL Tov 8£ov here is, as the context 
shows. that state in which the will of God shall have dominion on 
en.rth,-the restorution of earth to its original condition. In this 
stnte did the Jews hope to live in pence under the sw1ty of Messinh, 
along with the risen saints of the Old Testament, whose represen
tatives, the progenitors of their race, Abr1thnm, Isaac, nnd Jacob, 
1tre mentioned by name (Matt. viii. l l, Luke xiii. 28.) The joy
ful hope of Messiah's speedy appearo.nce wns usually nssocinted 
with the blessed anticipation of life in the Messianic kingdom. In 
substance, this series of ideas was entirely correct, and corresponded 
as welI with the predictions of the Old Testament as with the represen
tations of the New, only, the Jews in general formed grossly ma
terial conceptions of the Messiah's kingdom, and forgot the inter
nal conditions which required to be fulfilled in order to their being 
admitted into it. As members of the nation of God, they believed 
that they must in any event be incorporated into God's kingdom. 
From this position of security end self-sufficiency seems to have 
proceeded the exclamation uttered by one of the guests. When 
Jesus mentioned recompense in the kingdom of the Messiah at the 
resurrection of the just, he celled out in a transport of joy, includ
ing himself as a sharer in the scene of blessedness, µ,a,capw~ &~ 
q,myrrai &pTov iv rfj /3auiM{q, Tou 8£ov.1 Nothing like malice, 
deceit, scorn, or intentional hypocrisy is to be traced in these 
words; the following parable expolies merely the feeling of worldli
ness on the part of those who are invited into the kingdom of God, 
but through their worldliness forfeit their invitation. This comes 
home to the individual in common with the whole party of Phari
seei; and lawyers to whom he belonged, b11t was not aimed at him• 
self personally and alone. The peculiar exclamation, however, and 
the close connP-xion of the following parable with it, and with ell 
that goes before, speaks again most decidedly in favour of the 
originality of this whole account. (The reading &piuTov, instead 
of apTov cf,a,y£,v, is merely an explanation of the Hebrew mode of 
speaking for the sake of Greeks, fashioned after the style of ver. 

1 Compare Re,·. xx, fi, where in like lc-rms it is said µ.a«lrpw~ Kai ll.')'to~ 0 lxwv µ{po"" 
u, T~ a.,ao-T0:0"H Tfj wpW...-~. 
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I·~.) Tito exprcssinu &pTov <f,a,ye'iv stands undoubtedly ns eqm
rnlcnt to talcing n menl (sec ver. I), and corresponds to on1, 1,:i~, 
Gen. xliii. Hi, 32. Here the context points once mo;~·.- to -the 
great Messianic feast (comp. Matt. viii. I I, Luke xiii. 28), which, 
nccordiug to the passages in the prophets(for example Is. xxv. fl), 

is viewed as the opening scene of the kingdom of God. (Comp. 
Bertholdt in the Christ. Jud. § 39, p. 196. Eisenmenger, in his 
Entd. Judenth. ii. 872 seqq. gives the tasteless fables of the later 
Rabbins as to this foest. The phrase lu0teiv Ka£ 7rfveiv, is to be 
distinguished from the expression lipTov cf,a,ye'iv, the former denoting 
continued fellowship, a life becoming and suitable [in the kingdom 
of God.] Comp. on Luke xxii. 30.) 

Ver. 16. With great wisdom does our Lord in the following parable 
guide the Pharisee, who had praised so loudly the joys of the king
dom of God, bock from externals to that which is internal. For, he 
teaches that the mere invitation is not enough, but everything depends 
on whether a man avails himself of it. The first half of it represents 
the manifold forms in which worldly men ( especially the Jews) abuse 
the Divine Call; the second h9.lf explains the conduct of God, 
and shows that others instead of those called are invited into the 
kingdom of God. At Matt. xxii. 1, seqq., there is a pamble re
corded which is closely allied to that before us, but it is carried out 
in a way too independeEt and distinct to allow of our believing it 
to be the same with that of Luke. Undoubtedly, Jesus has availed 
himself at different times and in different ways of the same funda
mental ideas.1 If the parable then starts with the idea of the 8e'i7rVov 
p,bya this has obviously n retrospective reference to ver. 15, and it 
stands ns the Messianic feast for the kingdom of God generally, to 
which God causes men to be invited (and the Jews certainly first) 
by his enlightened ministers and servants. (The ,;:a)..e'iv here de
notes therefore in a dogmatic sense the vocatio, end involves both 
the announcement that such a kingdom exists, and also the in
wurd incitement to enter into it. Yet this impulse, given by the 
Spirit according to the will of God, is no compulsory one, it only 
focilitates the determination of the will. Comp11.re the more detailed 
rnmarks on Matt. xx. 16.) 

Ver. 1 7-20. In the form of the narrative, it is a peculiar cil'
cnmstunce that those who hud previously been invited, were, at the 

1 Compnre us to thi:; ll1e <leto.ils at l\·lntt. X);ii. l. 
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moment when the fo1tst commenced, once more put in mind of it ( rfJpa 

-rov 6€{-rrvov), and this was evidently selected in order to express the 
more exactly and impressively that form under which the divine 
invitation had come to the Jews. Not only bad the invitation to 
God's kingdom .come to them generally through tho prophets, but 
when it did arrive they were by the Baptist again specinlly warned 
to this effect, -rrav-ra €1vai hoiµ,a -rtt rij, ,c.n,, ,cai ao,T'l]pfu.,. The 
following -rrapai-r€ur0ai is therefore so much the guiltier, the more 
pressing had been the invitation. (IIapat-r€ur0ai to make excuse 

is used for recrtsare and excusare. The former meaning is found 
at Acts xxv. 11; the latter is obviously implied at ver. 19, in the ex
pression ~€ µ,e -rrapr,-r,,,µ,fvov, which corresponds to habeas me 
excusatum. To the a-rro µ,ws it is best to supply ,yvrf>µ,,,,, or 
cf,wVTJ,, for it is intended to bring out the common key-note of them 
all.) As the invitation, however, was given only to many (ver. 16, 
comp. the remarks on Matt. xx. 16), this determines the meaning 
of the -rrav-r€, (ver. 18)-they are the -rr&v-re, oi ICEICA'T/fLEVOt. It 
would be to carry the expression too far, however, should we bold 
that the first invited were theJews, and that those afterwords (ver. 21) 
called are the heathen, inasmuch as the Apostles, and all those be
lievers who attached themselves to Jesus himself, were Jews. Accord
ing to the immediate connexion of the passage, therefore, we must 
understand those first invited to be the representatives of the Old 
Testament Theocracy, e.nd under the -rrrwxoi~ (ver. 21), that com
pany of private individuals (among whom also tho.t v6pw-rri,c6, must 
be included, ver. 2), whom Jesus honoured with his fellowship and 
prepared for the kingdom of God. In that case the words i,p~avro 
a-rro µ,,)i, -rrapaireurOa -rrav-re, retain their literal meaning, for in 
point of fact, we do not see a single individual among the advo
cates of t,he Theocracy openly and decisively attach himself to the 
Lord. We are not, however, to think that for this reason all re
ference of the parable to Jews and heathen is excluded, only this is 
not its primary and literal application. The various forms of ex
cuse put forwa.rd by those invited, denote in general their bondage 
to the world. The two first set forth the gross manifestations of 
worldliness ; tlte tltird is more re.fined, but is a mere pretext. The 
taking of a wife ought not to have withdrawn him from God, but 
should hove aided his advancement in the divine life. According 
to tLis view of the construction of the parable, the modes of ex-
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pression are arranged in which they severally refuse to come. The 
former, who suffer themselves to be entangled by gross worldliness, 
feel conscious of their sin, nnd give a more refined turn to their 
excuse-lpwTw ue, lfxe µe 7rapr,T17µevov; the latter, however, con
sidered the bond which kept him buck us sufficient to exonerate 
him, and simply declares o,a TOVTO ov ovvaµai h,.Oe'iv. In reality, 
however, all are nlike. 

Ver. 21-24. With this account of the wny in which the un
worthy guests conducted themselves, there is connected the carrying 
out of II ce.11 given to others, and especially to the miserable and 
the poor, who are represented as without shelter or dwelling. (IIJ\.a
Te'ia and pvµ17 stand together as in the LXX., at Is. xv. 3. The 
former expression denotes rather streets and open places; the latter, 
alleys augiportus.) From the poor dwellers in the city, the par
able pusses also over to the despised inhabitants of the country. 
This inviting of new guests in two sections, with the design Zva 
,yeµiu8'[j o ol«6,; µov, sets forth the grace of God, which embraces 
all, even the most distant and lowly. The selection of such ex
pressions llS elua,ya,ye &oe, and the still stronger ava,y«auov eureX
Oe'iv, marks most appropriately the position of the 7T'T"'Xotrelatively 
to the feast of the exalted ol«ooeu7rOT17,. Regarding themselves as 
unworthy, they require the most urgent assurances of the gracious 
disposition of the Lord, that tltey are to have a share in the feast 
despised by the satiated rich men. Traits which thus foll in, un
forced, with the aim and tendency of the parable, are not to be over
looked. Finally, the determination of God as to excluding from 
the feast is also (ver. 24) brought forward. The words Xeyw 
vµ'iv give no ground for the idea that Jesus hod in these verses ad
dressed the Pharisees, for even though in ver. 23 his discourse is 
directed merely to a single oovXo,, yet is this individual the repre
sentative of mnny. The words ovoek TWV avopwv l«etvwv TWV 
KE1CX17µevwv absolutely require that we view them as the conclusion 
of the parable. It is certain at the same time that the reference to 
the Pharisees might by look and voice have been made sufficiently 
obvions to nll. (The exclusion from the feast is moreover to be 
understood here in the same way ns nt Matt. xxv. 10, seqq., which 
passage may be compared.) 
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~ J .-,_ THE DEMANDS OF ,JESUS ON HIS DISCll'LES. 

The new mode of commencement here (trvVE7ropevovTo avT,jj 

c,x'Jt...oi 7T"o)..'A..oi) causes us t-0 see Christ once more as on I\ journey. 
lt needed no particular remark to inform us that Jesus had left tlie 
house of the PhRrisee ( ver. l), for tl1at is self-evident. SimilR.r cfr
cumstances, however, again lead our Lord to express the same ideas 
he had uttered at Luke xii. Crowds followed aftei· him with ob
scure yet favourably disposed feeling towards him, irresolute how
ever and wavering. To them he turns with an earnest address, and 
summons them to a decision. As, however, his last, hour was now 
approaching, he exhibits to their view the severer aspect of his self
manifestation so openly, that the uncalled must be made to with
draw. And this was better than that the wavering should be in
duced to enter into an unequal context (ver. 31, seqq.) h-Ioreover, 
there begins here a new and entire discourse connected together, 
which extends down to chap. xvii. 10. It differs from the preced
ing collective discourses (chap. xi. xii.) in this, that the Saviour op
pears here as the only speaker (except Luke xvii. 5), while in the 
other case, by means of the remarks of interlocutors, a formal con
versation is given. Yet our Lord's continued discourse receives 
modifications in thus far, that his remarks arc addressed now to the 
Pharisees, now to them and disciples together, and again to the 
disciples a.lone. (Comp. Luke xv. 2; xvi. l ; xvii. 1.) 

Yer. 25-27. The opening words in which the Saviour states to 
the people the necessity of entire decision, we have already had at 
Matt. x. 37, seqq., in the instructions addressed to the Apostles. It 
is very possible certainly that Jesus had on several occasions ex
pressed the same thought, especially where be had, as we hove 
already remarked on Matt. (ut supra), an Old Testament founda
tion to proceed upon. (Deut. xxxiii. 9, 10.) Again, also, at John 
xii. 25, the so.roe idea recurs only in an altered form. These in
structions, however, (Matt. x.) are so put together, as plainly to bear 
the character of a compilation, and .it is in this place therefore that 
we are to view the passage as standing in its original connexion, 
"specie.By as the circumstances under which the Apostles were first 
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sent out, are less in harmony with these ideas. As respect!!, however, 
the exposition of the passage itself, all that is needful has already 
been given in our remarks on Matt. x. 37, seqq., and we are called 
here to consider thnt only which is peculiar to Luke. To him be
longs the expression µiuei.v and the extension of the hatred, so as to 
include the ,frv;,cl,. This is treated of, however, in a similar way, only 
under different expressions, at Matt. x. 39, for between the a7roXeuai 
T7JV ,frvx;,v avTov and the µiuei.v no essential difference can be per
ceived. Instead of µiuei.v, however, Matt. x. 37 has µ;, cf,iM'iv 
7T'aTepa "· T. X. wep eµe. It must seem a thing of doubtful pro
priety simply to reduce the µiuei.v, and make it equivalent to the 
more negative µ;, cf,iXe'iv v7rep. The expression is too cutting for 
it not to have been chosen intentionally ; and in this case we have 
no title to deprive it of its point. We should also feel the more at 
ease in leaving this idea untouched, inasmuch as the Son of love 
can have enjoined no hatred save that which is holy. How such a 
topic could in the then existing circumstances form the subject 
of discourse, may be rendered obvious from the following con
siderations. 

The representation of Matt. is so conceived that the Divine is set 
forth in its superiority as compared with the created, and hence a 
quantitative expression is chosen to describe our love of the one 
or of the other. Luke, however, views-as is also allowable-the 
Divine and the created as standing in simple and direct opposition 
to each other, an attitude which they always assume whensoever the 
latter strives to cease being what it really is, a transitory thing, and 
begins to make itself esteemed eternal and unchangeable. Out of 
this opposition, then, there springs up of necessity the hatred of the 
creature as well as the love of the Divine, according to the principle, 
"no man can serve two masters, he must hate the one and love the 
other." (Lukexvi.13.) The pme love of the Divine, therefore, in
volves necessarily the pure hatred of the sinful, which things created 
become, in so far as they will make themselves pass for what is 
eternal. The idea, therefore, retains its simple truth when taken 
with all its point, if it be thus paraphrased, " He who cometh to 
me (not outwardly, but with the inward turning of his whole being) 
dare love nothing apart from me (but all things in me) ; rather, 
must he be so situatetl as to be able to pass on the tenderest ties of 
this present life, I\ judgment so discriminating und enlightened by 
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1 he Spirit. ( Rnd consequently to free himself so fRr from nil the 
attachment Rnd dependence of feeling and its implied partialities) 
ns to be cnpRble of purely hRting what is sinful in them." Thus 
does the SHionr in these words demand of his followers that they 
occupy Rn exalted standing point, looking down from which they 
may be able clearly to distinguish the Divine from the ungodly, 
even in the nearest of those objects presented to them (and there
fore the most difficult to be judged of.) From this standing-point 
it is possible to unite both love and hatred towards the same object, 
as, for example, our Lord, in regard to Mary his mother, and his dis
ciples, hated what was sinful in them as purely as he loved what 
was godly, and for this reason it is, that the commandment here 
given does not abrogate the precept to "honour father and mother." 
In the unrenewed men, on the contrary, neither love nor hatred is 
pure ; in loving the objects of his affection, he loves also their sin ; 
in hating the objects of his dislike, he hates their godliness as well; 
it is only the purity and discrimination of the Divine Spirit that can 
teach man to judge ar(qltt, and to love God and the things of God 
as decidedly as he l1ates what is ungodly. Thus, it is obvious that 
we have here no commandment which a natural man standing 
under the law should attempt to put in practice, for should he make 
the ende!lvour, then, inasmuch as the spiritual gift of discriminatioD 
is awanting to him, everything must naturally be thrown into con
fusion, and that which is most sacred be perverted into that which 
is most unholy. (On ver. 27, see fuller details at Matt. x. 38.) 

Yer. 28-30. The way in which the powers of man must bear 
a certain proportion relatively to the greatness of his undertaking, 
is explained by the Saviour in certain parables, which are peculiar to 
Luke. The first comparison is taken from a building, for the com
pleting of which the necessary sums of money must be provided. 
The selection of this particular similitude arises assuredly from the 
frequent comparison of inward spiritual effort .and labour to an 
edifice ( ouwOoµ,'1)), and especially to the building of a temple ( 1 Cor. 
iii. J 0, seqq.) The expression WVfYYO, is to be understood of a 
great palace-like edifice, for, the object of the parable requires 
something extraordinary which cannot be reached by common 
means. (The &a0urar; V"Jcf>L,et sets forth exact pains-taking care in 
the reckon.ing.-The substantive awapnuµ,6r;, from lvrrapTl,ew = 
EKTEM'iv is found onl_y here.) 
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Vor. 31-38. The second and also very graphic similitudo is 
tulcen from 11 conJlict, which a man undertalces only when he be
lieves himself possessed of powers at least in some measure ade
quutc. Two princes ore represented as at war, and if one of them 
feel himself weak, he sets himself to plead for peace. ("$vµf3a)..

Aew elr; 7ro'A.eµ,ov, µax,,,v is a pure Greek form of expression.) The 
way, however, in which it is intended that these two comparisons 
should apply to the followers of Christ (ver. 33) is not altogether 
so clear_ Christ requires, in connexion with ver. 26 and 27, the 
CL7rOTauueu0ai 7raui TO£<; lavTOV v7rapxovui, inasmuch as he wishes 
to engross alone the love of man. The a7roTauueu0ai, however, 
appears to be something merely negative, while in the parables 
there is demanded something positive, namely, power. But, even 
the CL7r0TMUEU0ai TO£<; v7rapxovui requires spiritual power also, 
for the wapxovTa should not be viewed as isolated, but as con
joined with the whole Kouµ,or;, and this again as in connexion with 
the &px(j)v TOV Kouµ,ov TOUTOV. According to the comparison, the 
struggle to be undertaken is represented as so great, for this reason, 
that it must be entered into, against a mighty kingdom and its 
prince, and can therefore be successful only if man bear within him 
a stronger power. According to this view also, it is easy to under
stand the obscure point, as to bow the Saviour should in these 
parables seemingly attribute to man the power of working out that 
which was so difficult (as represented in vers. 26, 27). The scope 
of the parable is obviously this, to bring it about that a rigor
ous impartial examination should impress on man the conviction 
that he is as incapable in bis own strength of overcoming the king
dom of creature-life, as a king with ten thousand men would be to 
conquer twenty tbousand.1 The consciousness, however, of our 
own inability should lead us to seek after a ltigker power, to attach 
ourselves to the great kingdom of light and its prince, who, under 
all circumstances, overthrows the kingdom of darkness. Viewed 
thus in their connexion with what goes before (ver. 26, 27), the 
parables amount to this statement, "In wishing to follow me, ye 
undertake a contest which ye are unable to carry through ; seek 

l Hence Augustine ( Confess. viii. 6) says with great truth of some persons who had 
be.gun in faith the conflict with the old mo.n, "mdificabant turrim sumptu idoneo, relin
qnencli omnia BUR et seqtatmdi tc," The gi"Ving up of one's own is identicRl with the 
laying hold of Christ. 
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first to llrrive at the conviction of your own weakness, nnd seek the 
higher power of the Spirit, then shall ye be qualified for the kingdom 
of God." 

Ver. 34, 35. Here follow most appropriately the concluding 
words which l\fRtt. has embodied in the Sermon on the Mount (v. 
13). and which Mark (ix. 29) has arranged in another connexion. 
The words are in themselves of such a kind that one can at once 
suppose them to have been spoken by the Saviour on various occa
sions, just like the o ~fiJV ;:,Ta a,,covew, a,covfrc.> at the close of this 
section. At all events, the connexion in which the words stand 
here in Luke, is most fitting. For, the subject spoken of (ver. 26, 
27) had been, admission into the company of disciples, and the 
qnalifications needful thereto. Very appropriate, therefore, is the 
remark, that great and noble as the vocation was to act on the 
community like the salt of the earth, quickening and strengthening, 
so great also would be the danger if a man did not fulfil that voca
tion, for, in that case he would not only fail of producing any effect 
on the body, but bring disgrace upon himself. Thus in these 
words the earnest admonition is again taken up which is contllllled 
in the :first verses of this section, rather to abandon the purpose of 
following Jesus than enter on it with divided hearts. (As to the 
exposition, compare the details given at Matt. v. 13, and at Mark 
ix. 49.) 

§ 1(). PARAIILES ·RELATING TO THE COMPASSIONATE LOVE OF GOD. 

(Luke xv. 1-32.) 

In the words of transition which connect what follows with what 
-goes before ~a-a.-v 8£ e-rtll;ovTe<; tc. T. }..., there is given no distinct 
statement of the relation in which the former stands to the latter. 
It may be supposed that a space of time intervened. But the man
ner in which the parables which follow am placed in contrast with 
those that went before, makes it in the highest degree probable 
that they are closely connected together. :For, while at xiv. 28, seqq. 
there we.a set forth the strong earnestness which is required in or
der to confess Christ a.nd follow him, the opposite half as it were, 
supplementary to this, is now brought forward, nnmely, the compas-
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sionute love displuyod in the gospel, inasmuch as Jesus calls the 
poor and miserable to himself. It asks from these the same thing 
which was laid before those to whom the parables of building the 
tower and the conflict were addressed, only to these miserable ones 
the demand is not as it was to the undecided and the irresolute, 
something burdensome, but it is to them a gain and a pleasure to 
be laid under tlie necessity of forsaking all and serving him alone 
whom their soul loves. The compassionate love of God which 
forms the contrast to the hard-hearted Pharisees, meets here with 
the entire giving up of himself on the part of the lost (ver. 21), 
which stands opposed to the calculating adherence of the wavering 
(xiv. 26, seqq.), inasmuch as he pleads for that as an act of grace, 
which to the others is a burdensome duty, namely the serving of 
God. In the first two parables the former reference predominates, 
in opposition to the Pharisees with their cold condemnations of 
men, God appears as the compassionate Being who lovingly re
ceives the lost to himself; in the third there is in addition to this, 
the second point of contrast carefully carried out. 

Ver. 1, 2. As Jesus finished the preceding discourses, which were 
spoken by him without doubt after thejourneyhe.d been completed for 
the day, there gathered around him a company of men reo.lly in need of 
aid, not with the view of insidiously listening to him, but of receiv
ing from him life and spirit (aKOV€tV avTOv.) Among these were 
Te).wvai (see on Matt. v. 46), and other persons, who more grossly, 
or with greater refinement, had transgressed the law. For, in every 
case where the aµ,apTflJ'Jll,r;; and the olKaior;; (ver. 7) a.re set in con
trast, we are to trace in the former the outward and visible trans
gression of the law, as in the latter the idea of the outward obser
vance of the law. Gross forms of transgression a.re not excluded 
here, as is shewn obviously by the parable of the lost son who is 
intentionally described as one KaTacf>a,ywv Tov /3£ov µ,eTa 7Top

vwv (ver. 30.) On this contrast depends the whole point of these 
three parables. The Pharisees, in the consciousness (not merely 
hypocritical) of their OiKatoaVV7J, despised the aµ,apT<,J).ovr;; to whom 
righteousness according to tbe law was in fact awanting. But, the 
relation in which the righteousness of the law and the righteousness 
of foith stand to each other, is the very point on which the follow
ing parables are intended to cast light. (LI ia,yo,yryvt'flJ is = to the 
more common ,yo,y,yvt'flJ, to murmur, to be averse. IIpouoexeu-
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Bai and a-vvEa-8{Ew denotes every kind of contact, closer or more 
remote ; 7rpoa-filxEa-8ai is = to the frequently occurring SlxEa-

Oai [ comp. Matt. x. 4 0 J, in the sense of to render the services of 
love, which presupposes an inclination of mind. The term a-vvEa-

Okw points to closer contact, in continuous intercourse.) There is 
truth in the Pharisaic principle of abstaining from intercourse with 
sinful and defiled men, if it proceed from anxiety to avoid being 
tempted by their sins. In them, however, it was the result of 
haughty feeling, which made them keep at a distance from such 
unfortnnate men, even when their minds showed an inclination 
towards something better. 

Ver. 3-7. The first parable recounted to the Pharisees by Jesus, 
( El'TT"E r.po,; avTav,; ver. 3 compared with xvi. I), is derived from a 
similitude already frequently employed in the Old Testament, ac
cording to which the relation between God and the people of Israel 
is compared to that between a shepherd and his flock. Even for 
the very form of viewing the comparison-which we here meet with, 
the Old Testament furnishes analogies (Jerem. I. 6; Ezek. xxxiv. 
11, xii. 16.) The main reference of the parable then it is quite 
impossible to mistake, inasmuch as the a7ro>..w>..o,; which the shep
herd seeks after, is just the same with the aµ,apTw>..ot whom the 
Saviour receives in love, while the Pharisees despise them. But the 
references of the particular portions call for closer examination. 
For, .first ef all, it may be a question how the seeking and finding 
of the lost sheep on the part of the shepherd stands connected with 
the µ,eravoE"iv which at ver. 7 and 10 is attributed to the sinner, for, 
the parable mentions nothing of a change of state on the part of 
the lost one. According to the meaning of the parable, however, 
the labour of the shepherd in seeking and finding the sheep must 
be understood of God"s operations on the sinner·s heart, through 
means of which He awakens in him the J-1,ETavota. This parable, 
therefore, forms in this respect a contrast to the following one of 
the lost son, in which there is represented, not what God does, but 
what man does in the work of conversion. In a similar way (as 
was remarked on Matt. xiii. 44, seqq.) do the parables of the trea
sure in the field, and the merchant seeking pearls, stand mutually re
lated to each other. In tlte second place, there is set beforf' us, not 
merely the seeking of the lost sheep, but also the ,caTa>..El'TrEtv 

( ver. 4 J of the ninety and nine. To this refers, on the one hand, the 
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contrnst between the l!p'T/µ,o<; nnd the ol1w<;, nnd on the other hand 
the circumstance thnt at ver. 7 the returning sinner is elevated more 
highly than those who never were lost. (This idea is more fully 
cnrried out in the parable of the lost son, ver. 22, seqq.) This 
certainly seems strange when we consider that those who are not 
lost are described as, oLKa£O£, 0£7'£V€<; ov XPELav ifxov<Tt f1,€Ta

vola<; (ver. 7), and seeing they had in point of fact never wandered 
from the close fellowship of the flock, they thus deserved praise for 
their faithfulness. But, from the connexion of the law and the 
gospel to each other, this difficulty admits of being easily removed, 
and the meaning of the parable retained in its literal application. 
For the law certainly carries with it this design, to incite men to 
keep it, and if be do keep it he acquires a OtKatouuv'T/ Tov voµ,ov, 

and does not need any µ,ETavota in regard to the positive transgres
sion of the law. This O£Kaiouuv.,,, however, is incapable of leading 
to that higher life which the gospel demands, but which it also 
bestows where there exists a susceptibility for it. There are only 
two ways, then, in which this can arise, either through such earnest
ness in the observances of the law, that a man cannot satisfy him
self with an exterior legality (as the Pharisees did), but must strive 
also after an inward conformity to that law; or, when he, being left 
to himself, falls into sin, In the first case, he soon experiences 
his inability to subjugate the hidden world within him, and thus 
the law works the E7T'{,yvwut<; 'T'>J<; aµ,apTla,; (Rom. iii. 20), and such 
a olKato<; (see on Luke i. 5) may then possess at the same time 
true longing after and susceptibility for the atonement. In the 
second case, however (which is that here intended), the striking 
o.nd marked transgression of the law palpably brings his sin home 
to a man, and be is brought also to µ,ETavota, inasmuch as, where 
sin was powerful, there grace often shows itself the more powerfully 
(Rom. v. 20.) In both cases, however, there rests on the µ,eTavo,a, 

on the new birth namely, the possibility of a transition into a 
state of spiritual life more perfect tho.u the mere OtKatouuv'TJ TOV 

voµ,ov can reach ; whither this last leads is shown by the righteous 
brother (ver. 25 seqq.) in the third parable. Thus, what the Sa
viour meam, to show the Pharisees is just this, that these sinners 
whom they despised could, through the mercy of God, be elevated. 
to a higher stute of spiritual life than it was possible for t!tcm to 
reach in their present condit.ion. That /}1ey also eould eome to 
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f1,€Tavo1.a, however, if they would only consent to lay aside their 
coldness and hardness of henrt, is intimated at ver. 3 l. Finally, 
we must not in tl1e pnrable overlook the xapa. Jv Ttp ovpavtf, (ver. 
7), €Vannov TWV a-y-yEM,,V TOV eeov (ver. 10), with which ver. 22 
seqq. should be compared. The joy of these divinely compassionnte 
beings forms a most strongly marked contrast to the vexation of 
the Phnrisees because sinners were received (ver. 2, 25, seqq.) The 
kingdom of the good thus appears standing in mutual connexion 
and living unity, so that if one member rejoices, all members re
joice along with it. Heaven and earth are joined together by the 
bond of perfectness, love. Consequently, the absence of love must 
be seen by the Pharisees as implying ungodliness and exclusion 
from the lively fellowship of heaven. (The comparison is, more
over, found at Matt. xviii. 12, seqq. to.ken up and incorporated with 
the context there. It needs no proof, however, that here in Luke 
it holds its original position.) 

Yer. 8-10. Tbe second parable of the lost drachma is obscure. 
For, I cannot persuade myself that it conttibutes no new feature to 
the general picture which the three similitudes hold forth, and that 
consequently the contrast between tbe "fVVT/ and the ltv0pw7ro<; (ver-
4), and the Oe,ca and e,caTov, is merely accidental. The woman 
denotes probably the community in its idea.I form, as caring with 11. 

mother's faithfulness for her little child. In the gradually dimi•• 
nishing numbers ( J 00, I 0, 2) there is implied, perhaps, 11.n anti
cli;".lax which is meant to indicate that there is a possibility of fall
ing away from wider or narrower spheres of spiritual life, but that 
for all these relations and circumstances, grace is revealed to aid us. 

Ver. l l-19. It is by so much the easier to trace what is pecu
liar in the third pa.re.hie of the lost Son. There is minutely set 
forth in it the process of his going astray step by step, and his re
turn to repente.nce and fe.ith, while in the first parable this was 
merely intimated, and prominence given, instead, to the opere.tions 
of the Father. Here, these find no place in the picture till they 
are manifested at the moment of the Son's return, and then, in 
parallelism ·with the Father's love, there is the severity of the 
other son, towards whom, however, the love of the Father still 
continues the same. With regard to the Pharisees (ver. 1) the 
first he.If of the parable is an apology for the u">.,wvai nnd aµap
Tw)...oi whom they despised, ine.smuch as it partly leads us to 
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infer that they are capable of nobler impulses to repentance and 
fnith, and partly, it is mode plain that Goel prizes and willingly 
receives them. In the strongest manner, then, are these rlµap
Tw'Aol admonished and encouraged, in the first half of the parable, 
freely and joyfully to embrace the offered grace. The second half, 
however, places tlieir own likeness before the eyes of the Pharisees, 
and contains n. sermon of reproof n.ddressed to them. The com
mencement of the parable &v0pw7ro<; Tt<; eZxe ovo vtov<;, purposely 
places the two parties (the ol,catot and the aµapTwXol) on a similar 
footing in relation to God. The description of the sons themselves, 
however, by the terms ve6Yrepo<; and 7rpea/3vTepo<; (ver. 11, 2f•) 
may apply appropriately to the heathen and the Jews, although 
primarily the connexion does not lead us to this contrast. A pa
rable which, like that of the lost son, represents the relation of man 
to God in its essential points, naturally finds, in general, its fitting 
application wheresoever these points are developed. The abandon
ing of his father's house on tbe part of the son points at once to 
man's falling away from God, out of which the whole of his other 
backsliding gradually developes itself. (In the expression TO E7rt

{3a'A'Aov µJpo<; T1J', ovula<;, the verb €7rt{3a'AXew is used intransi
tively. In a similar way, Tob. vi. 13, uol e7rt/3aXXet;, ,c'Aopovoµla 
avT;,<;.-Bto<; as frequently = ovu{a, V7rapxovTa, Luke viii. 43, 
xxi. 4.) In describing the living in sin, the strong expression twv 
auwTo<; is designedly chosen, and, according to ver. 30, we must 
retain it in all its force, for to this does the argumentation of Christ 
refer, to represent one who is beyond all mistake an aµapTw°Xo<; as 
capable of returning to God. ("AuwTo<; from awtw is like perditus, 
a man who has fallen completely under the dominion of sensual en
joyment.) Without, then, any express mention of it, there is even in 
this parable a reference to the repentance-awakening grace of God 
which follows after the lost son. Outward distress, poverty, hunger, 
the felt consequences of his sin, first awaken in him, according to 
the Divine dispensation, the consciousness of guilt, and that this 
consciousness can, in the mind of the sinner, combine withfaitle in 
the love of God, is necessarily presupposed by the revelation of that 
love whose consummation is exhibited in the offering up of God's 
Son, John iii. 16. The aim of the parable, however, c11uses this to re
muin in the background, for which reason, ulso, it c11n only be sup
plied from the doctrine of Scripture t11ken as a whole, und is u thing 

3 
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here silently understood (ver. 15, ,co)t.>Jiu8at = to the H ebrcw 
j?~"=,--) He sank down to the lowest depth of earthly misery. (Ke
pa:ru,,, as applied to the tree which is found under the name of 
,cepaTwvm. ,cepwvm, denotes the fruit of the plant known under the 
name of John's bread, which in the East is commonly used as fod
der.) This suffering, however, called up life in his innermost 
being, and with sincere self-condemnation and deep repentance, 
there was combined faith in the Father. In this frame of mind, 
then, were given the elements of his salvation. (In the cha
racteristic expression lpxeu8at el<; eauTov, we find bis previous 
state indicated as that of one who had lost himself. In ver. 17, 
apTo<;, as being human food, stands in contrast to tcepaTEta, which 
a.re intended for lower animals. The µ,eTavota here is shown to be 
of a pure character, by the express reference to that which is Divine, 
implied in the words el<; Tov oupavov. He discerned sin in its root 
and essence as the transgression of the Divine will. The words evw-
1TWV uou ere parallel to the Hebrew .,.:it)',, which at 1 Saro. xx. 

1, occurs in this very connexion ~'.:;l'-! -~~~~ .,z:n•~~i:-r-rn;,•) 
Yer. 20-24. If the first movements of repentance are not ex

pressly traced to God according to the above accounts, bis Divine 
compassion and paternal love in receiving the penitent, are all 
the more touchingly depicted in what follows. (As to u1T"A.atyxvt

l;eu8at, see on Luke i. 78.) Divine grace hastens to aid the returning 
sinner, and overwhelms him with its benefits. Thus what the law in 
its severity could not do-namely, the awakening oftlrn love of holi
ness within-is effected by grace. It fiUs the heart of the man who 
sought happiness in sin and found only bitterness, with a peace 
and sweetness which tells him that here is to be fouud what he lrnd 
erroneously sought in the creature. (TLe individual traits in ver. 
22, are so clearly defined that one cannot mistake them. The uToA,7J 
?Tf>WT'TJ denotes the righteousness of God [Rev. iii. 18; vii. 13; 
xix. 8], the oarn)t.wv, the signet-ring, denotes the see.I of the Spirit, 
the testimony that a man belongs to God, the inroo77µ,a-ra [Ephes. 
vi. 15] denote the power of walking in the ways of God. The en
tertainment made ready points to the oe,1rvov to which the /3auiXe{a 
Tov 0eov is so often compared. ~i-reuTo<; from u,-ro<; means fed or 
fattened witlt corn. Tbe article indicates that it was the single 
and therefore more value.hie animal which the Father in the fulncss 
,.f his joy dedicated to the Hon.) 

2 
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Ver. 25-30. This account of the younger son's return is fol
lowed by a narrative of his elder brother's conduct. The latter was 
in truth a o[,cawr; according to the law, he had neither left his 
father nor transgressed his commandment, but this legal righteous
ness had rendered his nature cold and unamiable, and induced him 
without pity to condemn his brother. Amidst the general joy, his 
soul was full of envy and jealousy. A most graphic emblem of 
those Pharisees who despised the publicans, and of the Jews like
wise in their contempt of the heathen world ! In marked contrast 
to the lowly submissiveness of the younger son who bows uncon
ditionally to the will of the father ( ver. 18, 1 9), there comes out the 
pride of the elder, who even presumed in bis rage to cast blame on 
the father's appointments, censuring, on the one hand, his mildness 
to the brother who bad gone astray; and, on the other, his (so

called) severity towards himself. It would obviously bring the whole 
parable into confusion were we to assume here ( with Schleier
macher) that the accusations brought by the elder brother against 
the younger are exaggerated-the one was unquestionably an aµap 

Tcoi\.or;, the other was as truly (in the view of the law) a o{,cawr;. 

Ver. 31, 32. The concluding verses add an entirely new feature 
to the picture. The compassion of the father who reproves sin with 
tenderness, remains unchanged even when brought to bear on the 
audacity of the elder son, who was bold enough to condemn his pro
ceedings, an intimation being thus given to the Pharisees that for 
them, as well as others, Divine grace set open the way of µeT<ivota, 

but that in their case equally with that of the aµapTcoi\.ot it was the 
path to -rrwnr;. For, what they were outwardly, and in a form more 
gross, that the Pharisees also were inwardly, and in a way more re
fined, and it is just when assuming such forms that sin becomes 
most dangerous and ruinous, partly because its real nature is de
tected with greater difficulty, and partly because, being more spiri
tual in its nature, it takes a deeper hold at once on the soul and on 
the outward life. (On this point see at Matt. xxi. 31, in which 
passage this idea is set forth in express terms.) The father, more
over, • in his reproof brings forward certain things which were 
wrong in the position of the elder son. In the true paternal 
feeling he views the son as his fellow-possessor ( 'TT"UI/Ta Ta eµa. 

ua eunv), buL the latter, in the spirit of u slnve, draws shyly back, 
nnd does not venture in his father's sense to view these possessions as 
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belonging to himself, but stand~ there avariciously cmd eagerly de
manding, in the confidence of his own self-righteousness, that tbo 
father should urge on his e.ccept1mce, that which in e. filie.l spirit 
he should himself hnve asked for. Thus the perverse position in 
which the Pharisees he.d placed themselves towe.rds God and men, 
is in these vmrds made known to them, e.nd a powerful exhortation 
to repentance is brought home to their hearts. The account given 
by Paul of the inability of the vaµ,o<; to work out Suca.iouvV'T} (as set 
forth in Rom. iii. e.nd Gal. iii.), and of the necessity for another 
way of salvation through 7rurri,; and xapi,;, forms the best com
mentary on these parables. 

§ 17. rARABLES RELATING TO THE COMPASSIONATE LOVE OF OUR 

FELLOW MEN. 

(Luke xvi. 1-31.) 

The contents of the following parable, belonging apparently to 
an entirely different department, might at the first glance render it 
doubtful whether or noi there exists here any demonstrable link of 
connection. But inasmuch as nothing is indicated in the way of 
conclusion or commencement, the refere.nce of chap. xvi. I, 14, 15 
to chap. xv. 1, makes it probable that a connexion really does exist; 
for, .Jesus according to these passages, appears to be continually 
speaking before the same hearers, only addressing himself now 
more especially to one, now to another party of them. Nor, can one 
fail to see on a closer examination, how '.the subject-matter is con
nected with what goes before. The whole xvi. chap. forms a parallel 
to the xv. What we were taught in the latter (the xv.) of God's 
compllBBionate love, is set forth in the xvi. chap. as the object for 
man to aim at in his own sphere. This reference to human affairs 
the Saviour was led very naturally to make, by the position of the 
Pharisees and Publicans. The former, in their unfeeling coldness, 
were avaricious (xvi. 14), for which reason this tendency had 
already been exhibited at xv. 29, in the elder brother, who· was in
tended to represent the Pharisees. The Publicans, on the contrary, 
though for the most part they had become rioh by unrighteous 
transactions, yet practised charity in their sincere µ,eTavoia.-for 
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cxnmple, Zacchaeus, Luke. xix. 8. Hence does our Lord in the 
following parables teach the right use of earthly possessions. In 
the first, however, respecting the unjust steward, the representation 
given is of such a nature, that tnrn charity, which, when em
bodied in outward acts, takes the form of an expenditure of one's 
possessions (the proper contrast to the false expenditure of his 
goods on the part of the lost son), is seen to be o.t the same time 
true wisdom, while the want of charity is folly. This view implied, 
in the first place, a defence of the despised Publicans, who are to 
be conceived of as belonging to the µaO,,,-ra{ (ver. I), with an ad
monition urging them to continue the same use of their property, 
while it involved, on the other hand, a rebuke to the Pharisees, 
who considered themselves as wise as they were righteous (ver. 15.) 
Inasmuch as they wished half to serve God as representing the 
Theocracy, but at the same time half to serve Mammon (ver. 13), 
they acted unrighteously, and became fools in their false wisdom. 
The final results of such feJse wisdom are delineated in the follow
ing parable (ver. I 9, seqq.), by the remark which points out the 
important consequences which true wisdom may produce in be
half of man. (With en allusion to the oexeu-Oai el<, -ras afowlov,;; 
tr1£"7Va<;, ver. 9.) Should we ask, however, on what grounds the 
Lord might n-0t have chosen a comparison to show the nature of 
true wisdom, which might at the same time have exhibited oi"aio
uuv,,.,, anti consequently a liberal application of his own means, and 
not those of another ; the cause of it can have been no other than 
this, that it would have been impossible otherwise to bring clearly 
to view that twofold reference to God and the world which to the 
Saviour was precisely the point of greatest importance. In ver. 13 
there lies the key to our understanding the peculiar form of the pa
rable. For, both parties, the Publicans as well as the Pharisees, 
stand as it were between two poles. On the one side, they stand 
in connexion with the world and its earthly ties, on the other side, 
with God and Divine things. The only difference lay in this, that 
the Publicans (those, namely, who were here present whom Jesus 
kindly received [xv. I], and who ore now to be reckoned to the 
number of the µa07J-ral [xvi. l]), were outwardly most deeply in
volved in the world, but their inner man burned with earnest long
ing after that which is Divine; the Pharisees, on the other hand, 
were outwardly chuined to things Divine, as the born represents-



ifi 

tives of the Theocracy, but their inward life wns nttached to the 
world, and they even made use of their spiritual character for 
eRithly ends- In order to teach, therefore, what was right in re
gard to this position betwixt two such attractive forces, our Lord 
selects the precise representation here employed, which from two 
opposite points of view, and, for the benefit as well of the Publicans 
as of the Pharisees, sets in a clear light the idea contained in ver. 
13, " No man can serve two masters, he must despise the one in 
order to cleave to the other." J\lfan has not and never can have any
thing of his own (comp. on Luke xiv. 33), he is for ever a mere ou,o

voµ,oc;. The only question is whose ou,ovoµ,oc; be considers himself 
to be, whether of the God of tender love (whom chap. xv. sets 
fortb), or of the hard-hearted world and its Prince. In reference 
to the Publicans, therefore, the parable contains the exhortation en
tirely to renounce the master with whom, by means of outward cir
cumstances, they continually stood associated. In regard to the 
Pharisees, however, it involves the reproof that their half-hea1:ted
ness could lead to nothing like the true service of God. According 
to this view, the &v0p,,nroc; 7rMvuioc; (ver. J) is nothing else than 
the ,couµ,oc; or its representative the llpxwv Tov ,couµ,ov TOvTov, to 
whose service the TeXwvai, through their external circumstances, 
are supposed to belong. According to ver. 13, God is to be con
sidered es the other and real master (the representative of the oexo· 
f1,EV0£ elc; Td.<; alwvwv<; <TIC'T}Va<;, ver. 9) who stands opposed to this 
ol,cooe<T'TroT'IJ<;• This true Lord has service rendered to him in 
the right way, even by the wise oiau,cop7rlt;wv Td. v7rapxovTa Tov 

av0ponrov 7rAOvuwv, who despises the one in order to belong 
wholly to the other, and with the possessions of the one labours for 
the objects of the other. That man acts, however, in opposition to 
his own interests (and is thus unwise) who, like the Pharisees, seeks 
to place the service of the one on a level with that of the other. 
The figurative representation of unrighteousness could thus be 
made use of here without causing any misunderstanding, for this 
reason, that it so markedly expresses the felt inward experience of 
the man who feels himself placed between two such opposite attrac
tive forces. On the other hand, however, to expend the things 
which belong to the Kouµ,oc; in behalf of God and his objects can 
never be to act falsely, for the Kouµ,oc;, as well as its &pxwv, are not 
the true possessors. As God thus is in the last instance the right--
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fol Lord, such nn overreaching of the ,d,uµo,; RS Jesus here teRches 
is the wny truly to uphold what is right; nil is rendered back to 
God to whom nil belongs. There was no reason to apprehend, 
however, such a perversion of his words as though a man ought to 
rleprive others of their property in order thus to expend it, for this 
was already sufficiently prohibited by the commandment " thou 
shalt not steal.·• The very delineation of the aouda in touches so 
vivid excludes nil possibility of such a misunderstanding. Accord
ing to this view, the parable, though referring primarily to temporal 
circumstances, possesses its everlasting truth ; in things temporal 
are shadowed forth things eternal. :For, in the same light in which 
the Publicans are here presented to our view, do men stand at all 
times, in so far as they are possessed of property. Possession in 
itself as a circumscribed and exclusive right to certain things, is the 
product of sin in the ,d,uµo,; of which man knows nothing in 
the f3aui"'A.ela Tov Beov.1 While maintaining, therefore, such a 
possessory right, man is an ol,cov6µo,; of the &PX.wv Tov ,c6uµov 
TOVTOV• If he prove true to this master, he works in his interest, 
and so heaps up possessions upon possessions, but if he prove un
true to him, and pass over as a member into the f]aui"'A.ela Tov 
Beov, into the service, consequently, of another Lord, then he la
bours in the interest of this new master, and squanders the posses
sions of the first, expending them on spiritual objects. This points 
again to xiv. 33, where the children of the kingdom were exhorted 
a7roTauueu0ai 7riia-t, and by means of this explanation the con
nexion is seen to be carried thus far back. 

The great mistake, as it seems to me, in the common exposi
tion of the parable, consists in this, that under the &v0pw7ro<; 7r"'A.ov
uw<; God is understood to be meant.2 In this view of it we cannot 
uonceive how two masters should be spoken of at ver. 13, or how 

1 It is chiefly the difference of opiuion in regnrd to tile rights of property which makes 
it so diflicult for expositors to ngree in their understanding of t.his pare.ble. According 
to the prevailing opinion, it is onJy illegnl possession which deserves blame, and fron1 
the stan<liug•point of law this is cor1·ect. In the so.me way, it is only an act of 
peefidy which is lleld to deserve punishment. But Christ looks on humanity in & point 
of view far higheir, and contemplntes the original state of Paradise o.s restored. Acconling 
to this view, no mention co.n be ma.de of any right of possession whicll excludes from 
others the use of the property possessed, and it is in this way that our Lord treat.s the 
relation in which man stnn<ls to the things of tbis world. 

2 This explnnntion Jensen hos e,ren yet retained in his vnluable Treatise ( in thf" 

Suulien nnd Kritiken by Ullmnn, ii. \'ol., 4th pnrt, p. 699, seqq.), to the Uisntlvantngr of 
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we should be taught to squander possessions belonging to the God 
of love. Fo1· had it been intended to teach by this a beneficent ex
penditure of one's means, the steward acting thus would not he.ve 
been displaced by God, but if it be e. fe.lse wasteful prodigality of 
one's possessions the.t is meant, such as was condemned in the case 
of the lost son, one cannot see how this is to be reconciled with the 
decle.rations at ver. 8-13, in which his faithfulness is in minor 
matters praised. For, that a parable should teach precisely tlte 
opposite of what the narrative itself mentions, can never again 
be maintained after the striking train of reasoning by Schulz ( on 
tbe pe.rable of the unjust steward, p. 98.) The rich man can 
represent only the wo,·ld in whose service the Publicans stood. 
To spend these tbeir riches in such a way e.s to devole it to the 
interests of their higher Lord, and at the same time to their own 
(real and everlasting) benefit, is the only thing that could be en
joined on them for i.mitation.1 The exposition of Schulz (ut su
pra) is, in my view, essentially the right one, only this learned 
critic neglected clearly to refer the l1.110pru7ror; 7rAovuior; to the world, 
and was therefore, in his otherwise correct explanation, forced to 
have ra:onzse to this t111n, " that it is not the man's whole ,corrupt 
nature e.nd conduct, nor his worldly standing-point, nor his pro
fligate ungodly feeling and mean selfishness which is praised, but 
his well-considered, effective mode of dealing with the possessions 
still standing at his disposal." (Ut supra, p. I 03.) It seems to 
me undeniable, however, that the meaning of the parable will fit 
still more closely into the narrative which contains it, if we hold 
that the rich man st:.Bnds parallel to the world and its Prince. By 

his general view. On the other hand, there lies much truth in the polemicol discussion 
which tbe author carries out against Schleierme.cber. In exactly tile same way dof's 
Scbneckenburgt'T ( Contrib. p. 00) understlllld by the ,rAouO'<o• God. Very arbitrarily, 
therefore, must he hold ver. 13 to be 11 later inwrpolation. 

l Hone ·were inclined, with De Wett.e, to say that the O.v8pw'1T"o~ -rrA.oUuto~ ·10 the pa
rable was intended to have no meaning, such e.n opinion might more readily satisfy us 
were it not that the arbitrary disjunction of particular features from the parable favours 
a superficial exposition of Scripture. Substllntially the e:,:position of the parable is en• 
tirely given up by De Wette, inasmuch as ver. 10-13, which can alone furnish the key 
to uur understanding of it, are explained by him as stllllding quite unconformably to the 
remaining portions. He thinks olso that there is in the ua.rm.tive it.self an internal im
probability which the eipositor must be satisfied to take as be fi,1ds. After all, the pa
n1.hle, in tbe opinion of tL.is learned critic, contains sometl1ing puro.doxica.l, ond yet it 
gives us tl.ais jd.ee., which is worthy of Christ, that men should expend their eortldy 
m~.u..ns fur the advancement of the kingdom of God. 
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Schulthess (Theol. Annals Tubig. 1827, Morch, p. 213 seqq.) thi;i 
viow of the reference bns been rightly brought forward. The ex· 
planation of Sohleiermacber (on the writings of Luke, p. 202 seqq.), 
nccording to which the Publicans ore meant by the steward, and the 
Romans by the master, is not specifically different from my own 
view ,1 inasmuch as the Romans form the representatives of the 1<-ou

µo,;. Only on this point must I refuse to agree with Schleier
macher when he wishes to mitigate the character of the ol1<-ovoµo<; 

Tij<, aOtK.fu<,. In the very aggravation of his aOtK,/,a, lies the whole 
point of the narrative.2 

Ver. J . The expression ;{7,.,eye 1<-at 7rpo<; TOV<; µa0'T}Td8 atJ'TOV 

points back to xv. 3, where the discourse was directly addressed to 
the Pharisees. Now, in nddition to them, the Saviour turns also 
to bis µa0'T}Tat in such a way that both parties, Pharisees and Pub
licans, are addressed together, and thus in the parable there may 
be traced a reference to both. The µa0,,,Tat, however, here em
brace in the widest sense all the adherents of Jesus, both the 
Apostles (who are specially mentioned in xvii. 5) and the well-in
clined TEAwvai together. The Apostles, it might be said, bad in
deed already practised the commandment to free themselves from 
Mammon (comp. on Matt. xix. 27), but, on the one band, they 
were not as yet in their hearts wholly delivered from the love of 
their possessions, so that an admonition to continue in the renun
ciation of Mammon cannot seem inappropriate even for them ; and 
on the other band we may remember that Judas was included 
among them, who was still the slave of cptAaf"Yupla, and the 
parable may be. considered at the same time as a warning for 
him-as it was to the Pharisees. That the lf.v0p&J7TD<; n<, 7TAov

uto<;, then, cannot have been intended to denote God, might be 
conjectured, first of all, from the word Tt<; itself, which gives a cer
tain vagueness to the idea, which obviously is inconsistent with 
such an interpretation. The words might be translated, "some 
rich man, of whom there are many to be found." In this way it 

l Scbleiermo.oher rests satisfied with the contrarieties most near at band without as
cending, as it seems to me we must do, to these opposite forces in their final and highest 
form. 

2 A• to the mony other (for the most part wholly untenable} expositions of the pa. 
ro.ble, compare the well known treatises by Schreiter and Keil. The following recent 
explt1nations of this difficult passage nre also worth reading, viz., by Grossman, Lips. 
18~8; Niedner, Lips. 1826; Zyro Stud. nml Kritik. Jnhrg. 1831, h. 4; and Bahnmeyer 
( Bohnmeyer in Kloiber·• Stud. vol. i. part 1, p. 27, seqq.) 
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must be some usual connexion such as is wont to subsist in the 
sinful K6a-µ,o,;; which is intended to be denoted. In the second 
place, the comparison in ver. 19 is obviously unfavourable to the 
view that the rich man denotes the Godhead. For, in this latter 
parable the 7r)wva-io<; is the representative of the KOa-µ,o,;;, but it is 
altogether an improbable thing that in two parallel pnrobles the 
same expression should denote something wholly different or rather 
opposite. If one considers, further, how there runs through the 
whole language of Scripture the view that 'TT"T"''X/,,;; is to be held 
equivalent to Eua-Ef]-1,,;;, and 7r)..ova-io,;; to aa-E/3-f,,;;, it must assuredly 
be confessed that any reference of the expression lfo0p"'7ro<, 7r)..ov
a-io,;; to a noble character seems inappropriate.1 The common re
lations of the at.6>v o{,To<, are intended to be delineated in the 
parable, and therefore as is the ol,covoµ,o,;; such also is the ,cvpio,;;. 
(Comp. on ver. 8.) There is implied, moreover, in the idea of the 
ol,covoµ,o,;; (as Schulz, ut supra, p. 44, shows) that he is more than 
a mere ooii:>..o,;;. He is to be viewed as the administrator and cu
rator ( of the master who on some occasion was absent), and as one, 
therefore, who could the more freely act without control in regard 
to the possessions of bis Lord. The ol,covoµ,o,;; is thus all the more 
appropriately the representative of man, in so far as be has to a 
certain extent the independent management of his possessions. 
Respecting this ol,covoµ,o,;;, then, the report went abroad, and there 
were willing informers who carried it to his master, that he wasted 
the property entrusted to him. (LJia,q,cop7ri{;ew, as at Luke xv. 
13. The owfJa.)-..;\.Eiv, which occurs in the New Testament only at 
this place, does not by any means imply an attempt to calumniate 
by false reports, but rather to inform, to accuse even when the 
accusation contains what is well-founded.) In tl1e case of this 
steward, it is intended that this very aotKUL should stand forth as a 

lea.ding feature of his character. 
Ver. 2, 3. The rich man calls the ol,covoµ,o,;; to account (a,ro

oioovat ).,/,,yov = oio6vai Alryov, Rom. xiv. 12), and announces 
w him his approaching dismissal (ov ovv-l,a-11 In ol,covoµ,e'iv) from 
office. The period that had to elapse previous to his removal, the 
wise steward seeks still to employ for his own advantage. The 

l Certainly i.J, the pllnlble• of J e•u• ignoble characters ere sometimes compared to 
God (comp. Luke xviii. 1, seqq.), butt.hat is in case• where the ground is distinctly made 
known on account or which this very compo.rison was chotieo. 



GOSPEL OF ST LUJ{E XVI. ,t-8. 

menns of support which happen to be mentioned (u,ca71--uiv and 
,hratTe'iv, which Jnst is = r,~u; [Ps. cix. I OJ, nnd bears the sense of 

stipem rogare), the delicately educated steward finds unsuited to him, 
partly because he was unaccustomed to hard labour, and partly be
cause he feared the opinions of men. This representation refers 
primarily to the common opinions of a man, who in a worldly wise 
way knew how to extricate himself from difficulties, and to cast off 
every thing burdensome. In the application of the parable there 
is a delineation of that spiritual wisdom, which chooses the true 
way to blessedness (that of pure love), which is at the same time 
the most secure. 

Ver. 4-7. Of the liberty still left him in the management of the 
property, the ol,covoµo,; makes this use that he gives abatements to 
the debtors, and by this mildness gains them over to himself. (Me
fJurTavai literally means merely to dismiss, as at Colos. i. 13, here 
it is taken in a milder sense for to remove. So also at Acts xiii. 
22.) The debts are to be considered as contracted during the 
time of his stewardship, so that these new acts of unfaithfulness 
entere_9Anto the same great account. (BaTo<; = r,;;_i, according 

to Ezek. xlv. 14 for fluids. Kopo,; = "'Ii:, or ""I~• a measure for 
dry substances. It is equal to the ""lt.:lh-) The graduated diversity 

in the remission of the debts refers i-~ the application of the pa
rable to the wise distribution of benefits according to the existing 
wants of those who receive them. 

Ver. 8. When the Lord (that is the civfJponro<; 7r;\.ova-io,;, ver. l) 
was informed of this new perfidy, he praised (notwithstanding his 
wrath against the ol,covoµo,;, which, according to ver. 2, must be 
taken for granted) the wisdom with which he had known how to 
make himself safe for the future. For as the judge would have 
taken from the steward what he possessed, in order to repay his 
master in some measure for his losses, there remained nothing for 
him to do but to make himself friends by such acts of kindness. 
No one could interfere to prevent them giving to him of their own. 
Did we view the words ,cal, e7rfJvea-ev o ,cvpto<; "· T. X. as the lan
guage of the F.vangelist, so that the o ,cvpto<; were to be understood 
as meaning Christ, the whole representation would be entangled 
and confused. The address of Christ in which he makes applica
tion to his hearers so obviously begins only at ver. 9, with the 
words "'PY"' vµ1,v AE"fOJ that the former view of the words may be 

D ~ 
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IJ('ld to he impossibk lt might be more questionable whether 7i'j~ 
,'1,oi,cuz.<; should be connected with ol,cov6µ,o<; or with E7r(,Ve<rev. 
Schleiermacher decides in favour of the latter. But the imme
diately following expression µ,aJJ,<,JVct,<; rfj<; aoi,c{a<; of ve1·. 9, nnd 
the analogous phrase ,cptTi]<; Tij<; aoi,c/,as (Luke xvi ii. (3) a.re ob
viously in favour of the connexion with ol,cov6µ,o<;, not to mention 
that the succeeding words &n cf,povlJJ,<,J<; E'Trol,,,uev do not well nd
mit of our assuming the aoi,cuz. as nlso an object of praise. The 
whole connexion, however, speaks most strongly in favour of the 
construction ol,cov6µ,o,;; Tij,; aeuda<;, inasmuch as the point of the 
narrative lies in this, that the impure wisdom of the worldly man is 
contrasted with tlte pure (though seemingly impure) wisdom of 
the children of God. The term aei,cla, however, forms here the 
contrast to oi,caiouvv"l in the widest sense of the word. All that 
is unlawful, every transgression of an EVTOA.TJ (such as in this case 
openly took. place) forms the ground of aoi,cla, in the relation of 
man to God. Hence even if the steward's conduct towards bis 
master's debtors did not amount to an act of unrighteousness in the 
narrower sense of the word, yet in the wider meaning of it which 
we have referred to it did, for in acting as he did he transgressed 
the law. Certainly, however, aoi,cla is to be distinguished from 
literal wickedness (7Tavovp,yla WOV'f/pLa.) (See further on in this 
verse.) The.final u-ords of the parabolic narrative f5n cf,povlµ,w,; 
E'TroifJuc11 bring forward the lesson it was mainly intended to teach, 
namely to inculcate wisdom (the opposite of µ,wpla.) The expres
sion <f,p6v,,,ui<; (il.:l"::J.) stands connected with uvveui<; (understand

ing) in the same ;ay that uo<f,La (i'tt:):in) does with voii<; (reason.) 
Prudence denotes the active exerciseT ~t the soul's powers, which 
shows itself especially in duly making use of outward circum
stances in order to attain (good as well as evil) objects. Wis
dom denotes the receptivity of the soul-its standing open for 
the influence of a higher world to act upon it. In cases where the 
voiis- is pre-eminently active it is usually a difficult thing to keep 
the uvveuis- equally in exercise, and this forms the subject of the 
Saviour's rebuke in what follows. The admonition is thus analo
gous to that given at Matt. x. I 6, "Be ye wise as serpents." The 
parabolic narrative then concludes with the words f5n <f,povlµ,w<; 
E7Tol,,,ue.v, and at ver. 9 there follows the express application of it 
for the benefit of the disciples commencing with ,ctfryw vµ,'i,v A€"'f"'· 
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The words therefore inserted between, belong neither to the one por
tion nor the other, but form on intermediate l'emark intended to 
lend the hearers onward to the comprehension of the pamble. For, 
the vioi -rou dtoovo<; -rov-rov ure there set in contrast to the via~ -rov 

<f,oo-ro<; in such a way that the ol,covaµo,; is obviously included in 
the former, and is meant to be placed in opposition to the disciples 
(ver. I) as the members of the {3aa-t71..Ela -r. 0. (Comp. as to 
at6>v ov-ro<; on Matt. xii. 31.) That which connects the two is the 
<f,pa1117a-t<;, in which the children of the world surpass the children of 
light (Christie.ns are often termed the vtoi -rov <f,w-ra<;, John xii. 
36, 1 Thess. v. 5, as those who have been illuminated by the true 
light, John i. 4) in reference to their circumstances in life. (The 
somewhat obscure expression el<; Ti}v ,YEVEtiv -rhv eav-rwv is to be re
ferred to both parties in such a way that to each class there is ascribed 
a ,yevEa, in regard to which they exercise cf,pa1117a-t,;. It is best to 
take ,YEVEti in the common meaning of generation, those of one race 
Jiving together. The tJtOb TOU atwvo<; TOVTOV, and the inot TOU 

cf,oo-ro<; must be conceived of as two families having two ancestral 
heads, God and the world, who impart to each their peculiar cha
racter.) From these words, so important for the understanding of 
the parnble, it plainly follows that the relation of the ol,covaµo,; to 
the &v0pw7ro<; 7r)\.ova-to<; (ver. 1) is precisely that which subsists 
between the world and its children. Worldly men labour in the 
spirit of the world their master, when they amass treasures for this 
earthly life. In this respect they often display uncommon pru
dence. This is easy for them, because they suffer the higher 
powers to slumber and concentrate all their affections on earthly 
things. Altogether otherwise is it with the members of the king
dom of God; aiming at a higher life they often are forgetful of what 
is prudent in regard to the things of earth. The harmonious com
bination of both would be perfection. The connexion of this with 
what follows ( ver. 13), however, would lead to the inference that 
the viol TOU atwvo<; TOVTOV are not to be taken as precisely iden
tical with the 7rov17pol. For we must steadfastly keep it in mind 
that Jesus had the Pharisees in his eye, who vacillated backwards 
and forwards between God and the worid. One who was properly 
7rov17po<; we must hold to be as decided against God, as the child 
of light is fo1· Him. Between the two there stand the -&tot -rou 

,,twvo<; -rav-rov, belonging, it is true, through the general sinfulness 
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of man to the u,coTo<., but not absolutely hostile to the cf,ror;, striv
ing rather to combine light and darkness. In this position stood 
the rharisees, and onr Lord seeks to convince them of the impu
rity of such a state. At the same time he wishes to prevail on the 
Publicans unreservedly to decide in favour of God. 

Yer. 9. The positive application of the parable, whioh begins 
with the words 1ecJryro ¼ro vµ,'i,v, shows that the exposition given 
above, to which we are led in the first instance by the connexion, 
harmonizes also perfectly with the Saviour's own explanation. For 
the sense of the words woi-1,uaTe eavT01,<; cf,l"J\.ov<; K. T, "-· is obviously 
to be completed thus-employ the unrighteous mammon in mak
ing yourselves friends, with as much prudence ns that steward did 
in the circumstances in which he was placed. There is thus a 
µ,aµ,c,,v&r; rijr; aOLKUL<; presupposed as existing in their case, and the 
counsel is given that they release themselves from it. The 13th 
verse adds that this can be done only by despising the one master. 
The sole question that can arise is, bow far the µ,aµ,rov&<; rij<; aoi

,cla,, forms here the subject of discourse. (Comp. as to µ,aµ,rov&r; 

on Matt. vi. 24.) In regard to the Publicans this expression may 
certainly refer to the circumstance that they (as aµ,apTroi\.o{) had 
made much gain in an unlawful way. But the following opposi
tion of D..axurrov and wo'"J\.v leads to some more general inference. 
The mammon is looked upon as !lometbing necessarily as such con
nected with aoi,cl.<z,; it is as it were the bond by which every indi
vidual is bound to the a(;O)v ovTo<; and its Prince. This bond must 
therefore be severed, nay mammon must itself be used with pru
dence for the furtherance of spiritual ends. Keeping close to and 
carrying out the representation of the parable, our Lord views the 
oex,eu8ai (ver. 4) as a consequence of the making of friends. 
Without such a definite intimation given by the Saviour himself, 
one might have been tempted to regard this as e. mere decore.tion. 
The prime.ry difficulty here is the ,frav e,c'"J\.l7T'TJTE. For, not to 
mention the reading e,c'"J\.eL7T'TJTE, there are good MSS. (such as A. 
D. L.) which read e,c'"J\.l7f1J. In that case µ,aµ,rovfL<; or /3{0<; would 
need to be supplied. This reading does not betray itself as an 
alteration in conformity to ver. 4, so as to bring out the meaning, 
" As the steward hopes that his friends on his dismissal will receive 
him, so ought you also to make yourselves friends who may receive 
you if you are reduced to starvation." For, it is altogether innppro-
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pria.to that a spiritual reception should be placed in contrast to 
bodily starvation. Perhnps it is a mere mistake of the transcriber, 
inasmuch as the OE which follows might give occasion for the omis
sion of the TE. The /,c)\,[7r'TJTE is the only reading which agrees to 
the connexion. It furnishes us with the idea that by means of 
worldly things he may prepare for himself assistance to meet his 
spiritual wants, ('E,c)\,e[7rew occurs in the sense of to waut, to 
be destitute of, for example Luke xxii. 32 ; here it means to want 
tlee power of life, to die. So it is frequently used in the Old Tes
tament for M'!!O· In the New Testament it occurs only here in 
this sense. The reference to death as the moment of reckoning, as 
well with a view to punishment as reward, is in this passage ex
ceedingly appropriate. Comp. in the following parable, ver. 22.) 
The words oE-x,eu0ai el,; Tlt<; afo,vlov<; UIC'TJVa,<;, with reference to 
ver. 4, form an expression for spiritual assistance. There is nothing 
precisely analogous to the expression in the New Testament, for 
passages like Heh. viii. 2, Rev. xiii. 6, refer to the Tabernacle of 
the Covenant, of which there is no mention made here. The 
nearest parallel is furnished by John xiv. 2, ev Tfj ol,c{q, Tov 7TaTpo,; 

µov µovai 7ro)\,Xal eluw. The UIC'TJVal denote here the higher 
and permanent state of being, in opposition to the earthly and 
transitory. There remains, however, still a difficulty in the idea, 
as to how the cf,lxoi could receive others into everlasting habita
tions, and who they are whom we are to conceive of as thus 
presented to us. Since the discourse is addressed to the µa0'1/

Tai, we cannot, as it seems to me, think of the Apostles, who were 
included among the µa0,,,Tal, and to them as to all the other disci
ples-especially the rich Publicans-there is addressed the exhor
tation to make friends with mammon. Should it appear then im
proper generally that the privilege is to be conceded to 1111 and 
every one of receiving into the everlasting habitations, we might 
refer the words to the person of Jesus himself, in union, however, 
with the inhabitants of the heavenly world, who previously (xv. 10) 
and subsequently (xvi. 22) are introduced as actively employed. 
For that which belongs properly to Christ, may be ascribed also to 
his people, especially to the Apostles, in so far as Christ's strength 
is conceived of as purely working in them, and they have received 
power to bind and to loose (Matt. xvi. 19.) But inasmuch as this 
power was ns yet conferred on them only in spe as it were, since 
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they had not received the Holy Ghost (for which reason also Peter 
immediately at Matt. xvi. 23 could again give Satan access to him
self), therefore also is the commRlldment in pa.rt addressed to them 
to make friends with mammon. For, were we disposed to consi
der the Apostles a.lone a.s the oex6µ,evoi el,; 'TdS airuvlov,; CTK'TJVOS, 

a.nd to view the admonition to make friends with ma.mmon ns ad
dressed solely to the Publicans, the representation given in the 
parable furnishes positively no ground for separating into two 
halves the µ,a0'TJTaL who are mentioned at ver. 1. 

Ver. 10-12. The following words are calculated to dispel ony 
doubts which have not yet been obviated as to the exposition of 
this parable. For our Lord here first puts forward the general 
sentiment expressed in the form of a proverb-gives it a turn so as 
to apply it to the parable, and then reverts again to the general 
principle. It is obvious at a single glance that the e/\.axi<T'Tov and 
aJ, .. )Jrrpwv correspond to the aoiKo<; µ,aµ,ruva,;, that the 7ro/\.v how
ever corresponds to CLA'TJ0ivov and the vµ,frepov. In the use of the 
former faithfulness is enjoined, that a man may make himself 
worthy of the latter, deliverence from another's is represented as the 
condition of a man's being entrusted with his own, just as at xiv. 
33. (The expressions dJ\.J\.()Tpwv and vµ,frepov refer to the nobler 
nature in man which has been awakened in the µ,a071Tal; theirs is 
the eternel-aA710wov-tbat related to them; the earthly is the 
other man's.) The conduct of a child of light therefore, who, after 
the menner of the steward, scatters the mamm.on, is designated 
fidelity, the keeping of it together would be unfaithfulness. Only 
through such an application of things less important in behalf of 
Divine objects can a men make himself worthy to receive higher 
blessings, i.e., to manage aright heavenly powers of soul in humi
lity and love. This then must the Apostles themselves thoroughly 
learn before receiving from above the fulness of the Spirit. (" Ao,
Ko<; is here placed in opposition to 'TT"LU'TO<; because of the foregoing 
use of the word. All a7r£CT'TU£ is also aOLKui.) 

Ver. 13. The concluding words we have already met with at 
Matt. vi. 24, in the Sermon on the Mount. That their position 
here is an original one, and not merely that in which they occur 
iu Matt., does not need to be pointed out. Every word of the 
verse fits here most closely into the whole parable. The OLKET'TJ<; 

points be.ck to the olKov6,-w<;. The one master is the &v0pru7ro<; 
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7r°A,ovuw<,, the other is the possessor of the d,v,,0wov, the contrasted 
terms µtue'iv ond a"{a'Tr~V, OS also av'oexeu0at and ,ca-racf,povew 
refer to the application of the possessions against the one and in 
favour of the other master. The wavering inclinations of the 
Pharisees would in this way be wholly excluded, but the Lord means 
olso to exhort his disciples to give up all, and to be wholly for 
God. The verse completes the explanation given by Jesus of the 
foregoing porable, and leaves no room for doubt as to the mutual 
connexion of its parts as one whole. 

Ver. 14. Although the parable (according to ver. I) was ad
dressed primarily to the µa0,,,-ral, yet was it not intended that the 
Pharisees should be excluded. (Hence the words .;,1eovov -raii-ra 
7rav-ra ,ea), ol ~apiua'iot.) Their covetousness was rebuked by this 
very parable of the wicked steward ; and in anger at this reproof 
they gave expression to their ill-will in mockery of Jesus, not only 
in looks but also in words. ('E1eµvKT'TJptl;ew, the compound verb, 
occurs also at Luke xxiii. 35. The simple verb is found only at Gal. 
vi. 7. In the LXX. it stands as = ~Z,, to scoff, to mock, to turn 

up the nose.) This incident leads th; Saviour to address his dis
course again directly to the Pharisees (et7rEV avTo'i,;;), and in 
another parable once more to hold before them a view of the con
sequences of their cf,i/\.ap,yvpLa. We thus once more fincl Luke 
very accurate here in setting before us the turns of the dialogue, 
and might at once have inferred from this, that in this case, ( vers. 
15-18), as in others, we should not fail to find a close connexion. 
Certainly the verses which follow are very obscure, and it may pos
sibly be that Luke has communicated them to us in a somewhat 
abbreviated form. Perhaps, however, the Saviour speaks also in
tentionally in a somewhat obscure way, since he could hardly hope 
to win over the Pharisees to his side, and for this reason, in order 
not to make them so deeply responsible, be may have wished only 
incidentally to touch upon the relation in which the Old Testament 
economy (to which the Pharisees belonged externally, although 
inwardly they had no love for it) stood to that of the New Testa
ment, which relation was now unfolding itself before them. 

Ver. 15. The very first verse of this dialogue is, in regard to its 
connexion, obscure.1 The Saviour blames the Pharisees for their 

1 By the difficulty of trncing R connection in the following verses, De \Vette lrns 
sntfered himself to be mislell into ngreeing with Strttus, who finds in them certain wholly 

2 
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hypocrisy : they set themselves forth in the view of men as U1eatot 
(OtlCatovv eavrov = j?.,~~ used here, in the legal sense, to re

present one's self BB a close observer of the law,) while in;the:view 
of God, who looks not like men on that which is without, but on 
that which is within (,capofa = :i',), they are not so. In the con

cluding words the &.y,,,Viv is menti~ned as the ground of this dis
pleBSure on the part of God (Bol.Xvyµ,a from /3oeo,, to stink, t-he 
strongest expression for that which is displeasing to God, it sto.nds 
for :-c:v;r-,, and is used especially with reference to)dols. In the 

&.y,,,)],~- also there is implied a reference to that which is idola
trous, which robs God of his glory, and gives it to self.) Accord
ing to what goes before the discourse seems to relate to covetous
ness or attachment to earthly possessions, but neither to:hypocrisy 
nor to pride. In the same way also, in ver. 15 itself, there does 
not seem to be any connecting link between the first and second 
ideBS, between hypocrisy and pride. The explanation of this diffi
culty lies in the more profound conception of <f,i'A.ap,yvpta as being 
pil;a r.avTwv Twv ,ca,cwv (1 Tim. vi. 10.) q,t'A.ap,yvpfa, inasmuch 
as it is attachment to things transitory viewed generally, involves 
everything evil. Especially and primarily in the case of the Phari
sees did it imply hypocrisy, for outwardly they bore a spiritual 
appearance, and therefore seemed to cherish love:for_ God, the 
Eternal. Over their love of gold they knew how to cast the garb 
of careful zeal for God, i.e. for the temple. Along with hypocrisy, 
however, there was further necessarily bound up a selfish pride, 
for it was their semblance of righteousness on which they founded 
their claims. Although, therefore, the expression To ev av0poJ'Troir; 
&.y,,,),.},v is rather general in its terms, and denotes any form which 
pride may assume, yet does it primarily point to that most dan
gerous manifestation of it, Pharisaic selfishness, as exhibited in a 
fictitious serving of God, which, in His view, is idolatry::. Hence 
the word tn/n}Viv is to be regarded as standing in contrast to 

uDimportant reminiscences of Lbe separate sayings of .Jesus. But as Luke shows him• 
self elsewhere e.n accurate writer, who carefully preserves the connexion, it is inadmis
sible 1.o suppose that be hBB written down continuous]y sentences wholly unconnected, 
end especio.lly that he hBB done so between two parables, which ere obviously so nearly 
relat.ed to each other. Even though we could not show any connexion therefore, we 
ought yet to trust in Luke, so far as to believe tho.t in this combination he h11.d before 
J1im e train of ideBB which we ce.nnot now bring out into view. 

3 
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Ta7rEtv6v: ns tho latter alone plenses God, so does the former offend 
Him (Luke xiv. 1 I.) 

Vera. 16-18. The following verses are still more difficult in 
regard to the connection. Matthew, in the Sermon on the Mount, 
(v. 18, 32), gives us verses 17, 18, connected in quite a different 
way. At Matt. xi. 12, however, there occurs something like ver. 
16, but also peculiarly connected. Now I cannot by any means 
bring myself to believe that these three verses are reminiscences 
which the Evangelist was led to write down, merely because one 
word led him to another. Hitherto we have found in this account 
of Christ's journey the closest thread of connexion, and one cannot 
see for what reason there should here be such an interruption of it, 
since the same extreme closeness of connexion again shows itself 
in what immediately follows. On the other side, however, it is not 
probable that Matthew should have taken these three sentences out 
of this discourse, and interwoven them into a train of ideas so 
entirely different as that in which his gospel places them. Rather 
do I believe that the expressions (intentionally abbreviated by 
Christ, and perhaps still farther abridged by the narrator) are here 
in their original position, but at the same time that they are equally 
so in Matthew. The sentences are of such a kind that they might 
easily have been spoken more than once. As regards the exposi
tion of this difficult passage, I cannot, in the first instance, assent 
to the opinion of Paulus and Schleiermacher, that the expression 
iv civ0p<fnrov; &./n}A6v refers to Herod Antipas, and the allusion to 
marriage (ver. 18) points to his connection with bis brother's wife, 
which the venal Pharisees had allowed. For it is difficult to con
ceive that a fact so special should be referred to in this connexion, 
in which neither before nor after do we find the slightest allusion 
to it. Besides, there can hardly be an exposition more unfit than 
that according to which the €V av0pw7TOt<; v,/n}Aav is referred to 
Herod Antipas.1 Mere earthly greatness cannot possibly as such 
be a {3oJ)\,v'Yµ,a in the view of God; the king may be con
ceived of as -ra7Tew6,;, and the beggar may be v,/n/AO<;, the idea 
is well founded only in spiritual things. StilI further, ver. 18 does 
not agree with the circumstances of history, for Herod's brother 

1 The lv dv6p0.nroi~ is not to be taken ns meaning iv µicr'¾' 'TWv tiv8pc:nrwv, but it i~ 
equivalent to E.vC:nnov -rWv dvt:JpW"11"'wv (see immedintely before.) In the snme WRV we 

find nt J Tim . .iv. ll'>, ,PavEpOv ETvcu iv '71"cia-,. ~ 
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had not given to his wife her bill of divorce, but Herod hnd seduced 
her from him. The clause, therefore, o ,hroJ\.vwv "· 'T, J\.. does not 
by any means agree with the circumstances supposed to be referred 
to. Scarcely any other explanation of the passage (ver. 18) can 
suggest itself, except the following figurative one. Verses 16 and 
17 set. in the first instance, the Old Testament economy (voµ,or; 
,ea, r.pocf,ijTai) in its temporary and rest.ricted duration (in which 
respect, as an institute preparatory to the New Testament, it ter
minates with .John the Baptist), over ag(linst its everlasting char
acter (in which respect it is in a spiritual sense completed, and still 
subsists in the New Testament).1 The reference to it under the 
former of these aspects announces to the Pharisees the approaching 
o,Terthrow of that visible theocratic kingdom, for the support of 
which they wrought, and the blooming forth of a new and higher 
order of things, into which were pressing all susceptible and ten
der souls, especially the Publicans, whom the Pharisees despised. 
The second aspect of it, which brings out into view the everlasting 
truth, wrapt up in the law, sets before them, on the one hand, the fact 
that they themselves, as well ns the Publicans, might find entrance 
into this new kingdom, whose future approach the Old Testament 
had already foretold; and calls their attention, on the other hand, 
to the circumstance that this same economy on which, as on a sure 
foundation, they were resting, pronounced on them a sentence of 
condemnation, inasmuch as the laws of recompense, on which it 
was grounded (and which are of force even in regard to a coming 
world), are the eternal laws of God. (This is referred to in the 
following parable, at verses 29, 31, in which Moses and the pro
phets are described as a full and satisfying Divine revelation, which 
leaves without excuse the man who does not make use of the law, 
or who arbitrarily casts off its authority.) The relation then in 
which men stand to the Divine law, which is binding on them, is 
viewed as a marriage ; and our Lord denies that there ought ever 
to be a wilful breaking up of such bonds. The man who does this, 
and from his own choice enters into another connexion, is guilty 
of spiritual adultery. Under this comparison our Lord sets forth 
at once the unfaithfulness of the Pharisees towards God, inasmuch 
as they loved mammon more than Him ; and also their inability to 
enter into the new element of that life introduced by the gospel, 

J Compftl'e as t.o this tbe J'emarks on Matt. v. 17. 
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1 l1ougl1 they vninly imagined they could do so, being persuaded 
t.hnt they were oert11inly members of the kingdom of God. For 
such o. transition, however, there was required an inward deliver
nncc of the soul from the law, which in their cRse did not exist. 
The unusual no.lure of this figurative exposition of the passage 
forms assuredly Bless difficulty in the way of our receiving it (in
asmuch as Paul o.t Rom. vii. 1, seqq., describes under the same 
im11ge the relo.tion in which the soul sto.nds to the law) than does 
theform in which the comp11rison is here applied. In this there 
is certo.inly something to make us doubt its correctness. For in 
that passage of Paul the law is viewed as the husband and the soul 
as the wife; here, however, the figure is reversed, the law would be 
the wife, and the man, who is connected with it, would be the hus
band. And yet we can easily perceive why this view of the com
parison is here adopted. For the thing here spoken of was not 
so much the standing of the soul as subordinate to the law that 
was the subject of the Apostle's discourse in the passage referred 
to, for which reason he represented the law as bearing authority, 
as being the husband; here it is rather the relation in which the 
Pharisees stood to the whole theocratic institutions of the Old Tes
tament that is spoken of. In these the Pharisees were the ruling 
power, (the Pharisees being taken for the whole dominant priestly 
party), and hence the turn here given to the comparison was more 
appropriate to the relation in which they stood, as seen from this 
point of view. The word µ,oixfoew, as used to denote spiritual 
unfaithfulness to God, is founded on a figure of speech so common 
that it needed no special mention. The idea that he who leaves 
his true wife and joins himself to another, breaks the marriage, 
stands here parallel with the serving of two masters (ver. 13.) Any 
thing of the kind is incompatible with that oneness of the whole 
course of life which the true service of God demands. He who 
thus attempts to bold with both sides, necessarily falls under the 
sentence of the law, which in this respect has its everlasting retri
bution, and which still exhibits its power even in the future world 
(ver. 29, 31.) There still, however, appears another difficulty in 
the w11y of the figurative exposition of this passage implied in the 
circumstunce, that while it gives meaning 11nd force to the first half 
of the verse, '71"Q,<; 0 a'71"0AIJWV 'Ti}V ')VVa'iKa av-rov Kat ,yaµ,wv E'TEpav 

µ,oix_euei, the second hRlf o a7rOAEAVfl,€VTJV a'71"0 avopo<; ,yaµwv 
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µ,oixfuEL seems to be superfluous. But this second he.If of the verse 
also acquires meaning and application, when we contemplate the 
Pharisees in the false and double position which they occupied. 
:For their sin consisted not merely in this, that they failed to hold 
the law in the everlasting sense of it (ver. 17), inasmuch as they 
loved gold e.nd goods more than God, but also in this, that now 
when the time of its dissolution was at hand, they wished to main
tain the Old Testament economy under that aspect of it which was 
transitory (ver. 16), that is to say, the visible theocratic kingdom 
which it established, and which was to them a source of riches. 
That which God had loosed they wished still to regard as main
taining its binding power; that which G~d had bound they wilfully 
unloosed; and thus they were guilty of a double spiritual adultery. 
The right thing for them would have been to have let themselves 
be set free by the Spirit of God from the ancient covenant, and 
then, with upright souls, to have entered into the new gospel cove
nant, in which the Old Testament, in so far as it is everlasting in 
its nature, is still found to subsist. According to this view, the two 
halves of ver. 18 correspond closely to the two preceding verses, 
and the whole idea is rendered internally complete. The following 
parable also acquires in this way, for each of its separate parts, a 
distinct reference to what precedes, having for its subject the un
changing nature and meaning of the law (ver. 29, 31), which the 
Pharisees overlooked. ( As to the details of the verses, compare the 
remarks on the parallel passages at Matt. x.i. 12, v. 18, 32.) 

Ver. 19. That the .following parable contains a reference to the 
preceding one of the unjust steward is self-evident.1 For as in 
the first, an example was set before us shewing how man must 
shake himself free from mammon, so is there here given the ex
ample of a rich man who applies his possessions merely to his own 
enjoyment. Intentionally he is represented not as vicious (7rOV'TJ· 
por;), he is simply worldly-minded. In Lazarus, on the other hand, 
there is brought before us a person of whom the rich man might 

l De Wett.e'a view of this parable is altogether perverted and wholly mialeading. He 
thinks that the poor and the rich are apart from all moral deaert aet over against each 
other, and that it is maintained that only the poor as ouch would be saved, while the rich 
e.s such would be condemned. How can this gross error of the Ebionites be imputed to 
tl..te Holy Scriptures, and especially to Luke, who belonged to the Christiana from among 
tLe Heathen! Von Meyer'e exposition of this pa.rable ie heart-stirring, as given in the 
Blau. f. I.toll. Wahrl..t., vol. vi. page 88, seqq. 
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have made use for the promotion of his heavenly interests (Luke 
xvi. !l.) I-lore also then is beneficence, warm-hearted love for the 
brethren onoe more enjoined. There is another point referred to in 
the parable, which, though less clearly brought out, is of great im
portance as a connecting link with the parable which precedes it. 
In the conversation between the rich man and Abraham, it is dis
tinctly stated that the former, as being an Israelite (for which rea
son he calls Abraham his father, ver. 24, 27), considers the latter 
as his natural helper and protector. The parable is designed to set 
forth the vanity of this confidence in their natural descent, which all 
the Pharisees cherished. For Abraham refers him to Moses and the 
prophets (var. 16, 17), and condemns him through these. Thejus 
talionis which serves as a basis to the whole of the Old Testament, 
is brought forward by Abraham (ver. 25) in order to convince him 
of the justice of his sufferings. Moses, on whom the Pharisees 
rested their hopes, is thus brought forward to pronounce their con
demnation. (The parable is consequently a commentary on John 
v. 45-4 7.) The parable, however, does not conclude at this point; 
the rich man still, though abandoning himself to his own fate, ap
peals from righteousness to mercy, and asks that Lazarus should be 
sent to his brethren. Abraham, however, leaves them also to Moses 
and the prophets. It is here to be remarked, that what Abraham 
refuses, God in Christ has performed, so that in this parable we have 
at once a representation of the essential nature of the law, and also 
an intimation that one was required, who should go beyond it. In 
this respect we may see in Lazarus, whose resurrection the rich man 
longs for, a type of Christ, in whose resurrection the object of his 
prayer was actually effected. That any special fact should have 
served as the foundation for this parable is scarcely probable, at 
least it is unnecessary to assume this, for there is nothing peculiar 
in the outward aspect of the parable---poor men before the doors of 
rich men may be found every where. Hence also the name Aa?;a
poi, is probably symbolical = -,iy ~', the helpless, the forsaken. 

As the rich man then represe~·t; the feelings of the worldly (not 
gross vice, for this man, who lived after the desires of bis own heart, 
wo.s obviously capable (ver. 27) of nobler emotions), so is Lazarus 
the type of pious men who are divested of all that is earthly. 
Hence, in so for as Christ belonged to that number, or rather repre
sented in its perfection this character of complete poverty, in so for 
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is the plll'able applicable to himself. But the relation of Lnznrus 
to Abmham. which the pn,mble mn,intains throughout, does not per
mit us to extend this 11,pplication to Christ, except in a genernl way, 
unless indeed we were inclined to view Abraham as symbolicnlly re
presenting God the Father. ,vhile, therefore, in the first parable, o 
steward is exhibited in connection with the world and with those who 
are to recefre him into everlasting habitations, the world, on the 
other hand, is here represented in connection ,vith the needy pious 
man, in such a way, however, as to show what was the right appli
cation to make of the doctrine given in the preceding parable. In 
this way it is evident bow much richer the sense of the ne.rrative 
becomes when it is viewed as a parable, than when we regard it as 
history. As a parable, it expresses the general relation in which 
the pleasure seeking world stands to those pious ones who have 
not where to lay their beads. (The account of the rich man con
tains merely the features of a pleasure-seeking worldling-'Evo,
ouuKw occurs only at Luke viii. 21-Buuuo,; = 'f-1:!l., with which 
~and~ are used as synonymous. It means fine cotton. IIop-

cpvpa, like ~~i~• denotes the colour, and that which is dyed with 
it.) 

Yer. 20, 2 J . In contrast to the rich man, Lazarus is described as 
wanting the most common necessaries-he bad not where to lay bis 
bead. (IlvAWP, the range of pillars enclosing the court of the 
palace through which the door opened into it. As to yixla, comp. 
:Matt. xv. 27. Shut out from human society, he laid claim, along 
with the lower animals, merely to the crumbs that remained.) Nay, 
like another Job, be was besides afflicted with disease and covered 
with ulcers (€AICTJ.) But no man attended to him or bound up his 
wounds, the dogs licked them. ('A7ro">,.,elxw is found only in this 
passage. It does not appear that the expression can refer to the 
sympathy of the dogs, of which there is no indication in the con
text. The words denote rather the entire abandonment of him on 
the pe.rt of man, bis wounds stand open, and instead of human 
help, the dogs surround him. Their liclung the wounds may denote 
their eagerness and greediness rather than their sympathy. Dogs 
bear in the Old and New Testament a character exclusively evil; 
they never appear as the symbols of fidelity or even of lundliness.) 
That Lazarus represents at the same time a spiritual character of 
true piety and godly fear, is not expressly stated, but the connexion 
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nccossnrily lends us to infer it. The purnble nlso incidentnlly con
trndicts thnt Jewish prejudice which the Pharisees especially che
rished (und which the book of Job hnd formerly been written to re
fute), thnt the sufferings of individuals are the consequence and 
punishment of their own individual sins, and consequently that a 
sufferer can never represent one that feurs God. All sufferings, 
even those of the pious, are certainly an evidence of the sin of the 
wltole race. The saint does not withdraw himself from the conse
quences of this general sinfulness, but accepts them with patience 
and childlike resignation, in thnt form in which God, for the per
fecting of the individual and of the whole community, sees it right 
to lay them on him. Suffering thus appears in the band of God as 
an advantage, a means of moral perfection, and he whose efforts are 
directed to avoiding all suffering here below, gives himself up 
wholly to self-seeking, hardens his heart against the wretched, whose 
sufferings might have awakened him to sympathy, and so deprives 
himself of the blessedness which is implied in loving. 

Ver. 22, 23. Short, but in the highest degree striking, is the de
lineation of the final issues in which these opposite courses of life 
terminate. Death, that severs all earthly ties, overtook both, and 
then was seen the inward state of their souls. Lazarus, to whom no 
man bad ministered, was born upwards by heavenly powers ;-to the 
rich man they gave the last outward pomp of funeral obsequies, and 
sank him down into his grave. Thus, according to the principle of 
retribution (ver. 25), their state appeared directly reversed, and 
with the measure with which the rich man bad meted, it was mea
sured to him again. (Matt. vii. 2.) As be bad failed to refresh 
Lazarus, so there was none to refresh him in the hour of his suf
ferings. (Bci7rT€£V is also, by classic writers, construed with the 
genitive, but only in an intransitive sense. Here it is found con
strued with DoaTo~ in a transitive sense.) 

Ver. 24-26. This view of the entirely reversed relation of the 
two men, forms the subject of the following dialogue: the rich 
man who upon earth was eu<ppawoµ.evo~ Ka0' 'TJJJ,Epav ]l.a,µ.7rpw~, 
pleads now for on act of kindness to himself, which even Laza
rus in bis poverty bad not needed to ask. (KaTa-.frvxew, to re
fresh, to cool, is not found elsewhere in the New Testament.) 
But even this, according to the inexorable law ofretribution ( eye for 
eye and tooth for tooth) is refused him, he has received bis µ,iu0o~ 

VOL. TTL E 
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(Matt. vi. 2.) His enrtllly labours hnd brougl1t him R rich earthly re
ward. Along with the whole ground of his labours, however, the re
ward itself s1mk down nnd perished. Besides this law ofretnlintion, 
there is nlso here brought to his mind the existing separation of the 
elements of good and evil which takes place at denth. The Kplui,;; 
pats an end to the existing mixture of good and evil which is found 
in this present world, and like gathers itself to like, and finds pnin 
or pleasure in the very circumstance of its being beside that which 
is akin to it. (Xooµ,a,, from xa,ivw, to _qape, to stand open, means 
the gulf, the abyss : it is found in the New Testament only in this 
passage. In the word E<rrTJpi,c-ra,i, there is implied a reference to the 
fixed and unchangeable nature of this appointment. In the same way 
Hesiod calls the hall b,0a, 0eot TiTi;ve<; \171'0 l:;o<pr,> IJepo~vn ,mcpv
(/,a,Tat, in his Theogony v. 740, a xauµ,a, µ,€"fa.) Here, however, 
there arises the difficult question, how in that portion of the parable 
which rises beyond the sphere of this present life, the :figurative and 
the real stand connected with each other, a question which we are 
all the more uncertain how to meet, inasmuch as purely didactic 
passages respecting the state of souls between death and the resur
rection a.re not to be found in Scripture. Keeping hold of the gene
ral principle, that the most careful use is to be made of every feature 
in a parable, it appears to me that the following are the true ideas 
to be deduced from the :figurative representation here given: 1st, 
That departed souls are assembled together in one appointed place. 
2d, That they are separated from each other according to their 
fundamental characters, for good or evil, but that they are mutually 
conscious of ea.eh other's state. 3d, That after death a transition 
from the good to the evil, or the reverse, is impossible. On the 
other band, we are to view as a parabolic representation, the dialogue 
which takes place, as well as the description of the pain, and of the 
wished for refreshment. The former, the dialogue, viz., is to be re
garded as representing the living reciprocal action of the natures· of 
the two, the longing after deliverance on the one side, and the voice 
of the law on the other. It is indeed a representation addressed to 
the senses, setting forth the analogous experiences of mnn'e psychical 
being.1 

1 Compll!'e the treatise ( welJ worfh peruse.I) by Beckers, " Communice.tions from 
tbe most remllJ'kable writings of past centuries, 88 to the sle.te of the soul after death." 
AllJBburg, 1886. 
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For the right understanding, however, of the whole delineation, 
it is of first importance to keep clearly in view that it is not ever
lasting salvation or condemnation which is here described, but 
the middle state of departed souls between deo.th and the resurrec
tion. The Bible knows nothing either of the expression, the im
mortality of the soul (God is o µ,&vo<; lxoov a0avauLav, I Tim. vi. 
16), or of the modern doctrine as to immortality. It is the doc
trine with regard to the dv&.u-raut<; which gives its peculiar colour· 
ing to the description of the state after death. Down to the avau

-raut<;, the soul, stripped of its organ, is in an intermediate state, in 
which the experience of pain or of joy is regulated according to the 
moro.l condition of each individual, but that state is still one 
merely o'r transition, and not till the resurrection, and the rcplut<; 

eux&.-r,,,, does the final decision take effect. The dwelling place of 
souls when unclothed from the body is termed in the language of 
Scripture ;ps,,,l = ',;~u,;, and with special reference to the sinful 

individuals who are found in this place, &/3vuuo<;, ,yeevva, cf,vXaK7J 

(Matt. xviii. 34; 1 Peter iii. 18), while with reference to the pious 
it is styled KDATrO<; 'A/3pa&.µ,,2 -rrapaoeta-o<;. (Luke xx.iii. 43.) Fl'Om 
this -rrap&.oeiuo<;, we must be careful to distinguish the upper Para
dise, as the Rabbins term it, which is spoken of at 2 Cor. xii. 4. 
(Comp. Eisenmenger's Etnd. Judenth., vol. 2, p. 2!J6, f. 318.) 
Although separated from each other (ver. 26), yet all departed souls, 
while awaiting the resurrection, are assembled together in this 
place, only in a different state of felt joy or suffering according as 
they have devoted themselves to good or evil, and in different grada
tions of feeling, according to the degree of their spiritual develop
ment. Even in the case of the pious, however, their stay in Scheol 
takes the form of longing desire, inasmuch as union with their 
bodies in their glorified state is a condition necessary to their being 

1 As to the dislinction between Hades nnd Tartnrus n.mong tbe Greeks, see Plato's 
Republic (Edit. Steph. p. 614, seqq.) In the narrative there given of the Armenian, 
there is expressed the idea of the necessity that some one should return from the deo.d in 
order to nssure the living of the renlity of the state nfter dea.th. 

2 The expressioo ,c6X.1Tos ',!i.f3pa0:.µ. is fouod only io tWs passage. There is a 
po.ro.llel expression i:a..1. the po.ssnge, John i. 18, where the Son is described as O OH, 

Eh· 'Tdv K0X.1Tov 'Toi:i 'lTa-rp&!r. The phrase is oot token from the feast with Abraham, 
Isaac, nnd Jacob (Mntt. viii. 11), for it is not to be conceived of as tnk::iog plnce 
among the joyful abodes of Hades, but in the {3acnX,la Tou 0,ou. It is better to take 
the expression ns denoting figurntively the most intimate immediate union and fel
lowsbip. 

E 2 
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made perfoct.1 In this wny Rre to be explained those expressions 
of the Old Testament, as to the staying in Scheol, the misunder
stRnding of which has led to the mistRke that the Old Testament 
knows nothing of the soul's continued existence after death. It only 
brings this forward less frequently, because of the low stnte of de
velopment among the people, and, indeed, it could not, so long ns 
the SaYiour had not yet appeared, point forward to living with the 
Lord in the heavenly world. For faith in the Saviour leads the re
generate at once into his heavenly fellowship (John iii. 18; v. 24 ; 
,•i. 40, 47; xi. 25, 26; xii. 26; xiv. 2) in such a WRY, that the im
perfection of their state in Scheol nppears in the New Testnroent as 
overcome. Those passages of Scripture (for example Matt. xii. 32; 
l Pet. iii. 18, iv. 6) whose contents the Church, in her doctrine as 
to the descensus Christi ad inferos, found occasion to embody in the 
very heart of her doctrinal system, speak of n return from the cf,v
Xa.,aj (= Scheol, Hades), and of the possibility therein implied of 
sin being forgiven after death. This representation can be con
strued only on the supposition of an intermediate state lasting till 
the resurrection, after which there follows the "pun,; euxaT'TJ, which 
presupposes en antecedent judgment. By this "P{,q,,; euxaT'T} evil 
men are wholly given over to condemnation, which is locally de
scribed by the terms Gehenna, or the Abyss in a more restricted 
sense ('A.{µ:,;;, Tov 'TTVpo,;, Rev. xx. 14, 15.) In our parable, there
fore, nothing can possibly be said of the everlasting condemnation 
of the rieh man, inasmuch as the germ of love, and of faith in love, 
is clearly expressed in his words, and obviously the whole standing 
point of the picture is seen as taken before the Resurrection, and the 
final manifestation of those who are raised up. Abraham thus ap
pears merely as an inhabitant of Paradise as it exists in Hades, and 
o.s the representative of the law. According to it the rich man_ 
found himself in pain, but compassionate love might take pity on 
him, for its responding notes were not awanting in bis heart. • 

The distinction here drawn between Scheol and Gehenna2 must 
be taken into account, in order to the understanding of many ob
scure passages. The ancient Church, which firmly maintained the 

1 "Bodiliness (Leiblu:hkeit) i.o the end of the work of God," soys a Christion thinkei-; 
" without bodilineea there is no blessedness," eaclaim.s anotller. 

2 Compare John Frederick Von Meyer'• treatioe 011 Hades (Frouf. 1810), ond BHitt's 
I. LioL.. Wahro. pltrt 6, p. 222, seqq. 
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doctrino of the resurrection of tho body, acknowledged this distinc
lion without qualification. It lies also at the foundation of the 
Rabbinical writings (comp. Eisenmenger's Ent. ,Jud. vol. 2, sec. ;:i, 

0.) And even in the Roman and Grecian mythology there are 
found descriptions closely akin to the Hades of the Old Testament 
(comp. Hesiod in the Theogony, v. 713 seqq., and Virgil in the 
.l.Eneid, vi. ver. 540, seqq.) The rationalistic expositors, who are 
less under the influence of doctrinal truth (see Paulus on the pas
sage), willingly find traces of these views in the New Testament, 
drawing, however, from this the very false inference that the Sa
viour and bis apostles accommodated themselves to, or were en
tangled by, Jewish opinions. If, however, without suffering our
selves to be influenced by philosophic or dogmatic opinions, we 
closely compare the doctrine of the New Testament as to the rela
tion of the "YVX.11 and the 'TT"vevµ,a, of the resurrection and the 1ep[

aw, the result will be not only that the explanation which we have 
given of the condition of the "Y'VX.11 after death brings into harmony 
the various different modes of expression found in Scripture, but that 
it alone furnishes the key to many an enigma which on any other 
mode of explanation remains unintelligible. Especially does it en
able us to explain the difference of those states into which souls de
part at death, and more particularly in the case of those whose 
minds were undeveloped, and who bad not come to a decision in 
favour either of good or evil, in their relation to blessedness or mi
sery,1 better than it can be done according to the common view. 
The doctrine of the Bible as to an intermediate state, in which de
parted souls pass their time till the Resurrection, enables us to see 
how the expressions of the law's severity may be combined in the 
destiny of these souls with the tenderness of forgiving love. 

Ver. 27-31. In the concluding verses of this remarkable pa
rable, our Lord makes the rich man present a petition in behalf of 
his brethren. In this prayer there is clearly expressed o. loving re
membrance of his brethren, as well us faith in the compassionale 

1 This docLrine ns to nn intermediate state of the soul nfter death must not be con
founded with the Romnn Cl\lbolio doctrine of Purgatory. According to Rome.n Catholic 
principles, Pu1·gntory refers only to believers wbo ba.ve not yet rcRched perfeet holines~. 
Of such o. purifyiug fire forth~ perfecting of believers, Scripture knows o.bsolutely no
thing. (See on l Cor. iii. 13.) Ju the middle state of Hades nre found only embr)'o 
Christinns und u.u.believe1"s. Ioasmuob l\B mauy are, from no fe.nlt of their own, destitute 
of faith, Divine grnce there opens up to them the possibility of their nttaiuiug to it. 
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love of God, things which both shew that in his soul there still re• 
mnined germs whicl1 rendered him c1tpnble of entering into the 
kingdom of lo,e. He merely had not cherished and developed it 
as he ought to have done, nnd in the hour of his own need bcc1tme 
for the first time conscious of the truth. Upon this prnyer being 
presented, Abrnlrnm, who here appears as the representative of the 
law,1 sets before him the circumstance that tliey (the brethren) were 
in possession of the lnw, and that they might follow it. Thnt 
which Abraham leaves unfulfilled, Divine mercy has, through 
Christ, carried into effect; He returned from the dead that he might 
win men and bring them to God. The prayer of this individual, 
therefore, may be viewed as the general voice of longing desire 
which met with its fulfilment in the resurrection of Christ. In re
ference to the Pharisees, the words taken in this way bear the fol
lowing meaning : " Thus shall ye also long after that which ye are 
now refusing." The passage is closely related to Luke xiii. 35; Matt. 
xxiii. 39, where the Pharisees are also exhibited as overcome by the 
SnYiour. Certainly, however, Luke xvi. 31, el Mwo-ew~ ,ea~ -rwv 
7rpw</n'J-rwv OVIC Q,fCOVOVO-tv ovoe lav Tt~ EiC vetcpwv avao--rfi '7T"f:to-0.,,
o-ov-rai involves also a prophecy that many would refuse to believe 
in this miracle of love implied in his resurrection. Thus it is im
possible to conceive of any thing more fitted to arrest the Pharisees 
than this parable. A Son of Abraham, who knew Moses and the 
prophets, comes after death, not to the meeting-place of the Fathers, 
bnt to the place of woe, where longings after aid manifest them
selves in him. The Pharisees must have seen in all this a picture 
of their own doom. The despised Lazarus, on the other hand (the 
representative of publicans and sinners), whose sighs the ricli man 
had never listened to, reaches the place of joy, and his assistance is 
begged for by the sufferer. In the same way shall ye-such is, as 
it were, the language of the parable-also seek help from those 
whom here ye despise ; but even according to Moses on whom 
your dependence is placed (John v. 45, seqq.), ye shall be re
fused. Nothing can pity or aid you but grace, which repays evil, 
not with evil, but with good. 

l A6 such a representative, Abraham might be described es speaking of Moses and the 
propllets who lived after him. As a dweller in Para.dise, into whose bosom ell the sp.ints 
of the Old Testament were gathered, Abraham might well speak of those in whom the 
Old Testament economy wes most fully set forth. 



OOSPEL OF ST LUKE XVII. l-10. 71 

§ 18. CONCLUSION OF THE PARABOLIC DISCOURSES. 

(Luke xvii. 1-10.) 

Ver, l, 2. The commencement of this section points obviously 
back to xvi. l, 14, nnd this circumstance must at once make it pro
bable that a link of connexion will not be awanting between what 
goes before and what follows. The opening sentences form most 
clearly n sequel to the reproof which bad been addressed to the 
Pharisees. It is they who are represented ae- giving offence, as 
preventing many from entering into the kingdom of God-against 
them is the woe denounced, and the disciples are warned against 
them. The words are most appropriate as a conclusion to the dis
course, inasmuch as our Lord, seeing that bis earnest admoni
tions remained without effect, now gave up all efforts in their be
half, and abandoned them to their own perverted feelings. At 
Matt. xviii. 6, 7, the same ideas occur on the occasion of Christ's 
placing a child in the midst of the disciples, only the order of the 
two verses is inverted. The contents, however, of both verses are 
of that kind that one can easily suppose them to admit of more than 
one application. (As to the relation in which the verses stand to 
the connection in Matt. see the passage itself.) As respects the 
ideas expressed in the first verse (the detailed consideration of which 
was not given in Matthew), there is contained in it an interesting 
notice of the relation subsisting between that necessity which regu
lates the progress of humanity as a whole, and the freedom of action 
possessed by men as individuals. For, the ground of the occurrence 
of u,cavoa)..a is to be sought, partly in the sin which exjsts, and 
partly in the necessity for advancing the church, which must, 
through this very opposition, be carried forward to perfection. 
Notwithstanding, however, the necessity for these u,cavoa)..a on 
the one hand, yet this does not excuse the u,cavoa)..Ltwv, inasmuch 
as evil can take effect in an individual only through the consent of 
his own will. The wondrous government of God which knows how 
to bring good out of evil, is thus the only thing which can make 
the insinuation of that evil intelligible as a means of progress, 
while it takes place without His active co-operation ('Av€KO€KTov 

= aovvaTOV, comp. Matt. xviii. 7.) 
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Yer. 3, 4. From the malicious u,cavSa">..l,eiv, however (of the Phn
risees), our Lord distinguishes the sins of brethren (the rublicnus), 
arising from their weakness. As the former demands severe pun
ishment, the latter call for gentle reproof and continued forgive
ness. "-bile we must separate from the former that we me.y not 
ourselves receive damage ( 7rpoulxeTe lavTo,.,), the latter must be 
kindly borne with. Kindred statements are found at Matt. xviii. 
15, 22 (where see the exposition), but these words o.lso e.re of such 
a nature that there is nothing improbe.ble in their being more the.n 
once repeated. At both passages they may stand in their right 
connexion. 

Ver. 5. The connexion of what follows with the preceding con
text seems more obscure. Schleiermacher (p. 213) thinks the ex· 
press.ion et7rov oi a7roa-To">..oi T,j, ,cvp{ff> suspicious, inasmuch as it 
does not occur elsewhere. But we can point out distinct grounds 
for its being chosen here. The more genero.l term (µa0'T}Ta{, ver. 
l) was here to give place to the more special, and the apostles were 
to be separated from the general mass of the µa0'T}Ta{, consequently 
the a'TroUTo">..oi must be expressly named as such. As regards the 
use of the term o ,cvpto'> as a special name for the Saviour, Luke of 
all the Evangelists is the one who most generally employs it (see 
on Matt. xv.ii. 4.) The only difficulty is the expression 7rpou0e., 

r,p,iv 7TurTtv, with which there is connected (ver. 6) a representa
tion of the power of faith. The Saviour's discourse is at all events 
abbreviated, but this being assumed, the train of thought may 
easily be pointed out. The foregoing admonitions, urging the 
apostles to set themselves right in regard to the Pharisees and their 
weak brethren, naturally implied a call on them to walk worthily 
of their high vocation. From the feeling of difficulty then, there 
arose an earnest desire that they should bear within them in the 
fullest measure the principle of the divine life, whose possession 
was their only security for being able to fulfil those e.dmonitions, and 
hence arose the prayer wpoa-0e., 71µ,'iv 7r{unv. 

Ver. 6. Our Lord acknowledges the correctness and truth of this 
desire, inasmuch as he sets forth the actings of faith, as that by 
which even the impossible is rendered possible. This passage also 
Las something analogous to it at Matt. xv.ii. 20, and the frequent 
occurrence of these parallel passages from Matthew makes the belief 
that we have here a compilation of the fragments of different dis-
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courses, such as is found in the Sermon on the Mount, ensily 
intelligible. But even though this wore granted, there must yet be 
here some thread of connexion, for we cannot hold lhat any careful 
writer would heap up an incoherent aggregate of passages, and then 
the whole character of Luke is against such a supposition, as clearly 
as that of Matthew is in favour of it. Especially in the report of this 
journey is there to be seen a. remarkable example of the connected 
conversations (not discourses) of Jesus; and for this reason do I 
believe that, in general, the original course of the dialogue has been 
preserved, and the whole history communicated to us in a. highly 
abbreviated form by Luke. The figure, moreover, (compared wilh 
Matt. xvii. 20) is somewhat modified. The act of planting in the 
stormy sea., like the overturning of the mountain in that passage, 
is the emblem of that which is impossible for human power, and 
for the laws of earthly development. Once more, therefore, -rrla-
-nc; is viewed as a susceptibility for the principle of a. higher life. 
(~v,ca.µwac; = O.,'r.;)j?~, the well-known sycamore, which especially 

in Egypt grows abuitdantly, and the wood of which was manufac
tured into mummy cases, comp. Gesenius in his Lex. sub. voc.) 

Ver. 7-lO. After this recommendation of faith, which naturally 
includes the advice that they should earnestly care and strive for 
its advancement, there follows a parabolic description of the relation 
in which the disciples stand to their Lord, which obviously grows 
out of tbe context in the following way. According to the -rrpoa--
0ec; iJµZv -rrla-nv, a certain mournful sense of the difficulty of the 
struggle a.waiting them, and a longing after speedy rest and reward, 
must be regarded as having formed the prevailing sentiment in the 
minds of the apostles. In reference to this, Jesus reminds them of 
the relation in which they were placed; they stood there as iiavJ\at 
to the ,cvpta,, and the business of a SovJ\o., is to labour for the 
affairs of his master, and in obedience to his will. This labour of 
theirs, however, yields no merit, it is merely duty. Certainly it 
may seem as if this view contmdicted that given by Luke xii. 37, 
where it is so.id that our Lord will set down the faithful Sov"Jl.ot to 
table, and will himself serve them. The difference between these 
representations, however, is to be explained by the different stand
ing points from which the Saviour speaks. In the former passage 
he spoke from the standing point of grace which blesses us more 
than we can ask or think. Here he brings out- into view the strictly 

2 
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legal standing point, in order to call the attention of the disciples 
to their own inwA.rd impurity. The lowly Son of M:11.n, therefore, 
here appe11.rs as the commander whom all must serve, and the point 
of the pnrable brings home to the apostles, and tluongh them to all 
the members of the church, the fact that mnn in the service of God 
can acquire no merit ; that the highest faithfulness is nothing more 
than duty, and, consequently, that he still continues destitute of e.11 
other ground of confidence save the grace of God. ('Apo-rpul,v and 
'1T"oiµ,atvew, figui-ative expressions for those spiritual le.bow-a to 
which the apostles were called.) Intentionally does the Saviour make 
choice of the relations of ordinary life, in which the servant after 
labouring must still wait upon l1is master. The expression µ,-q 
xapiv ex_ew is also intended accurately to characterize the relative 
condition of e. servant. Though the climax of the thought be given 
in the shape of a formal sentence, yet we must obviously view 
it as a lively expression of real inward feeling. . The word ax· 
pt'io, occurs at Matt. xxv. 30 in a positive sense, denoting culpable, 
useless. Here it is rather used negatively e.s applicable to him 
who performs no (special) XPela, but only does what is required of 
him, and who can receive a reward therefore only through grace. 
It involves in so far the idea of the -ra7rewo,;;, in which, according 
to the usage of Scripture language, there is implied the conscious
ness of one"s own want of desert or merit in relation to the divine 
Being. 

§ 19. THE HEALING OF TEN LEPERS. 

(Luke xvii. 11-l 9.) 

While we have hitherto been able to trace a close thread of con
nexion, a new section obviously begins at ver. 11. Mention is 
again made of the journey to Jerusalem ( comp. ix. 51), but along 
with the obscure, incidental remark, that the Saviour travelled out 
µ,euov Iaµ,apda,;; 1Gat I'a">..t:>..auv; (comp. as to this on Luke ix. 
51 ), while, according to x. 38, he was already in J3ethany. Cer
tainly the expression Out µ,euov is not in any case to be understood 
as referring to his travelling through the countries 1·eferred to in 
their whole extent, but only to his touching upon them near their 

3 
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boundaries, yet even with this explanation it is difficult to conceive 
how thnt was done. The simplest view seems to be, as was already 
pointed out at ix. 51, to understcmd the words ns applying to inci
dental journeys made by Him from Ephraim (John xi. r,,1), for, 
to connect them with the sending out of the Seventy, and to malrn 
Jesus slowly follow them (ns Sehleiermacher does nt p. 214), is in 
opposition to the passage, Luke x. 30, which represents the Saviour 
as being already in Bethany. In our view, according to which 
Luke ix. 51 describes his departure from Galilee, this return of 
Jesus into the northern districts, after being already at Bethany, x. 
38, agrees very well with John, if only we do not restrict his presence 
to the city of Ephraim itself, but suppose thnt, according to his 
usual practice, he made excursions into the neighbourhood. When 
connected, moreover, with the account of the place of the leper's 
return, the expression in ver. 14, l7evETO lv T'f' V7T'Wf€tV auTovr; 
l,ca0ap£u07Juav, leaves no room for doubt that the cure was a sud
den andremnrkable one, that it caused instantly the return of the one 
leper, which is to be conceived of as happening in the ,cwµ'I'} itself. 
(As to the narrative of the cure, see more detailed remarks on ]Watt. 
viii. 2.) In the gospel of Luke, this narrative has a special im
portance, for this reason, that the single grateful leper who forms 
the contrast to the nine ungrateful, was an ai\.Xo7E1n7r;. There was 
thus set forth on this occasion the fact, that the heathen (to whom 
the Samaritans were nearly allied) were not excluded by the Sa
viour from the kingdom of God, but were called in some respects 
bif ore the Jews. 

§ 20. THE COMING OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD. 

(Luke xvii . .20-37.) 

The preceding narrative of a cure is again followed by a conversa
tion, which extends down to xviii. 14, and in which once more a close 
connection may be traced. It resembles the foregoing great con
versation (from xiv. 25 onward) in this respect, that here also the 
Pharisees appear as opposing the disciples (comp. xvii. 20, 22, 37; 
xviii. 1, 9.) It is important to understand the connexion of this 
section with Matt. xxiv., many of the passages of which are paral-
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lel to it. The much more close and marked connexion of the verse~ 
in the section before us,1 as well as the relation in which this dis
course of Christ stands to that given in Luke xxi. (which obviously 
corresponds to the discourse in Matt. xxiv.) in this respect the.t 
both, though treating of the so.me theme, are yet entirely e.pe.rt, and 
do not in a single passe.ge repeat each other; and, fine.Hy, the gene
ral character of~'latthew as a compiler, and of Luke as n close nar
rator of facts-are all circumstances which make it in the highest 
degree probable, that at Matt. xxiv., we have the fragments of vari
ous discourses combined into one, all relating to the manifestation 
of the kingdom of God, while here in Luke we have o. discom·se ac
curately recorded (though only perlrnps in the form of extracts) as 
it was delivered. The ideas themselves require to be considered in 
connexion with the general doctrine, concerning the close of all 
things, which will be found at Matt. xxiv. Here we confine our
selves to pointing out the connexion in which the words stand in 
the narrative of Luke, and to the exposition of such passages as are 
peculiar to the discourse as here given. 

Yer. 20, 21. Without more particularly explaining the occasion, 
the Evangelist opens his narrative with a remark that the Pharisees 
had enquired at Jesus as to the woTE of the coming of the /3a<nMla. 
(\Vhether it was in the JGWJJITJ itself, ver. 12, or in what other place, 
is not said.) The Saviour in the first place dismisses the inquisitive 
and proud inquirers, and then subjoins (at ver. 22) instructions ad
dressed to the disciples. Hence the brevity of Christ's remnrk (a1;1 
Schleiermacher rightly says, loc. cit.) is intended to have here an 
important meaning. For the question 7TOTE lPXETa£ iJ /3aui)..e[a Tou 
0eou obviously expresses not merely the worldly feelings of the 
Pharisees, but also their selfish ignorance (xviii. 9.) Themselves 
they regarded as sufficiently by birth and theocratic position con
stituted the legitimate inhabitants of the expected kingdom. And it 
therefore merely concerned them to ascertain the opinion of Jesus o.s 
to the time of its appearance. In opposition thereforP. to these 
materialistic views and hopes of the Pharisees, the point to be aimed 

l See Scllleiermacher on Luke, page 217, seqq. Only I cannot agree with him in 
thinking that in Matt. xxiv. there is no coones.loD of any kind; it is only more loose, 
nod the whole more freely put togetller. (See o.s t<> this the ~xposition on Matt. 
1:11:iv. J The sections atand related to eaoh other in the same way l'.LB in the Sermon on 
the Mount. 
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nt wns to bring forwnrd the ideal nspect of the kingdom of God. 
This our Lord does by nnnihilating, in tlee .fir11t place, their ex· 
pectntions of its glorious manifestation. All of outward glory which 
the Phnrisees hnd coacei·ved of as combined in the setting up of an 
eurthly Messianic kingdom, is comprehensively expressed by the 
term 7rapaT'1/P17<T£<; (the expression is in the New Testament found 
only here, it deaotes literally the act of perceiving, of observing, 
and then, secondarily, every thing that excites ~bservation. At Exod. 
xii. 42, Aquila has rendered o,-,~u; by 7rapaT17p71tret,;.) In the 

second place, the Saviour withdraws· th~ kingdom of God wholly from 
the visible world, as it exists in space-ovoe lpofHnv, l8ov &8e, l8ov 
etcet; and, in the la.yt place, he transfers it to the inner spiritual 
world (evTO', vµ,wv €<TTtv.) The expression €VTO', vµ,wv does not 
make the Pharisees to be members of the kingdom of God, but 
only sets before them the possibility of their being received into it, 
inasmuch as its manifestation within the soul is represented as the 
criterion of it. The explanation of evTo,; vµ,wv, by "among you," 
which has been adopted not only by Paulus, Fleck, Bornemann, 
but also by De W ette, must be utterly rejected for this reason, that 
the clause so understood forms no contrast to the antecedent l8ou 
C:,8e. The term etrTl is not meant to convey any further meaning 
th!ln that the kingdom was at that moment existing in some of 
them. It may seem, however, that this ideal view of the kingdom 
of God presents a contradiction to the following discourse ( addressed 
to the disciples), in which the ~µ,Jpa TOV V£0V TOV av0poJ7rov is re
ferred to in such terms as represent it as an outward fact producing 
outward effects. These effects, it is true, in so far as they wear an 
aspect of terror, form a counterpart to the 7rapaTTJP17tI£<; which the 
Pharisees looked for, and the arrival of the Son of Man is repre
sented in contrast to the C:,8e and etce'i (ver. 21) e.s a thing which 
suddenly seizes upon all men. Still, however, it remains true that 
the fJaa-tXe{a is here represented e.s external, while at ver. 21 it is 
termed €VTO', vµ,wv ova-a. (Still more clearly do Matt. xxiv. and 
Luke xxi. represent the appearance of the fJaa-tA.e{a as an exter
nal one.) This double view, however, and representation of the 
manifestation of God"s kingdom (see on Matt. iii. 2), sets forth 
those two divisions of it which mutually complete each other. The 
kingdom of God is seen in its origin to be purely spiritual, as dis
tinctly as it is in its completion to be also external. It appeared 
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in its spiritual form, wl1ile Christ was present in his humiliation. 
And for this reason does the Saviour bring before the Ph11risees 
that aspect ofit, in regard to which they were wholly mistnken. In 
its external manifestation shall the kingdom of God reveal itself, 
when Christ comes in his glory, and in this form does the Saviour 
particularly set it forth at lV[att. xxiv., and Luke xxi. Here he 
brings forward the future revelation of the kingdom only in con
nexion with the fact, t11at periods of suffering must go before it, and 
that the appearance of the Son of God himself will bring dismay 
upon a world entangled in the sensual pursuits of life. 

By this means would the disciples, on the one hand, be comforted 
amidst their approaching struggles, and aroused to watchfulness, that 
they might encounter them in faith ; while, on the other side, the 
Pharisees would be impressed with the conviction that the mani
festation of the kingdom did not necessarily carry with it any thing 
of a joyful nature to them; but, on the contrary, would bring upon 
them destruction (as happened to those living in the time of Noah 
and Lot), unless they were enabled to acknowledge and embrace 
the kingdom of God in its spirituality and inward revelation, as it 
presented itself in the appearance of the suffering Son of Man. 
Thus viewed, the following discourse has something so perfect 
and complete in itself that one cannot doubt that the Saviour 
uttered it as found here, and Matthew, according to his custoin, 
had worked up the separate portions of it into that lengthened 
discourse, in which he brings together the statements of Jesus 
as to his Parousia. V ers. 22-25 a.re all addressed in the first 
instance to the disciples. The Saviour in these words takes it 
for granted, that they knew that the ;,µ,epai 'TOV viov 'TOV av· 
0pw-rrou (the manifestation of the kingdom of God taken in its 
ideal aspect) were already come, and merely points them to that 
daxk hour which had yet to overtake them before the inward 
germ could reach its outward manifestation. Our Lord at the 
same time warns them against the dangers arising from the false 
worldly hope of the speedy appearance of the kingdom (loov &oe, 
Zoov ltce'i), inasmuch as he represents this appearance not as stand
ing in connexion with individual persons, or classes of persons, 
but as an act of Divine Omnipotence, the traces of which were 
every where to be found, and which blends all that is akin to it 
into one great living unity. Before, however, this revelation of 
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divine things in their glory could be effected by the Son of Man, 
his humilintion must t11lrn place (analogous passages to Luke xvii. 
U5 nre to be found at Matt. xvi. 21, xvii. 22; the idea was cer
tainly expressed more than once by the Saviour in different forms), 
nnd in this way the contrast between exaltation and humiliation is 
impressively set forth. 

Ver. 20-30, In the following verses Jesus draws a parallel be
tween the lust and highest revelation of things divine, in which they 
are set forth as blessing the pious and punishing the godless on the 
one hand; and on the other two early partial occurrences of the 
same kind, and with an obvious reference to the Pharisees, who, at 
ver. 20, are viewed as belonging to the ,a5uµoc;, he represents the 
position of the unbelieving world in relation to the former as the 
very same which, according to the testimony of history, took place 
in the latter instances. In their carnal security the manifestation 
of God was to them a day of destruction. 

Ver. 31-36. In order to make the following admonition the 
more impressive, the sudden inbreaking of that day,1 and the dif
ficulty of standing its trial is, in the last verses, delineated in pic
tures addressed to the senses, which, in part, are given also at 
Matt. xxiv., where the particulars may be compared. The refer
ence to Lot's wife (ver. 32) implies the admonition that we time
ously set ourselves free from dependence on all earthly things, and 
this is strikingly followed up (ver. 33) by a call to self-denial. 
(This passage we already met with at Matt. x. 39; it also is of such 
a kind that the very nature of the circumstances might cause it to 
be more than once brought forward. The peculiar form in which 
the saying is given in Luke must therefore be considered as a free 
variation, such as the author of a new characteristic saying con
stantly permits himself to give to his words. Matthew, instead of 
the ,woryov'l'}uet of Luke, has evp'T}uet auT'l'JV, The term ,woryove'iv, 
which is found again in the New Testament only at Acts vii. I!), 
is _the more characteristic word ; it intimates that the self-denying 

l The mention of tbe night ( ver. 34) forms D.o contradiction to the mentjon of tile 
day ( ver. 31); the ex!Jression st11nds merely in genero.1 for the 110int of time. Nor nre 
we. with De Wette, to think of the comparison nccording to which the coming l\lessio.h 
is styled n tbief in tbe night. The inteution rather seems to be merely to bring forwort.l, 
vel'B, 34.-86, di.ffel'ent situntions, in which various individuals find themselves similw·Jy 
plo.ced, while-the stnte of their souls is altogether diverse, and this diversity is shown by 
the decisive net which severs tbem. 
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effort which is naturally to be conceived of as united to the crentive 
7rVaJµ,ci., which quickens and animates them, itself imparts the 
higher life. This view, according to which the positive nnd the 
negative are at once transferred and attributed to the subject him
self, is elsewhere rare in scripture. The explanation of ~c.,o,yovei:v 
by to keep alive, is to be rejected as an unworthy deprecintion of 
a profound thought.) 

Yer. 37. Luke, who constantly gives us conversal.ions rather 
than discourses, after this representation of the dissociating power 
of the day of the Son of Man, which loosens the nearest and closest 
bonds, and gathers every thing into union with that which is con
genial to it, makes the disciples enquire • as to the 7rof;. The 
characteristic nature of this question as well as of the Saviour's 
answer (which 1\1:atthew has embodied into his context at xxiv. 
21', without inserting the preceding question,) speaks in favour of 
the originality of the narrative as given by Luke ; for the disciples 
must be regarded as partly entangled by the prevailing views con
cerning the Messianic kingdom. The people of Israel were pro
bably in their estimation possessed of a legitimate title to member
ship in the kingdom of God, simply by their descent from Abra
ham. The Saviour's representation, however, did not appear to 
them to agree with surrounding circumstances, and thus they asked 
after the Where ?1 probably thinking that the heathen world would 
be the theatre of the events described. The Saviour's snswer, 
however, leads them back from these narrow views to what is of 
general application, inasmuch as he assigns their moral and reli
gious state of decay ( '7l'"Twµ,a) as the ground of the destruction. In 
so far, consequently, as this corruption bad seized on the people of 
Isre.el, they were exposed, like other sinners, to destruction. Only 
that which is living continues in union with the fountain of life, . 
and is capable for this reason of being elevated into the higher 
sphere of existence which is prepared for it. (On the minuter de
tails see Matt. xxiv. 28.) 

1 By the comparison with Mo.tL xxiv. some ho.ve been falsely led to take the ,rou = 
':"'t!:"I~ in the sense ofquomodo. No distinct reference, however, to Judeao.ndJerusalem 
ho.d gone before, o.nd hence wo.s the question, Where should ell this take plo.ce? very 
eppropriBte in the mouth of the tRrrified disciples. The word 011"ov, which follows of 
itself, suffi.cienUy determines the meo.ning. 
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§ 21. ON THE EFFICACY OF PRAYER. 

(Luke xviii. 1-,14.) 

That the following parable, which Luke alone records, stands 
closely connected with that which goes before, admits of no doubt. 
The expression e'""A.eye oe /€at avTo&~ at once points clearly back to 
xvii. 22, 37. The explanation of the parable, however, (ver. 6, 
seqq.) contains an express reference to the antecedent discourse, 
on the troubles which were to precede the Parousia, Intermediate 
remarks are in the meantime according to all likelihood left out, 
and these would relate to the dangers of the last time, and the 
means by which they were to be avoided. (Comp. Schleiermacher, 
p. 219.) With this the circumstance that the Saviour here refers 
the disciples to prayer as the means by which to obtain God"s pro
tection and assistance against the evil world, very well agrees. As 
regards, however, the peculiar form of parable here selected by 
Christ, I refor to what was said in Matt. ix. 17. The Saviour·s 
parables are sometimes set forth not from a standing-point abso
lutely true, but from one merely relative. From the former God 
could never have been compared to a 1€ptTTJ~ ri'J~ aotl€la~, however 
much man may attempt to soften the severity of the expression. 
When regarded, however, from an inferior human standing-point, 
the comparison has a depth of truth adapted to man's experience 
when struggling with the difficulties of this earthly life. Inas
much as the Saviour therefore lets himself down to this standing
point, the parabolic representation contains what is fitted to arrest 
the innermost feelings, and in this way to move the mind to active 
exertion, In its struggles with the world end with sin within 
or a.round it, while feeling abandoned by God ( of which condition 
we have a picture in the case of Job), and left without earthly sup
port or help, the soul resembles a XTJPa, who in vain entreats the 
assistance of a wicked judge. But perseverance in prayer over
comes at last the severity even of heaven. (At lVIatt. xv. 22, seqq. 
Jesus appears under an aspect of similar severity.) 

Ver. 1. In the New Testament prayer appears not as a business 
or a service tied to certain hours, but as the expression and condi
tion of spiritual life in the same way that breathing is of physical 
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Jifo_ (Comp. Luke xxi. :rn, Eph. vi. IA, 1 Thes. v. 17 .) Pmyer, 
11•he,1 proper(// '!/krcd, therefore, is to be viewed not as an 
utterance of determinate formula, but ns the rising of the inmost 
!'<oul to God ; ns n living and longing desire nfter tho manifestn
tions of Him ; as the breath of the inner mnn. The Saviour 
himself is t.o be regarded as experiencing this continual flux e.nd 
reflux of the spiritual life (John i. 51; v. 19.) But just as in our 
Lord's life, though it formed one unceasing prayer, there were not. 
nwanting seasons (see on Mark i. 35) in which with specie.I de
votedness he poured out his heart in supplication to his heavenly 
Father, so also the admonition 7rOVTOT€ w-poa-evxea-8at does not 
exclude certain see.sons in the life of a believer of fervent prayer
fulness in which that fervour finds expression in distinct words nnd 
direct addresses to God. But inasmuch e.s the maintenance of a 
higher spiritual life, in so far as it is seen continually assailed by 
the world, presupposes a struggle, Jesus adds the exhortation 
that we do not faint in this inward contest. (The word EKKaKe'iv 
belongs entirely to the phraseology of Paul, with which that of 
Luke is in some measure connected. There is no ground whatever 
for referring the term, as Schleiermacher, p. 220, does, to worldly 
avocations and the right management of them ; it is to be con
nected with the w-aVTOT€ w-poa-EV)(_ea-8at.) 

Yer. 2-5. In the exposition of the parable, every thing depends 
upon our not softening down the force of the expression ,cptT'tJ<; 7"11'> 
a<>t,,cUL<;, for ver. 7 places God so markedly in contrast with this Kpt
T'T/'> that, from the fact of the widow having been heard by the lat
ter, the conclusion is drawn that far more surely shall suffering 
believers be beard by God. There is implied, also, e.n intimation 
Ihe.t the e.ppe.rent aoi,cw. is still only e. wise form in which his love 
is me.de manifest. (The formula Beov µ;, cpo/306µevo<;, /J,v8pr,nrov 
µ't] EVTp€7roµa,o,;;, is the strongest expression for regardlessness ; and 
yet even this may be overcome by persevering prayer, although the 
i:;uppliant is satisfied only from a desire to be rid of her importuni
ties. 'EvTpe-rrea-8at, in the sense of revereri, occurs again at Luke 
xx. 13 ; Matt. xxi. 37. e.1. freq.) Purposely there is e.lso attributed to 
the ,cptT7J<;, when at last be formed the resolQl,ion to do justice to the 
persecuted widow (e,coi,ce'iv means to administer, to exercise B{IC'T/, 
then to avenge, to punish) e.n impure motive. The love of justice 
does not move Lim, but his desire for cnse (out To 7rapixeiv µo, 
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,dnrov) nnd tl10 fcnr of her still farther troubling him. ( By tl,e 
words El,;; -rh,o,;;, the term v7T'W7T'taf;Etv is marked out as indienting 
the very climax of urgent entreaty on the part of the persecuted 
widow. The word v7T'W7T'tctf;€tv occurs again only at 1 Cor. ix. 27. 
It means literally to strike u11der tlte e.1/e, then generally, to trouble 
_qreatly, to oppress. The rending V7T'07T'tat;,,, or u7T'o7rdf;v-wo-

7T'taf;w i8 the Dorie form of V7T'07r£Ef;w-is supported by a good 
many authorities. It does not, however, yield an appropriate mean
ing, inasmuch as it is a softer expression, meanin~ to press little 
or gently. Probably the term V7T'W7rtaf;Etv appeared to the tran
scribers too strong o.n expression as applied to a X7JPa, for which 
reason they substituted a milder word) 

Ver. 6-8. The parable is followed by a few words intended to 
apply it to existing circumstances. Obviously it was not the Sa
viour's design to explain the individual features of the parable; he 
speaks neither of the X7JPa nor the av-rt8£1eo<;. The connection, 
however, shews that the x-!Jpa is the emblem of the persecuted 
Church (Isa. liv. 1), and her enemy a symbol for the Prince of this 
world, in whom we see concentrated every thing opposed to the /3a
utX€la and its development, which, under the guidance of God, 
must be carried forward till it reach perfection. Our Lord lays 
stress merely upon the declaration of the Judge, in contrast to whom 
are set forth the love and justice of God, in order that the very op
position may bring out more impressively the truth that is to be 
taught. (The question in which the idea is embodied serves also 
to express it more strikingly ; it awakens a conviction of the 
truth in the mind of the heo.rer.) The EKAEK'Tot (see as to them on 
Matt. xxii. 14) are mentioned as the object of the Divine care (#_,c
U"-'T}Ut<; with reference to ver. 4.) These, down to the time when 
the Son of Man shall be revealed in glory (according to vii. 22, 
seqq.) appear exposed to the assaults of sin on the part of the king
dom of darkness, but they shall be delivered with a strong arm by 
the Lord at his appointed time, inasmuch as they continue in the 
faith, which finds its necessary expression in unceasing prayer (/3oifv 
;,µ,epa,;; ,cai vv,c-r6<; = the 7rav-ro-r€, ver. 1.) In this way it is not 
their continued supplication which forms the condition of the #,,co{
"-'TJUt<;, but rather their having been elected. The elect are, accord
ing to their very nature, the persevering believers whom their Fa
ther in heaven will unfailingly deliver. The assistance from on 

I' '.2 
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high is, howc,•cr, cxprrssly represented with reference to verse 4, nP'I 

delnycd nccording to tlrn counsel of God. To the expression oti,c 
i,(U),;r1uEv £7rt 'X_Po1,ov, the term µ,a,cpo0vµ,EtV of ver. 7 stnnds pn
rnllel. (Ma,cpo0vµ,E'iv corresponds commonly with n~-, '!fiN or 

t:l;E;11~ ':'fj~ in the sense of to bear wit!, lo11,r;-s,uferi11.g ~nd pa"ii;nce. 

As nppliecl to God, the expression takes for granted the relation in 
""'·hich he stnnds to the sins of men. Here the only thing brought 
forward is the general idea of delay which is implied in the exer
cise of long-suffering. Still, however, it is a remarkable thing thnt 
such an expression should have been chosen in this connection. 
For, since the EllMKTo{ are to be conceived of as still belonging to 
sinful humanity, and since the delay of their deliverance is not to be 
regarded as accidental, but e.s a thing intended, having for its ob
ject the purification of these very elect, the term fLallpo0vµ,Ew thus 
acquires an exceedingly refined meaning.) With the expression €71"~ 

XPovov, however, the words Jv -raxEi stand contrasted at ver. 8. It 
is best to explain the expression in such a way that the time of 
trial is supposed to be past. "As soon as the object of the suffer
ings he.s been gained, deliverance shall also be immediately vouch
safed." This representation, moreover, stands true as well in regard 
to the whole body as for each separate EllMKTor;, inasmuch as the 
advancing development of the whole body is perfectly analogous to 
that of each individual member. When an individual is called 
away from this lower scene, that event is to him the coming of the 
Lord. This coming of the Lord is spoken of in the concluding 
verses from ver. 8, onwards in such a way that the divine 111'ol
fC'l'/<T£'> is represented e.s therein vouchsafed. It is difficult to see, 
however, how the question expressive of doubt, 3,pa evpi]crEi -ri]v 

7Tw-nv rnl -r,jr; "fY/'>, is connected with the context. Should we 
translate the words, "will be find faith ?"'-that is, will men believe 
him-the idea thus expressed would be altogether foreign to 
the connexion of the passage. For the coming of the vi6r; Tov av
fJpW7Tov was, at xvii. 24, described as aU"Tpa7TiJ, a comparison in
tended to express the impossibility of mistaking it, end besides, in 
the act of pronouncing the final sentence, the question is not whe
ther men believe him ll"ith whom they bave1'to do to be the Judge. 
The use of the article (TiJV 7r{unv, which only a very few MSS. 
omit, e.nd that for no other reason assuredly than because they mis
took the meaning of the passage) points to another explanation of 
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the words, "will tho Son of Man find the (true, requisite) faith?'" 
This, however, would mean, Would there be any b:Xe,crot'?-arnl 
thus it appears as if the Saviour himself represented the triumph of 
his whole work as a questionable thing, which is utterly inconceiv
able. If, however, we compare Ch. xvii. 2G, 28, and especially 
Matt. xxiv. 22, it would appear that the Saviour hereby meant to 
set forth in the most impressive way the necessity of earnest prayer, 
inasmuch as the number of the elect in comparison of those who 
perish (as in the case of Noah"s and Lot's cotemporaries) would be 
very small, and even this small number would require special 
divine support to render them victorious. Thus the doubtful in
quiry after TUTT£<; connects itself closely with the admonitions given 
in ver. 1. oei:v 7ra11T0Te 7Tpoueu-x,eu0ai, inasmuch as the greatness 
of the danger rendered obvious the necessity of careful effort. The 
wtun<; therefore required by the Saviour is not a mere assent to 
the truth, that Jesus is the Saviour, for at his coming all would 
clearly recognize him as such, but 7Tlun<; marks the leading cha
racteristic of the mental state of all those who are found enduring 
at the coming of the Lord, in so far as their hearts have received 
the influence of the spirit of Christ, and been transformed into 
his image. Where this kindred spirit does not pervade the innermost 
recesses of their personal thought and feeling, they can never be in
corporated into the fJaui:X.efa, in which the Spirit of Christ is the 
ruling element. 

Ver. 9. It is more difficult to point out the connection between 
the next parable and that which goes before it. At first sight cer
tainly it seems that the description of those against whom the par
able is directed (7T€71"0t06T€<; e<f,' EavToi:<; OT£ €£(1"£ o[,caioi), agrees en
tirely with the Pharisees (xvii. 20) ; but Schleiermacher rightly re
minds us (p. 221) that it contradicts the idea of the parable, to bring 
before the Pha1·isees the figure of a Pharisee in a parabolic picture. 
He conceives therefore that it was some of the disciples themselves 
who had expressed themselves with undue forwardness, and whom 
the following parable was intended to reprove. If we suppose, how
ever, that all the preceding context is connected together in the 
way Schleiermaoher a~sumes, it would also seem an inappropriate 
thing for the purpose of rebuking the disciples to borrow ti. figure 
in the parable from the Pharisees who were actually present (xvii. 
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\./0.) Hence it seems tn me 11rohahle that this pRrnble wns ong1-
nally spoken by our Lord in another connection, bnt wns l1ere in
serted b~- Luke with reference to the Pharisees who nre pointed 
t.o at ver. 9 in a way too marked to be otherwise explained. Even 
though Jesus might therefore, in the original connection in which 
the parable was spoken, lmve designed to rebuke some other per
sons, Luke might yet mo.ke use of it here to manifest the Saviour's 
feelings ngainsl the Phm·isees. 

Yer. 10-12. The scope of this po.rRble once more implies (as 
was observed at Luke xv.) that there was to be ascribed to the 
Pharisee a ouctuotTVV'TJ in point of fact, but certainly one of a mere_ly 
external and legal kind ; to the T€).ruV'TJ<;, however, in point of fact, 
there was to be ascribed aouda. For in this passage, as in the 
former (Joe. citat.), the intention wes to set forth the relation of 
the fJaa-,Xe/a (which reveals itself to him who is penitent, and con
scious of his many wants) to the situation of man under the law. 
The endeavour to view the law and to keep it in mere externals, 
may lead to self-love and self-righteousness, which banishes man 
more completely from God, than does the transgression of the law, in 
t lte event of this awakening a longing after an atonement. A shameless 
and reckless state of mind certainly in which the transgression of the 
law ends, where repentance and the felt need of an atonement ere 
awanting, is worse than both. The representatives of these two 
mental tendencies, the self-loving, arrogant fulfilling of the law, and 
the bumble transgressors of it, are viewed in the common connec
tion in which, while engaged in prayer, they stand towards God, 
and the ideas which in this relation suggest themselves to their 
minds are taken as the exponents of their real mental nature. (The 
words wpOtrrJVJ(,€TO -rrpo<; eavrov correspond to the ;::i,',:i ""'tt.:l~
In the expression a-raiJe'/,,; -rrpo<T7JV)(,€TO a reference is m~de to -the 
old J ewisb practice to pray standing, I Kings viii. 22, 2 Chron. 
vi. 12, Mark xi. 25.) The first half of the prayer put into the 
mouth of the Pharisee might. have been the real expression of pure 
piety, if, in the euxapurTW <TOt, there bad been implied a genuine 
acknowledgment that his better moral state was the work of divine 
grace, and hence that all the honour of ie'belonged to God, but 
then such an acknowledgment of what God had done could never 
hsve been me.de without some expression of humiliation for his own 



GOSPEL OF ST I.UK~~ XVIII. ] :3, 1-t. R7 

unfnithfulneas, which is ever most clearly recognized whore God 
works the most powerfully. It is in all cases the peculiar object of 
the law to work this hrl,yvwui<; -rr,<; aµap-r{a<;, an object which must 
necessarily be ottoined in the case of all who are purified. The 
impurity of the Pharisees who rested in the outer form, and never 
entered into the inner nature of the law's operations, draws, as a 

reward from the keeping of that law, 11 self-satisfied vanity-a result 
which nothing but their impurity could have effected. Even the forms 
of Old Testament piety (the v,,,u-reuew, a,rooe,ca-roiiv, compare· on 
Matt. xxiii. 23), which ought to lead the soul into hidden truth, and 
are designed to awaken the sense of poverty and humility, the feeling 
that roan owes his all to God-even these does this self-righteous 
spirit tr11nsform into the delusive works of its owu fancied merit. 
But the more the amount of these accumulates, the deeper does 
man sink ; the only means of elevating himself is to cast off the 
burden, and exercise repentance even on account of these seeming 
good works. (As to the meaning of ua/3/3a-rov, week, see on Matt. 
xxviii. 1.) 

Ver. 13. In this state of sincere repentance stands the -re),.,wv"l<;, 

whose outward appearance (he stands at a reverential distance, but 
not 11s though he were a heathen, for he is to be regarded in every 
respect as on a footing with the Pharisee, and consequently as pos
sessing the privileges of the law; dares not look up, beats his breast 
ns the symbol of pain, comp. Luke viii. 52), corresponds to his 
inward state, which finds expression in prayer. Repentance and 
faith are combined in him, and so he has given to him the elements 
of a new and more exalted life in a state of New Testament 8,Kai

ouull"l. The aµap-rwA-0<; is nearer to the /3au,)..ela -roii 0eoii than 
is the 8t1'ato<;. 

Ver. 14. On account of the foundation on which he thus stands, 
the -re)\.Cf:,ll"l<; is styled a 8e8tKaioµlvo<;, because along with repent
once and faith there is given to him nt the same time the 8,Kaio

uull"l, which springs from them. Nothing but a total misunder
standing of the Saviour's meaning, ho,vever, can lead us to inter
pret the words as implying that mere repentance is sufficient to our 
attaining salvation. Rather does our Lord intend, as at Luke xv., 
to set forth the foot that only susceptible souls like those of the 
publican nre fitted for the reception of !,ii; own benefits, while tho 
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Pharisees, on the otber hand, exclude themselves from these bless
ings. Hence does the Gnome (sententious saying) alrendy ex· 
plained by us at Luke xiv. 11, significantly conclude the parable, 
for it brings forward I\S well on the one hand the ruinous oonse
quenoes of pride, I\S it does on the other the blessed results of 
humility. (See also on Matt. xxiii 12 ; and Acts x. 35.) 



B. SECOND SECTION. 

COMMON ACCOUNT, BY THE THREE EVANGELISTS, OF THE I.AST 

JOURNEY OF JESUS. 

(Matt. x1x. 1-xx. 34 ; Mark x. 1-52; Luke xviii. 15-xix. 28) 

In Luke the connection extends ( as we already observed on Luke 
ix. 51) down to xix. 48, where it seems probable that the great 
narrative of this journey closes. From this point, however, we fol
low once more the account of Matthew, who again comes forward as 
the leading n11ITator. That we had in Luke, moreover, passed 
over to the account of Christ"s last journey to Jerusalem is now 
most obvious, inasmuch as Matthew·s account leaves no room to 
doubt that ke is referring to that last journey, and at the same
time, from this point onwards, he agrees for the most part with 
Luke in the subject-matter of his narrative. In this section, the 
only thing peculiar to Luke is the history of Zacchreus ; Cllld he 
inserts also here (xix. 11, seqq.) a parable which Matthew gives at a 
later period (xxv. 14, seqq.) As respects, however, the course of 
the narrative in Matthew, the connection of this section is somewhat 
obscure, for it is difficult to determine whether or not in what fol
lows the hand of the author is again to be traced, bringing together 
kindred materials. At first sight this does not seem to have been 
the case. The two chapters which follow seem to contain merely a 
train of separate incidents and discourses, without ClllY connecting 
link to bring them together. As Luke also gives much of what is 
here recorded, one might think that Matthew, when it came near the 
end of Christ's ministry, had kept close to the course of the history, 
and had narrated the incidents successively as they took place. But 
in opposition to this, there stands the fa.et, that in the following chap
ters down to xxv., the character of Matthew as a compiler is ago.in 
most obviously apparent, so that we could not by any means say 
that he had adopted a new mode of treatment. We cnnnot look 
upon Lhis part of tho work as an historic addition (as we did eliup. 
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:xiv .-xvii.), inasmuch as lhe portions of discourse which precede it 
nre two few. In generttl the historical clement which 1\{11tthew hns 
embodied in this section, appears in some respects to be so short 
and incidental (ns at Matt. xix. 13-l 5; xx. 17-H.I) thnt we cnn 
scarcely conceive it to hnve been in this form the proper object of 
the narrative. Rut such superior prominence is given once more 
to the discourses of Jesus, that one is tempted to regard the his
tory as a mere subordinate accompaniment. In support of this view, 
we may discover on a closer examination of the section, one genernl 
topic, the bringing out of which may have served for Matthew's 
guide.nee in arranging the materis.ls embodied in his wnrk. The 
E,angelist makes use of the various points in the history, in order 
that be may interweave into the ever-advancing narrative those ideas 
which he wishes to c&rry out, but these historical events are not in 
themselves the immediate object of his statements. The general 
topic referred to, is obviously the assigning of tlwse requisites 
demattdedfrom Christ's sincere disciples. There is mentioned as 
the.first of these, deliverance from all earthly connections and ties 
(marriage and riches); as the second, humility, which rejoices in 
being able to do service to others. These requisites demanded of 
the Messiab's sincere disciples are not, however, set forth in an ab
stract form, but rather depicted in a concrete shape, by facts to 
which the descriptive discourses are subjoined. According to this 
,-iew, therefore, the closest connection appears to subsist between 
cbe.p. xviii. e.nd the two which follow (comp. the remarks on Matt. 
xviii. J .) In the former, namely, the character of the children of 
the kingdom, as we expressed ourselves, was delineated, and the 
forgiveness of erring brethren we.s above all things enjoined. In 
the following chapters, there is set forth rather the relation in which 
the disciples stand to the temptations of tlte world ; e.nd it is as
serted, that to shake one's self free from them, is an essential re
quisite for the disciple of Jesus. 

~ ON MARRIAGE. 

(Matt.xix. I-15; Markx.l-16; Lukexviii.lu,17.) 

As regards the commencement of this section (Malt. xix. I, 2), 
2 



GOSPEL OF ST MATTIIEW XIX. ~- 01 

tho Evnngelist, who is followed by Mnrk, mentions in it sliorlly the 
journey of Jesus to Juden.. Thnt it is his last journey from Galileo 
to tl10 Cnpitnl, which is spoken of, is shewn by comparing Matt. 
xx. 17, 20, with xxi. 1. As wns formerly remarked, however (on 
Luke ix. oJ), it is only from the narrative of John thnt we become 
more closely acquainted with the details of the Saviour's last journey. 
All the loss, therefore, owing to the great brevity of Matthew, ought 
we, from the words 7T€pav rov Iopoavou, to draw any conclusion as to 
the direction in which that journey was prosecuted. Unquestionably, 
Christ on leaving Galilee might, in the first instance, take the direct 
road through Samaria towards Jerusalem, and yet Matthew might 
refer to Perea, inasmuch as the Saviour, ac0orcling to John xi. 54, 
again travelled northward from Jerusalem, and abode in Ephraim, 
from which point he may certainly have made short excursions ( comp. 
on Luke xvii. 11.) Without therefore distingnishing between the 
main journey and the shorter excursions, Matthew might combine 
into a single expression an allusion to his leaving Galilee, touching 
on Perea and coming back to Judea. For the whole mention of the 
journey is obviously enough a mere formula of transition, as is 
shewn by the subsequent expr('ssion, TJICOAov07Jtrav aur<j, 8-x,)l.oi 7To°X

Xol ,c. r. X., and the remark that Jesus cured many, instead of 
which Mark x. I has taught. (The expression 7T€pav rov 'Iopoa
vou, which stands loosely connected in Matthew, is put in a more de
terminate form by Mark, who conjoins the out rov 7T'€pav rov 
'Iopoavov with lpxErat) 

Ver. 3. On the occasion of a difficult question in controversy 
being put with an impure view ('TT'Etpal;ovTE', avrov) by the Pharisees 
to our Lord, relative to the grounds of divorce, Matthew unfolds 
(in the words of Jesus) the New Testament idea of marriage, and 
points out the relation in which the ministers of the New Testament 
stood to it. This leading point in the narrative is omitted in Mark, 
who has intended merely to give the naked fact, but afterwards re
cords also the conversation, in a connection however so transposed, 
ns to make it obvious that the narrative appears in his gospel in a 
form decidedly less original than with Matthew. For, according to 
Mark, the Saviour refers the enquirers at once to Moses, who had 
permitted II bill of divorce to be given. The reason of this per
mission Jesus deduces froru the sins of men, inasmuch as in the 
idea of marriage there is not implied any provision for the possi-
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bility of divorce. According to this wny of presenling the mutter, 
it would nppcnr as if the only question were, whether divorce should 
or should not be permitted (as is shown also at Mark x. 2), while 
Matthew takes it for granted, that according to the opinion of the 
enquirers divorce was allowable, and makes them merely ask as to the 
conditions under which it should be permitted. (This is pointed to 
by the a7ro)..iia-ai KaTa 7raa-a11 aiTlav, Matt. xix. 3.) This enquiry, 
which a.rose most nnturally from the circumstances of those times, 
(while that of Mark was very inappropriate to them), is most 
fittingly followed in Matthew, by the declaration which stands 
equally in decisive opposition to both views, that there ought to be no 
divorce, and by an appeal to Moses the regulation which per
mitted it is shown to have been occasioned solely by sin. We have 
here again an instance, showing that Matthew, when dealing with 
profounder thought, surpasses in originality Mark, whose power of 
perception is confined to things external. (The idea that these 
enquirers meant to refer to the marriage of Herod Antipas, within 
whose jurisdiction this incident may have occurred [although there 
is no indication whatever that it really did so] is, according to my 
view, inadmissible for this reason, that the Saviour would in that 
case have more speedily dismissed them. The enquiring Pharisees 
did not tempt our Saviour so much from malice as from the love of 
novelty ; they wished to see what deliverance Jesus would give upon 
the celebrated Rabbinical point of controversy.) The form of the 
question as set forth by ~1:atthew li ~Eeo-Tiv av0pWTT'{J (is it a re
gulation valid for all men, comp. ver. 5), a7ro)..vo-ai T~v ,yvva'i,cai 

aVTOV KaTd, wao-av aiTl,av, points to the exposition so much con
tested among the Rabbins, of the words "'l:l":'f M'l"'l3) in the passage 
Deut. xxiv. 1, in which Moses, in cases of Tdiv~r~e'; commands the 
making out of a bill of divorce. The school of Hille! explained 
the words as meaning that when anything in bis wife displeased a 
husband, it should form a sufficient reason for his giving her up. 
The adherents of Rabbi Scbammai took the expression in a more 
restricted sense, as referring only to what was scandalous ond dis
honourable (according to this view the LXX. render it &a-X'T/fl,OV 

wpwyµ,a.) In the words KaTd, wao-av aiTlav h:i":'f-',:, ',y) there 
is expressed therefore that exposition of the M~sai; lo;, which 
agl'.ees with the opinions of Hillel's followers, oad the question con 
sequently is so put as to request his opinion on the correctness of 

2 
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I/tat view. The lnwfulness of divorce itself (according to ver. 7) 

is tulcen for grnntcd. 
Ver. 4-0. In replying to the question, Jesus takes no notice 

wltatever of the conflicting expositions, but unfolds the original view 
of marriage ns founded on the ideal relation of the sexes. In this 
there is necessarily implied the indissoluble nature of the bond, 
inasmuch as marriage, according to its true impprt, was intended 
to be the union of mun and woman, both body and soul. Our 
Lord, with reference to this view, points the Pharisees, to the holy 
originals of the Old Testament (whose divine nature he openly 
confirms by thus using them) and refers first of all to Gen. i. 27. 
(The Hebrew words ore given according to the LXX. ; the avTOV'> 

corresponds to the c::,r,~.-To the a,r' apX'J'> Matthew subjoins 

KTla-ew'>, He has und~ubtedly, according to Gen. i. J, understood 
the expression N-,:J Jj'IU,,N-,:J, as applying to the whole act of 
creation described Ti:::i the· first 'chapter, and hence he includes the 
creation of man, as forming an integral part of the whole work.) 
Undoubtedly our Lord intended by mentioning the circumstance 
that man and woman were created at once, to intimate that they 
are therefore to be regarded as forming one connected, and for this 
reason, indivisible unity, a truth which is expressly stated at ver. 
6. This reference to the Mosaic account of man's creation, how
ever, the Saviour follows up by a formal quotation from Gen. ii. 
24, which also follows the LXX. (The 1<:at. li,r1,v is without doubt 
to be referred to the subject before mentioned, o 7TOt1Ja-a._. For, 
although according to the narrative of Genesis, the words in ques
tion are spoken by Adam, yet our Lord refers them to God [ as is 
done all through the Epistle to the Hebrews], and correctly, in as 
far as he is by His Spirit properly the author and creator of Scrip
ture, and the individuals who speak are to be regarded merely as 
the organs of bis spirit. Only on this supposition is there any 
force in the argument drawn from Adam's words.) According to 
the connection this passage points also to the indissoluble nature 
of the marriage tie which the Lord wishes to bring out in opposi
tion to the low views of it held by the Pharisees. The strength 
of this bond is represented as being so great and overpowering that 
the closest ties of another kind (o.s those to parents) are dissolved 
by it. (In Adam's words the leaving of father and mother must be 
understoocl as directly applicable to his descendants, to whom, 
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uuder tl1e feeling of tl1nt oucncss of 1111.ture whicl1 connected 1,im 
with his wife, lrn could ntt1;bute the snmc emotions, being conscious 
that they belonged uniYersally to the race of man. The Apostle 
had a still deeper me11.uing in view in writing the important pns
sage, Eph. v. 31, 32.) The peculiar characteristic of the mnr
riage tic, however, is set forth by the expression elvai el~ uap,ca 
µ,uw wl1ich points back to the words ive,cev TovTov (l;;i-t,~), by 
which in the second chapter of Genesis ver. 24 stnnds connected 
wiih verse 23. This bodily conformability is the condition of (""lu,::i 
.,.,tz,:io), the attra~tive power uniting man and woman; and we ~;e 
~;de· to see that the peculiar cl1aracteristic of marriage consists in 
there being between the truly married mnn and woman not only ~v 
7n1ruµ,a and µ,la yvx~ (which is found also in other kinds of high 
relations) but also uapl; µ,ta. Marriage in its ideal form as ori
ginally constituted, and as again restored by Christ, appears thus 
ns an union of the entire nature of man in the feeling of love, out of 
which all union (which consists in giving and receiving) proceeds. 
It presupposes unity and conjunction of soul and spirit, but has 
the bodily union of the sexes as its characteristic peculiarity-an 
union which on the one hand is the lowest form of connexion, for 
it has its analogies in the animal world, but on the other band, when 
it is founded on an antecedent combination of soul and spirit, is 
the very summit and flower of all union and communion, and for 
this very reason forms the condition of the continuance of the whole 
human race. It is owing to the holy nature of this bodily union 
that it is to be considered as indissoluble, as one which man cannot, 
and which only God can dissever, and which the Omniscient does 
really dissever only in cases (according to the permission given in 
the Old Testament for divorce), where there did not exist between 
the parties an union in every respect complete, for example in a 
marriage where the union of soul was awanting, and consequently 
where the external union was a mere form. Besides this reference 
of the passage, however, founded primarily on the context, there is 
another point contained in it deserving of remark, on account of 
the peculiar expressions selected. For the words stand thus (in 
Matthew as well as in Mark) ,=l luovTai oi ivo el~ uap,ca 
µ,lav. They contain therefore the most decisive declaration on 
the su1ject of monogamy, which can alone be considered as in har
mony with tbe true idea of marriage. The permission of polygamy 
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in the Old Testament can only be consiclerc<l, like divorce, nR a tem
pornry relnxntion on the part of Goel. This declaration, moreover, 
is so much the more remarlrnblc, ns it is given by our Lord him
self (though at the same time in the words of the Old Testament) 
nncl is to be found only in the translation of the Seventy (the original 
Hebrew text runs thus, ,n~ -,'IV:lt, "l.,il,-) We have here, there
fore, a new instance of this., tra;;sra~ion Tb,eing made use of, even 
where it differs from the original (see on this at Luke iv. 18.) The 
view which these translators, owing to their correct perception of 
the Old Testament passage, introduced, is acknowledged by the 
Saviour ns right, nnd confirmed by his divine authority. 

Ver. 7, 8. The Pharisees understood Jesus quite correctly as 
meaning that he disallowed divorce in every form (see on Matt. v. 
31), and in opposition they put to him the question, how could 
Moses then have admitted of divorce ? The special question as to 
the atna of divorce, they entirely depart from. On this our Lord 
informs them that this divine ordinance in the Old Testament was 
rendered necessary by the <TKA7JpoKapola of men. (In the Old Tes
tament. at Ezek. iii. 7, the adjective <TKA7Jpo,capowc; occurs as equi
valent to ::J.7.·-nw12· ~KA7]p6c;, <TKA7Jp6T7J<; denotes, in the language 
of the New Testament, a state of insusceptibility for spiritual har
mony or discord. From the blunted state of moral feeling, there
fore, the Saviour deduces the permission given for divorce, which is 
a benefit, inasmuch as it often prevents greater sins.) The possi
bility of the law's severity being thus relaxed by a God of holiness 
and of truth is easily explained, when one calls to mind that sin bas 
destroyed the ideal of the marriage relationship as a perfect union of 
spirit, soul and body, so that the holiest marriage among sinful 
men can only be viewed as an approximation to this ideal. In so 
far, therefore, as every marriage connection is merely imperfect, wis
dom requires that provision be made for the possibility of its being 
dissolved, inasmuch as the outward union of those who are inwardly 
separate is only a delusion. The divine law, therefore, does not 
contradict itself when in the Old Testament divorce is permitted, and 
in the New Testament is forbidden; for, while this latter prohibi
tion has respect to true marriage as corresponding to its ideal, the 
former permission refers to marriages such as are found in point of 
fact among sinful men, which carry with them no real union, and 
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for this V<"ry reason demand, among other preliminary suppositions, 
the possibilit)• that the tie may be dissolved. 

Yer. 9. Here Matthew concludes the conversation with the Pha
risees that he may make room for subjoining the admonitions which 
Jesus addressed to his disciples, and which he wished them to lay to 
heart. l\lf ark x. l O relates very appropriately the circumstance that the 
disciples had commenced the following conversation when alone ( Jv 
-rij ol,cU!) after retiring from the company of the Pharisees. In the 
first place, then, our Lord repeats the principle(already expressed 
at Matt. v. 32) that he who, after a separation, marries again com
mitteth adultery, and he who induces a woman separated to enter 
anew into marriage causeth her also to commit adultery. This 
principle stands obviously in closest connection with what goes be
fore. For, since marriage, according to its very nature, is indis
soluble, every new connection entered into in consequence of a se
paration must be considered as adultery; he who wishes to separate 
must at least, after the separation, remain unmarried. In Mark x. 
12 the idea is somewhat modified, in so far as the woman is repre
sented as separating herself from the man, but this does not in any 
way essentially alter the case. The only case our Lord excepts is 
that of 7ropvela, by which we are to understand here every kind of 
unlawful carnal interconrse on the part of a married person, the 
man as well as the woman. This forms an abolition in point of 
fact of the bodily unity, and is therefore not so much a ground for 
their separation as the separation itself. Where this has taken 
place, therefore, a second marriage is permitted even by our Lord; 
but whether this permission only extends to the innocent party is 
not clear. Undeniably, then, as was already remarked at Matt. v. 
31, this passage forms the most important declaration by our Lord 
on the subject of marriage, for it does not here, as in the former in
stance, stand connected with commandments the literal carrying-out 
of which is self-evidently impossible. According to this, therefore, 
it is easy to see how the marriage tie is held to be indissoluble in 
the Catholic Church. Not the less, however, had the Reformers a 
perfect right to act as they did in softening down this strictness, 
and refusing to carry out exactly the ideal view of marriage as ap
plicable to the visible Church, many of the members of which were 
still living in the hardness of heart which distinguished Old Testa-
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mcnt times. For, .Jesus hnd never acted the part of n mere external 
lawgiver, ho hns enctcted no la.ws which, under nil circumstances, 
must, according to the very letter, be applied to the external relations 
of life, but he is an inward la.wgiver for the Spirit. He who has not 
the Spirit, and does not live in Him, is not the man for whom the 
commandments of Christ were given, ho stands under the authority 
of Moses. The relaxation then made by Moses must be still in force in 
favour of such a man. As not n single other external law, however, has 
been given by Christ which admits of being at once applied to poli
tico-ecclesiastical relations as does the commandment, Thou shalt 
not steal, so it is not probable that the only other instance of his giv
ing such precept should be in the case of marriage. ThatJesus meant 
his words thus to apply to the hidden Church, and not indiscrimin
ately to the visible Church, is shown clearly by what follows. 

Ver. 10, 11. F.or, the disciples expressed their astonishment at 
these strict principles, obviously on the supposition that in this sinful 
world one may easily be united in marriage with a person from whom 
he might wish himself separated. To this the Saviour replies ov 
71'0,VT€', xwpovcn TOV )..t,ryov TOVTOV d,).,).,' ol<, 0€00Tat. The A0,YO'> 
ov-ro<, naturally is that which precedes, not that which follows, for 
the words would not otherwise contain any answer to the question. 
In that case, however, it is clear that Jesus had not intended to 
give utterance to any literal commandment, for that would have em
braced all. For, these words have no meaning unless it be necessary 
to reach a particular spiritual standing-point before one can under
stand the way in which the command of Jesus is to be applied and 
acted on.1 (In ver. 10 alna, like m:=,.":f and causa, is to be under

stood as meaning "relative connexio~ -i~ the eye of the law.") 
Ver. 12. There is a difficulty here, howt!ver, in regard to the 

1 Considering the keenness and importance of tbe discussions as to the sevemnce. of 
the marriage tie, nnd the re-mnrrio.ge of those who have been separo.ted, which are carried 
on even utthis moment witbin the Eva.ngelice.l Cburch, I take the liberty, notwithstanding 
wbnt wns so.id on Mott. v. 31, to o.dd the following l"emarks. An absolute refusal to 
mo.n-y o second time any who have been sepnrated would be equive.lent to the Catholic 
view, which acknowledges only a sepuratio quoad torum et me-nsam, but not quoad vin
culum. In the Evunge.licnl Church this practice has never pre'\·oiled, o.nU experience 
shews that it hns not lost anything thereby in regard to the state of its morals us cow
pnred with the Cntholic Church. The only point, therefore, to be aimed a.t, is to throw 
as many difficulties as possible in ~he way of divorces, but, in cases whel"e they reo.lly tuke 
place, to admit of a second mnrrioge, for otherwise there would be no real sepo.ru.tion. 
The only exception whicll must be admitted in rega.rU to this rule is that in cu.se of 
utlultery the odnlterer shonld not mnny her with whom he hos ~inued, but ccrtf\.nly some 
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connexion of the €£0"1, ,ya,p f'vvovxoi /C. 'T. ;\.. wilh whnt goes before. 
How does the remark as to the €vvovxl1;€o-0ai stand connected with 
wlrnt is 11reYionsly said on the indissoluble nature of mnrringe. 
1Yit.hout doubt it is in this "l"l"A)', that Jesus means to confirm the 
declnrnt.ion of the apostle, "it is better not to mnrry." There is a 
holy state in which man mny continue as n eunuch (nlthough 
eunuchs are from of old the most despised of men. See Isaiah lvi. 
-3,) but is not for every individual to attempt it. It is only when 
man for the sake of God refrains from marringe thnt a blessing 
rests on it-he gives up the prospect of earthly posterity that he 
may-irnve spiritual children. In this case also, therefore, our Lord 
gives no positive law. Without lnying upon any one n burdensome 
yoke, he merely says €la-tv €vvovxoi, leaving it for every individu11.l 
to decide freely as he thinks right, and concludes his discourse 
with the declaration o ovvap,€VO<; xwp€tV xwp€fr<,>, which, taken in 
connection "l"l"ith the preceding ot<; o.froo'Tat, must be understood as re-

otUer. If, in opposition to this, it be alleged tbe.t the Church can in no way give her 
blessing to a marriage which our Lord. in the pnssoge before us, hos described As adu] ... 
terous, it must not be overlooked that the mnrringe of those who bo.ve been separated is 
not by any means sn.id to be in itse:lf o.clulterous, for from this it woulcl follow th11t God, in 
the Old Testament, bad given liberty to commit adultery, but only that it nppeara e.s adul
rery when seen from tl.Je purer standing point of the spirit of Christianity. Those whose 
marriage tie has been severed stand exactly on the same footing with the murderer. Seen 
from the sto.nding-poiut of the spirit of Christianity, he is a murderer who hntes his bro
tller, but it is self-e~ident thnt in an ecclesie.stico-political point of view hntred co.nnot be 
dealt witli in precisely the same way o.s murder. And yet it is in r.liis light that tlle mnr
rio.ge of those who hal"e been separated (which must ever remain au ecclesinstico•political 
institution) is regarded when in the visible Cl.mrch e\"ery such union is declared to be 
adulterous. The most that oue cnn s1:1y, therefore, is this. Since the Church bes it in 
charge to render the pure spirit of tbe gospel more and more predominant in tLe benrts of 
all her members, and, consequently, to impart graduolly to "tl.Jem all tl1e true ideo. of mo.r
ringe, su it is her bounden duty to deal witll tLe morriage of tllose who lmve been sepa
rated in a different way from t11e case of others wllo never were sepnrated. The former 
must be conducted in priva.te, and consummated according to a formula. uttered so as to 
sLow that tlle blessing of the 01..mrcb is bestowed on this kincl of union only in tbo shape 
of a wisb tba.t God by Lis Spirit would turn tbeir hearts, and lead them now at Jeo.st to 
true v-iews of t!1e na.ture of marriage. As the law of God blessed the o.dulterons marriage 
of David and Bath-SheL~ so far as to continue tl1rougb it tlle line of the Messio.b's des
cent, so the compassionate One can sanctify unions similar, and in themselves doubtful, 
witliout giving man autl.Jority to prevent tbem entirely by his prohibitions. It were to be 
desired, besides, that in praL·tic.e men should wait for a cltan_qe in the Laws of /1,,e 0/r,urc:li, 
and tL.at every separate i odh-iduo.l should not take the Jiberty to innovate on the existing 
order of tL.inge. Should tl1is kind of freedom be generally acted on, it would lead to a 
Eita.1e of tL.ings similar to tbat wLicl.J exists in North America, and marriage wou1d conse
qu~1,tly bt: degraded into a mere civil act. This could not be. considered u anything 
tl.iit than a reLrograde step of a d&11gerous kind. 
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forring to n special work of grace in this instrtnce, nrtmely of a xa
ptuµ,a rrjc; €"/!Cpa-rrdac;, which every one has not given to him. For 
this very reason, however, there cannot be here any law spoken of 
for all or for nny, such as the clergy, for instance, bnt tbe whole 
iden of the passage is rather to be explained according to I Cor. 
vii., to which chapter we would refer as a commentary on tbis de
claration of our Lord. 

Ver. 13, 14. As regards the following verses, and the ideas 
therein contained, comp. Matt. xviii. 1, seqq. The only question 
l1ere is, whether we are to consider these verses as a w h9le complete 
in itself. In Luke they are so obviously connected with xvii1. 14, 
that it is clear they are not recorded for their own sake, but on ac
count of the antecedent idea which they are intended to explain. I 
understand the same to be the case with Matthew, although the 
connection here •is not so close, but the expression o 01JVaµ,evoc; 
-x,wpe'iv -x,wpefrw agrees well with a reference to that state of mind 
in which the -x,wpe'iv is most successfully maintained, and this is 
brought very clearly out by what follows. For entering into the 
kingdom of God, there is enjoined the child-like feeling which 
enables us most easily to discern the gifts which have been be
stowed upon each, and consequently puts us in circumstances to fulfil 
our calling. In 1\ifark, who omits those important words of 1VIat
tbew which form the very link of the connection, this little incident 
certainly does stand by itself as a complete whole, but all through 
this Evangelist we meet with nothing but an array of facts which 
have no common bond of union connecting them together. Of 
that reference to infant baptism which it is so common to seek in this 
narrative, there is clearly not the slightest trace to be found. The 
Saviour sets the children before the apostles as symbols of spiritual 
regeneration, and of the simple childlike feeling therein imparted. 
(Infant baptism, however, stands connected with regeneration only 
in so far as we view it in combination with the personal and con
scious reception of the gospel, an act which confirmation is intended 
to represent.) On the part of the parents, however, wben they 
brought their chilcli-en there was evidently nothing more intended 
than to have a spiritual blessing bestowed upon them, and this tl,e 
little ones received by the laying on of Christ's hands. Being con
veyed to them through the accompanying prayer, it could not foil 
to exercise a beneficial spiritunl influence. 

li 2 
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~ 2. o:-,: RICHES. 

(M11tt. xix. I G-xx. 16. Mark x. 17-3 l. Luke xviii. 18-30.) 

The similarity of the position which this occurrence holds in 
Ali the three Evangelists, und the circumstance that it is followed 
in e11ch by the same discourses, makes it probable that it really 
belongs to this point in the history. The discourses, however, are 
evidently in this case also the principal object of the writers. In 
these which merely rest upon the previously recorded narrative, we 
are taught the necessity of being set free from all earthly posses
sions as another requisite to our being fitted for the kingdom of 
God. By this reference in 1iatthew, the connexion is established 
with sufficient clearness. In Luke the narrative stands unconnected 
with what precedes, and is therefore to be considered merely as the 
next in order of those successive narratives taken from the account 
of Christ's last journey. As respects, however, the form in which it 
is presented to us, we find 1iark once more displaying tbo most 
uncommon graphic power in depicting the scene. (He describes 
Jike a painter the hasteuing forward of the young man, ver. 1 7, 
the liking which .Jesus conceived for him, as expressed at ver. 21, 
and the impressive way in which, after his retirement, the Saviour 
addressed his disciples, ver. 24.) Matthew, on the other band, again 
gives us in the discourses many things of importance which are 
peculiar to himself, and which once more exhibit his characteristic 
ability in seizing upon and imparting what is of essential moment. 

Ver. 16. During the journey (Mark x. l 7, EIC7ropevoµivov airrov 
ek ooov) there pressed forward ~n &pxwv (Luke xviii. 18, probably 
a young man of some noble family [Matt. :xix. 22,] who had been 
chosen president of the synagogue at some place not more particu
larly described) into the presence of .Jesus, and asked him for 
spiritual instruction and assistance. That the zeal of this young man 
was pure, and the reverence he showed to Jesus (,yovv7Te'T1}uac; 
aVTov according to Mark) was well meant, is clearly seen both from 
tLe way in which .Jesus treats him, and from the Saviour's own ex
press declaration. (Comp. Mark x. 21.) But the erroneous nature 
of his religous efforts is sufficiently shown at once by the very ques
tion which lie puts. Noble io disposition, and filled with ardour 



(;OSl'EI. OF ST MATTHEW XIX. 17. IOI 

in lhe pursuit of what is good, he seems to have struggled after 
holiness and perfeotion in a legal manner, but being destitute ofull 
de0per .insight into the nalure of sin or of righteousness, these exer
tions only filled him with self-satisfaction, and he hoped, through 
the assistance of Christ, that he would attain in this to still higher 
advancement, that he would have new work given him to do in order 
that he might heap up the greater amount of spiritual possessions. 
The object of his efforts described in general terms, he represents 
as being the twf/ au.'.ivio,;-, and be seemed to give it the pre-eminence 
over the life and the blessings of the airov ovTo,;-; in reality, how
ever, he was still cleaving to the good things of this world. The 
address o,oaa-x:aXe luya0e, as well as the enquiry T£ 7T"O£rJ<TW, are 
not in themselves of a captious kind, and may have proceeded (like 
the question Acts ii. 37) from a truly penitential frame of mind. But 
the decisive remark which Matthew has preserved to us T[ luya0ov 

71"0t77a-w betrays the inward perversion of his nature. Being utterly 
unable to discern the true nature of what is really good, he takes it 
for granted that he possessed in himself the possibility and the capa
city of bringing forth something that was a'Ya0ov out of the treasure 
of bis own heart, and he merely enquires as to the Tl. Besides the good 
things heretofore performed and amassed by him, he wishes to add 
new forms of splendid good works. Probably he expected and hoped 
to have some kind of strict legal observances laid upon him, which it 
would have flattered his pride to have performed in his own strength. 

Ver. l 7. With astonishing wisdom does our Lord treat this young 
man. First he awakens in him a conscious perception of the true 
nature of what is really good. The address of Jesus to the enquirer 
is given by the gospel history in a twofold Recension, but it admits 
of no doubt that in Matthew the reading Tl µ,e lpwTfS 7rEp• Tov 

CL'Ya0ov; ek €lTT£V o luya0o,;- is the right one. For, in the .first 
place, it is supported by very weighty authorities (B.D.L. many 
versions and Fathers), next it is the more difficult, and the reading 
Tl µ,e Xi'YE£,;- d'Ya0ov might easily be taken from Mark and Luke. It 
is more difficult to determine which of the two may have been the 
original Recension. I consider the form of the question as given by 
Matthew to be the original one, for according to it Christ subjoins 
his remark in the closest connexion with the Tl luya0ov 71"0£7/lTW. 

But the TL µ,e AE'Y£t<; ci'Ya0ov contains an iden so peculiar, that 
assuredly it cannot have proceeded from tradition. To me, there-
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fore, it appears most probable that of this conversation on the sub
ject of the a,ya0ov we have, in the two Hecensions, only fragments 
preserved to us, but these sufficiently enable us to form " well
grounded opinion as to the contents of that convenmtion. For, 
os regards the leading object of the discourse according to the 
version of it in l\Iatthew, it is evident that our Lord, by the remark 
Tt epw-rijs "· -r. ).,_, means to awaken in the young man a conviction, 
that there sprang in his heart no fountain of good out of which Jie 

could produce, at will, whatever he chose ; that in general the 
a,ya0ov was not diverse, nor manifold, but was, in the highest 
sense, One, namely, God himself, the av-roarya0ov. This idea, 
rightly understood, carried with it an intimation that there was 
nothing good in him, (unless perhaps his higher vocation,) and 
consequently an exhortation to repentance, and still farther the 
information, that what is good is not to be found by heaping up 
\\'Ork upon work, but by coming to God, who, as being the Good, 
imparts also to men all that is good when he gives them himself. 
According to the version of this, o.s given by Mark and Luke, we 
find the same reference to God as the source of all good, in the 
very words also of the Saviour himself, but we find in addition 
an important hint as to the position in which this young mnn 
stood to Christ. The address 0£0au1eaM wya0e is referrred to in 
the question Tl µ.e ).,erye£<; arya0ov. The young man may have used 
the arya0e as a mere phrase in order to introduce into his discourse 
a complimentary epithet. The ignorance thus manifested Jesus 
reproves in these words, in order that he may lead him to an idea 
of that which is truly good. For, that the enquirer only saw in 
Christ a mere (though indeed a distinguished) oioa.u"a).,o,, from 
whom he might acquire information of one kind or other, the Sa
viour perceived beyond a doubt both from his question, and from 
the character of the man ; but one having such views could not 
appropriately use the epithet arya0o,. He rejects this name, there
fore, and refers him to Him who was Goodness itself. But in this 
our Lord does not deny that he himself is the arya06,, inasmuch as 
the one true God stands reflected in him as his image, only it was 
not fitting that this truth should be presented to the young man 
in a dogmatic form, but should develope itself as o. living reality 
from his own inwud experience. Could he have been prevailed 
upou to exercise faith in the words of Jesus, as a revelation of the 
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highest good, nnrl could lie hnve felt it his duty to abandon all in 
order to follow him (ver. 21), it would in that case have been rnude 
clear to him that this one God was not a being distant and inacces
sible, before whom ho had to adorn himself with good works, but 
was inexpressibly near to him, inasmuch us I-le had revealed Him
self to him by his Son, and in him by His Spirit. 

Without doubt the young man, owing to the impurity of his soul, 
did not understand the exalted ideas of the Saviour, and for this rea
son Jesus, in order more deeply to arrest him, refers him to the 
EVTOAal. (The particular forms in which the voµ,or; is expressed.) 
That the Saviour connects the entrance into eternal life with the 
keeping of the commandments, is founded necessarily on the very 
nature of the law. (Comp. on John xii. i'iO, ;, EVTOA7J Beov ?;w71 
atwvto<; ECTTtv.) As being the expression of the will of God, the 
fulfilling of it is the highest thing which includes all else. But as 
being the will of the Highest it demands peifect obedience ( Gal. 
iii. 10, cursed is he who continueth not in all that is written in 
the law), aud, consequently, presupposes the possession of divine 
power. As this is wanting in sinful man, the law becomes a curse 
to him (Rom. vii. 10, 11), and only in the case of the penitent 
is it transformed into a blessing, by working in them the E'Tr-11"/Vc.J· 

ui,; ri}r; aµ,apTlar; • (Rom. iii. 20), and so awakening the felt need of 
an atonement. For the very purpose of calling forth this feeling in 
him Christ refers him to the law. 

Ver. 18-20. The young man, however, in his moral blindness, 
believes that be has kept the commandments. Boldly and boast
fully does be confess 7ravTa TavTa Ecf,vAal;aµ,'T/v, and he even adds 
EK ve6T'TJT6r; µ,au. We must suppose that there was at all events about 
him a certain external Ot/Catocrvv'T/, there was manifestly a moral effort 
made by him. But, in the first place, he was entirely devoid of an 
insight into the hidden spiritual nature of the commandments (as 
that is developed in Matt. v.), and, in the next place, he had no per
ception or the true Old Testament oi,caio<rvVTJ (as that is descr_ibed 
at Luke i. 6.) For, this ot,caiocrvv'T/ had, as the companion of ear
nest legal striving, It deep longing ufter holiness 1md perfection, 
which concentrated itself in the expectation of the 1fessiah, while 
in this young man there was exhibited a forward sclf-sutisfoctiuu 
which led him to ask Ti frt vuTepw; Mutt xix. 20. (The Evan. 
gelists use greut liberty in enumerating the commandments. 1[at-
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ihew gives them most fully; he has subjoined lllso the pass1tge Lev. 
xix. l t<. Mark x. 19 has comprehended the latter precepts of the 
d<:'c11logue under the words µ,:;, t17ro<TTEP1J<T'[1'>• The term a7rO<TTE
petv is used there in the sense of to rob, to approjlriate what is 1tno•-
1,her·s, just 11s at l Cor. vi. 8, where it is conjoined with tloucetv.) 

Yer. 21, 22. After this declaration our Lord lnys hold on the 
wenk point of his character, in order to bring him to the conscious
ness of his sins, and show him the way to perfection, to the pos
session of the true Good. According to the truthful representation 
of Mark, our Lord beheld him with a look of affectionate love (eµ,
f3">-h/ra<, avT,j, 'TJ"f{1,7r'TJ<TEV avTov) ; he recognised his noble vocation 
for the kingdom, which brought him close up to the narrow gate, 
only his eye was not yet opened so as to perceive the nature of sin 
and righteousness. When bis eye was opened, however, by the bard 
demand made on him by our Lord, the hour of trial came upon 
the young man. The thing demanded was the free and determined 
choice ofa course of earnest self-denial, and here before his opened 
spiritual vision there revealed itself (for which reason he felt the sad 
sense of shame), the secret sin of his heart. The command of the ei<, 
0eo<, a,ya8o<, came home to his heart, but he loved the world more 
than God. Nevertheless, this treatment of the young man on the 
part of our Lord presents certain difficulties. It seems as if the 
demand made upon him were too hard. Certainly it cannot be taken 
as a general requirement applicable to men in all circumstances, 
for in the case of a person whose calling had not yet got beyond the 
Old Testament standing-point, such a demand would have been 
inappropriate. Under the Old Testament, sacrifice symbolized the 
consecration of one's whole possessions to God, but in sacrifice the 
gift always appeared as only partial, while Christ demands that the 
young man should give up his whole property (8<Ta ~E£<; according 
to Mark and Luke.) 1 This young man evidently stood at the gate 

1 It were well to read in connection with this the golden treatise of the aUle. and inge
nious Clement of Alexandria~ Qnis dives se.t,.-etur, which contains the most profound 
comme.nta.ry on tllis ne.rrative. On the words .,,-wA,,,,0-011 -ra i,.,,-dpxovTI,. o-ou, be re-
1Darks, ,,,.; Oi 'Toai-r6 iu'TLII; otlx a. 'lrPOXEipw~ aExo11-rat 'TLIIE~, Ti,V V1rU.pxou<ra11 Ouo-la11 

Uwopp;4'at ,,,..pou'T&.u<ru Kai U.7ro<TTT}11at tz:.,,-0 Tiiw XPTJµdTwll' ci.A..AO ,,.a O&yµ.aTa •1np~ 

TWv XPtJµ.dTwll EEopltraL ,,,.71~ -J,ux71~, l'f't]v .,,.Epi al,-ra 'lr'TOlav Kai. ",,ouov, ,,.a~ µ.Eplµ

va~, -rci.~ ti.,cU.vBa~ 'Toll {3lou, Ut ,,,.,; tr7rEpµ.a ,,,.;;~ J;w'1~ uuµ.7r11{youa1.11. OUTE ')'ap 

µ.t-ya ,,;ai t'TJA.wTOv -rO 'T'}VdA.A.wc tiTopE'iv XP711'-&-rwv µ.i, iw: A.Oy~ t'.w7J~. OVTw µ.Ev 

-yitp a., ,~1aav iH ,.,.,,,,aiv f~OIITE~ µ.110aµij, &:-yvooiiv'TEi: al 0E.0v Kai a,Ka,oul1111iv 0Eoii, 
,,a-r· nirrO , .. u;vuv ,,-() 0.Kpi;.,c ri'1f'"OJlElv f.J.aKa(HW-rwro, Kai B1.otfHAlaTaT01 (CEl(J. :xi .. ) 
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which entered into the New Testament life, nnd which the Hflviour 
hero opens to him, but for thnt life in the fJarn)l.ela there must 
in nil cflses be the giving up of all one's own (comp. ver. 24, 
seqq.) The circumstance that the invitation to enter into the king
dom of God was given to this young man under the form of the 
injunction 7T'6JA'TJU'OV U'OU Ta wapxovTa arose undoubtedly from 
this, that this individual was tied to the Korrµ,o,;, principally through 
mummon, and therefore at his entrance into the fJarrtMfa this bond 
must be severed. If we call to mind the leading temptation of this 
young man involved iu another port of his character, he might pos
sibly have been able to fulfil a commandment of this kind, to sell 
his goods without gaining anything by the act, for the advance
ment of his inner life; nay, he might have been injured by it, for 
his pride might have found support from it as from a work per
formed in his own strength. But, on the other hand, if the young 
man could have rendered obedience to tl~is commandment of our 
Lord, he could only have been enabled to do so by the strength of 
God through faith, for it was the main bond which kept him fet
tered. Irrespective then of tbe particular form which this command
ment assumes, it contains nothing beyond what is comprised in the 
general law given by Jesus to all his disciples, "be who does not 
give up all for my sake, is not worthy of me;" and although each is 
held in bondage by his own separate tie, yet is it incumbent on every 
one to sacrifice all things. In this command of our Lord, therefore, 
requiring the young man to sell his property, we are not to conceive 
of the external possession as standing apart from the inward love 
of it. The latter would be effectually mortified by the relinquish
ing of the former, and only in thus far is any importance to be 
attached to the external sacrifice. Again, the selling of his pos
sessions is to he viewed ns merely the one side of an act, which is 
only rendered complete by the following of Jesus consequent thereon. 
The former is the negative ( the deliverance from the Korrµ,o,;) ; the 
latter is the positive (union with the fJaa-i)l.ela and its Lord.) l\!Iark 
also (x. 21) immediately adds, /f,pa,; TOV rTTaupov, ns denoting 
continued perseverance in the following of Christ, and the difficul
ties which ore connected with it. In the same way also the self
denial is not to be conceived of as n work standing by itself, but as 
deriving all its importance from this, th11t it is done for the s11ke of 
,Jesus (vcr. 2!J.) It is when viewed in this light nlso that the lv a-01 
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vuTepe~. in the W()rds of onr LorJ., first acquires its full menuiug; 
for this lv is nothing less than the crucifying of the whole old mnn, 
(which in the case of this youth existed in the form of attachment 
to riches). and so is equivalent to 7ravra, inasmuch as in the one 
thing nll things nre included. The entrance into this one thing is 
also the way to re'X.etOT'l'J<; (l\fatt. xix. 2 l), for this reason, that it 
cn.n be effected only in the strength of God, and man can become 
perfect and good only in this way, that the one perfect and good 
God make his heart his temple. (Comp. on Matt. v. 48.) The 
truth of Christ's words, that the new birth into eternal life consists 
in the gi~ing up of all that is our own, and in the consecration of 
our whole property and possessions to him who is their Author, 
must hn~e deeply impressed the young man. For as Jesus out
wardly had not to lay any commands upon him, o.nd as in the Old 
Testament law, no requirement of such a kind wo.s anywhere to be 
found, it would appear as though he might with a good conscience 
ha.e refused it. But that he could not do. The spirit who ac
cornpo.nied the words of J esns had deeply penetrated his heart, had· 
enlightened the darkness within, bad revealed to him the true 
(though hitherto entirely unknown) way of regeneration, and so he 
found himself taken prisoner by the power of the truth. But the 
chain which he carried was too heavy, he could not call forth within 
his heart that free determinate choice in favour of the narrow way, 
which is absolutely necessary, and the scarcely opened gate of Para
dise closed itself again before bis weeping eyes. 

Ver. 23, 24. Over the subsequent course of this young man's 
life, there is cast a veil.1 It is not impossible, however that his 
feeling of pain may have changed subsequently into pure µ,eravaia, 
and that upon this ground be may afterwards have found deliver
ance from those bonds in which he lay as yet too firmly fettered. 
Our Lord, in the meantime, at once employs this impressive inci
dent for the edification of his disciples, but not in such a WRY as to 
make the weakness of the young wan a subject for scorn or rebuke, 
but in order that he might lay bare the similar state of feeling 
which existed in the hearts of many, and so might lead them to 

1 If it had been merely the gold as such wl.iich had kept him from entering the king
dom of God, the idea would be correct, that God might have set him free from it by a con
flagration or something of that nature. BoL the only thing that would avail was his in
ward deliverance in soul from earthly possessions, and the God who mo.de man's nature 
free wishes also to bave its free choice in favour or what is good. 

;j 
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humble themselves. With warning looks surveying the circle 0£ 
his followers ( 7TEptf!A,e,Jraµevo,;;, Mark x. 23), Jesus exclaims, 
8vcr,c67\,w<; 7Tl\,Ol)CTto<; EtCTEl\,EIJCTETat el,;; T7'}V /3acrtl\,E{av 7f;,v ovpavwv. 

And when the disciples were astonished, the Saviour once more re
peats the same words with the strongest emphasis ( according to 
Mark x. 24.) Obviously the expression, 7r)\,ovcrto<; (according to 
Mark and Luke, X,PTJµaTa lxwv), points back to the KT17µaTa 

7ro7\,7\,,i of the young man, (ver. 22), but the additional clause of 
Mark, which more accurately defines it, 7TE7Tot0oTe<; e7rt To'i,;; X,PTJ

µacrw, points at once to the right interpretation. Clearly the diffi
culty of entering the kingdom of God cannot depend upon the ')(p'T}

µaTa or the v7rapxovTa as such, for, absolute poverty admits of 
being viewed as a state that brings along with it manifold tempta
tions.1 (See Matt. xiii. 22.) If understood merely of external pos
sessions, the similitude here chosen would evidently be too strong, 
for it denotes not so much the difficulty as the impossibility of the 
rich man, unless he previously becomes, in a spiritual sense, poor, 
entering into the kingdom of God. It is the state of mind, there
fore, in which possessions are held, which the Saviour represents as 
being such an hindrance. This is not to be viewed, however, as 
confined merely to what is properly avarice, but as including also 
the so-called legitimate appropriation of the good things of this 
world (comp. on Luke xvi. 1, seqq.) which is prevalent and per
mitted in the ,c6crµo,;;, and regarded as the greatest good fortune. 
In the /3acri7\,ela Tou 0eou, every individual is merely an ol,cov6µo,;; 

of God, has therefore renounced all his own possessions, and con
secrated them to God the only Lord. Hence the Saviour requires 
this inward renunciation as a condition of the elcr.kpxecr0at el,;; T7'JV 

/3acri7\,e{av Tou 0eou. For this reason, however, at the same time, 
the idea of the 7r)\,ovcrto<; acquires a more extensive meaning, the 
beggar may be rich in desire and concupiscence, and the possessor 
of treasures may be poor, (thus David generally in the Psalms is 
called poor, as being 7TTwxo-. 7rvevµaTt, set free from all the ties 
of possession and property, compare Rev. xxi. 24.) He who i,; 

without gold or goods may be rich in so-called good works, in 

1 At the same time, howevel', it should not be denied that a fuluess of enrthly blessings 
c01Ties with it pre.eminently the temptation to nttnch one's self to the world. In all 
cases, however, the fetter which pcoulinrly bin<ls a mnn, must be sought for tcithin him, 
nnd not in tllings extea-nnl. 
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knowledge, or art, or natural dispositions, if he appropriate such 
gifts to himself, and do not nscribe them to their Author. Riches, 
however, whatever form they take, invariably net in the same way, 
in1tsmuch es they attnch man to the ,coa-µ,o<;, in which things crented 
assume to be separate end independent, while in the kingdom of 
God this independence is cancelled, and all things ascribed to God. 
\\-·here the former is maintained, therefore, this union of life with 
God cannot be renlized. (Llva-,coM<; means primnrily dijficult to 
sati.efy, then in general difficult. It is the opposite of eiJ,co7ro<;, 
wit/tout trouble, easy. The figure of ,cdµ1r,M<;, which.is not to be 
confounded with ,c&,µ,iM<;, a rope, a sltip's cable, is a common one 
in the East. Instead of the camel the elephant is also some· 
times mentioned [ compare Lightfoot and Schott gen on the pas· 
sage. J Instead of TPW'IJµ,a Mark and Luke have Tpvµ,a)uti from 
Tpvµ,'I}, a ltole, an opening.) 

Yer. 25, 2G. It is evident that the disciples understood the dis· 
course of our Lord in this more extended application. Their 
astonishment and the idea TL<; lipa ovvaTai a-oo0r,vai, show plainly 
that they regard every man in his natural state as a 7r'J\.06a-io<;, 

because of his inward attachment to earthly things. Were we to 
refer the question merely to those who are outwardly rich, it would 
obviously lose all its force. Ver. 27 also shows that the disciples 
(although in a literal sense they were no 7r'J\.06a-ioi) bad recog· 
nized the giving up of all their property as a duty necessarily bind· 
ing on them, from which circumstance we may see that they under• 
stood the idea in a spiritual sense. Accordingly the question TL<; 

apa o6vaTa,, uoo0r,vai expresses a deep feeling of men's strong at· 
tacbment to the creature, from which of himself and by himself he 
cannot set himself free (in the same way as at Rom. vii. 24), and for 
this very reason requires a uooT17p. The exercise of this saving power 
on the part of God is referred to at ver. 26. Here our Lord ac· 
knowledges the ao6vaTov on the part of man (because the du0eveia 

TTJ<, uap,cor, makes it impossible for him to fulfil the commandment 
to love God above all, Rom. viii. 3), but refers to the aid of the 
AJmigbty. This is to be considered, however, not as a thing mani· 
festing itself witlwut a man, but as that which operates witlein 
Lim, for which reason the 7Tavra ovvaTd- 7rapa- Ttp ee,;; is equiva
lent to the 7rJ.vra SvvaTd- 7Tt<TTEvovn (comp. Merk ix. 23.) 

Yer. 27. The new question of Peter appears at first sight not to 
3 
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ngrce with whnt precedes it. 1 t must seem strange that after the 
disciples had just asked Tl,; &pa o6vaTat uwfJiJvat, they should now 
consider the difficulty to have been perfectly overcome in their own 
case. One would be tempted to conclude that Matthew had inserted 
here what wos spoken ot another time, were it not that Mark and 
Luke agree with him, and warrant our believing that we have here 
the original connection. This connection also admits of being per
fectly defended, if we view the remark of Peter here (who again 
speaks as the representative of all the Apostles) as the expression 
of the uncertainty of his mind as to whether they had in reality sa
tisfied these difficult demands of the /3autXela. Feeling that much 
yet remained within him of attachment to the creature, Peter men
tions one act of his life which bore o resemblance to that which 
Christ had required of the young man. But as to whether that act 
was enough he in the exercise of genuine µ,eTavota, remained uncer
tain. The words Tl r,µ,'iv luTat, therefore, are not to be under
stood as referring to a reward, for Peter must otherwise be held to 
have been in a state of mind in which ver. 25 would be altogether 
inapplicable to him, and the answer of Jesus also, ver. 28-30, would 
be transformed into a reproof. Rather must we refer the words to 
the disciples' state of mind in such a way that their meaning shall 
be, " What shall fall to our lot, what shall befal or happen to us ; 
wilt thou judge of us as of the young man, or does such a decisive 
act still remain to be done by us?" This stands most appropri
ately connected with what follows, inasmuch as Jesus, on the strong 
ground of comfort which he gives, removes that uncertainty of the 
disciples which proceeded from their tender faithfulness, and assures 
them of this that they are his. 

Ver. 28. Matthew gives in the most complete form those ideas 
through means of which Jesus imparts this comfort to his disciples, 
and in such a way that they closely correspond with the context. 
For, the Saviour speaks first of the special prerogatives bestowed 
upon the disciples as the representatives of the kingdom of God in 
this new order of things, and then (ver. 29) he goes on to mention 
all those who, for the sake of the kingdom, hove given up every 
thing upon earth. Matthew alone has the first verse, in which the 
special prerogatives of the disciples are spoken of. One might be
lieve that Luke hucl omitted the words because he considered them 
less intelligible for his heathen re11ders, 11s referring to views which 
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were peculinrly Jewish, if he bad not also given them nt xxii. 28, 
seqq., in ,mother connection, but in such a way that we cnnnot 
conceive of the words having been transferred from Luke into 
'J\iatthew. The idea has its own peculiar place in both Evangelists. 
As regards the idea itself, expressed in ver. 28, it is in the fint 
place remarkable that the Saviour, without having any occasion to 
do so, should have, of his own free inward movement, unfolded it 
to the disciples, and in this way should obviously have favoured 
their earthly pr<:;_judices concerning the Messiah in opposition to 
his own views, if he meant to declare that there was no reality in 
their expectations. This is the more strange, inasmuch as the con
nection here does not make this declaration at all necessary, for nny 
kind of laudatory acknowledgment of the disciples' faithful striv
ings would have been enough for them. Even the theory of ac
commodation, therefore, is here reduced to difficulties, and it is 
obvious that those act more simply who attribute the idea here ex
pressed to Jesus himself, and recognize him ns participating in it. 1 

This opinion we must feel all the more inclined to adopt, inasmuch 
as in this passage there is expressed nothing more than is to be found 
everywhere stated in tbe gospels and apostolic writings. The 7Ta

A,l,'Y"/cVEUUL denotes merely the coming forth of the {3auiMla from 
its concealment in the inner world of the Spirit, into the outer 
world, or the spiriiualizing of the outer world from within (comp. 
the remarks on this at Matt. viii. 11 ; Luke x.vii. 20.) The selec
tion of the expression 7TaAll"f'YEVeu{a to denote this arises from the 
magnificent idea of drawing a parallel between the whole and 
the individual. In the passage Titus iii. 5, baptism ()..ovTpov 7Ta

J,.,i'Y"/cVeuwr;;) appears as the means which brings about the new birth 
of the individual. This moral transaction which takes place in the 
individual is transferred to the whole body, which having been 
altered by sin, requires and looks forward to a restoration not less 
than does the separate individual. This restoration naturally has its 
beginning in the domain of awakened souls, but, ns in the progres
sive advancement of the individual it goes forward from the 7Tvevµ,a 

tu the final glorifying of the uwµ,a ( comp. Rom. viii. 11), so also 
tLe perfecting power of the Spirit gradually pervades the outward 
,·isible world taken as u. whole. Without distinguishing the sepa-

1 The re.cent attempts to explain tlJe passage as ironical show how difficult it is if the 
•imple weo.u.ing of tbe words be giYen up. Comp. Fleck de reguo di vino, peg. 430, seqq. 
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rnt.c steps, the torm 7raXi,y,yeveula comprehends the whole in one 
general expression. Thus, as the Saviour's resurrection is prima
rily rt type prefiguring the finrtl glorifying of the bodily organisa
tion of man, so is the avauTaU£<; TTJ', uap,d,c; generally a type of the 
material world in its glory, which is accurately described by Paul 
(Rom. viii. 18, seqq.), in a discourse properly didactic, but is in 
the new Testament taken for granted in the discourses of Jesus, 
and is at last, in Revelation, described as pres,mt. Man, therefore, 
as a Microcosm, appears as an emblem prefiguring every stage of 
development in the Macrocosm, and, just as it is only in the glori
fying of the body that the development of an individual's whole life 
has its consummalion, even so the glorifying agency of the Spirit 
reaches its climax only in the pervading of the material world. 
This rich idea the Saviour sets before his disciples, and, with 
reference to their sacrificing of the au1v ouToc;, points them forward 
to the µiXXwv into which they had already in a spiritual sense en
tered, by the giving up of their possessions, into which, however, 
they would one day visibly enter on its fiual manifestation. In 
this state of things, the Saviour appeurs as the /3auiXevc;, inas
much as the (::lauiXela therein realized is the whole sphere of life 
pervaded and ruled over by the Spirit and influence of J csus. (Ka
ea;ew e'TT"t 8p6vou is to be viewed as a symbolic expression for do
mrn1on. In the words Opovoc; ool;'T}c;, we may trace-inasmuch as 
the thing spoken of is the manifestation of what is concealed (comp. 
Rom. viii- 18) that outward display of light and glory which en
compasses every appearance of what is divine. In the atwv ouToc;, 
the ool;a TOV V£0V TOV av0pw7rOU is in its nature entirely inward and 
spiritual. 

Now, the fact tlrnt in this ruling power of our Lord Ci- e., a 
decisive spiritual power which authoritatively imposes terms,
see in regard to it on Matt. xx- 20), believers are set forth as 
partaking, is merely the general idea. of the Christian system, ac
cording to which nothing which exists in the Saviour lies shut up 
exclusively in him, but just as the love of God appears as a thing 
which fully communicates itself through him to others, so does the 
Redeemer impart himself with the whole fulness of his gifts to his 
church as his own body. Hence, as his people share bis sufferings, 
they partake also of his ool;a. (Rom. viii. 17, UUfl,'TT"(i.UXDfl-EV iva Ka, 

uuv'Sol;au0wµev ; comp. 11.lso 2 Tim. ii. 20.) N uturnlly, therefore, 
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this Rpplies at once to his disciples generally, but it has nlso n more 
special reference to them ns npostles in pnrticular. As the representn
tives of the tweh-es tribes (comp. Matt. x. 2), they received most 
directly and purely into their souls that overflowingspirituo.l element 
which Jesus brought down to the earth into the midstofmnnkind(o.nd 
primarily into the midst of the people of Israel), in such o. manner 
that they themselves became in turn flowing fountains of eternal life 
(John iv. 14), with which they rendered n world fruitful. Hence 
tl,ey most completely partook of the character of Jesus as King, 
and that is the sense of the symbolical expression, that they were to 
sit on twelve thrones (as subordinate rulers) surrounding the throne 
of the Lord. (Comp. on Rev. iv. 4; xxi. 14.) Fine.Hy, there is also 
ascribed to the apostles as the representatives of the church gene
rally, the exercise of 1€p{veiv (a special manifestation of the general 
expression dominion.) This e.lso is at l Cor. vi. 2 ascribed to the 
whole church as such, inasmuch e.s through the Spirit of the Lord 
which pervades it, there is given to it e.t the same time the power 
of discernment in its own real nature, and so of separating and sift
ing. As the church e.lready uses this gift of the Spirit in the office 
of the keys (comp. on Matt. xvi. 19), so, upon being itself me.de 
perfect e.t its fine.l manifestation, does it exercise this gift in e. per
fect sense in the same office. Thus we must se.y, that at the founda
tion of the whole of this peculiar train of thought, there lie Jewish 
ideas as to the course of the world's development, and the place 
which the twelve tribes hold in regard to mankind. Views, how
ever, which at the same time perfectly correspond to the decree of 
eternal wisdom, and are supported by the mode in which these things 
are viewed and set forth every where in Scripture. Only we must 
be careful that the gross and material light in which these ideas 
were viewed by high and low among the Jewish people, is not 
confounded with the ideas themselves1 -ideas which obviously 

1 Thia wo.s the miatake of Hase (Life of Jesus, 2d edit., p. 84, aeqq.) He finds in 
this an iudication that Jesus, during the earlier period of l.ais ministry, bad po.rticipe.ted in 
the political views which generally preve.iled among tbe Jewa regarding the Messiah and 
llis kingdom. Thle, llowever, by no means follows from the pe.sso.ge before us, and just 
u.s little from tbe immediately succeeding statement, tho.t tbey were to rP.ceive o.gnin 
houses aod lands an hundred fold. The rule of the apostles is no politicnl one, but 
JJurely !Spiritual, tbt: receiving of ee.rLhly blessings iR not externe.J, but the possession of 
them in tbt: spirit of Christian love, inumuch as the very peculiarity of the kingdom of 
God consists in the abolition of ell exclusive possession on the port of the individual, 
trnd the giviug of the whole to each. 
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penclrnto both deeply nnd powerfully into the whole world of 
thougl1t. 

Ver. 29 .. From the special, the Snviour pnsses over to the gcne-
1"111, nnd stntes that not merely they (tho apostles), but ev-ery one 
who renounces the world will receive his µtu86,;; (Matt. v. 12.) As 
to the idea of Christian self-denial, and ofself-denialfor tlee sake of 
Jesus (in which way alone it becomes Cleristiart), see more par
ticularly on Matt. x. 37, seqq. (Instead of €VEK€V TOV ovoµaTo<; 

µou, Matt. has lµov. wOvoµa = OW.• is put for the person himself 

in his proper individuality, Luke has eveKEV -ri),;; /3aui).,e£a,;; Tov 

Beov, us Mark has also added lveKev Tov EVOl'f'YEAlov, which in 
so far is identical with lµov, as in the person of the Saviour, the 
gospel and the kingdom are represented in a living form, end ns 
it is only by the power which proceeds from his person that the 
kingdom is founded apart from or without him.) The idea of 
recompense shortly alluded to by Matthew, Mark gives, in a very en
larged form-an uncommon circumstance with him, for even when 
he gives the substance of Christ's discourses, he usually abridges 
them. Luke has already embodied in the discourse the contrast 
between Katpo<; 0UTO<; and at~V lpxoµevo<;; Mark, however, enumer
ates minutely all the individual details of the recompense. One 
might say that this enumeration is a commentary on l Tiro. iv. 8. 
Even in this present life on earth true piety bears within itself its 
own reward. Especially the giving up of all one's own possessions 
to the general community is simply for each individual to acquire 
the whole. (So that in this sense also it is true "all things are 
yours," 1 Cor. iii. 21, 22.) In the church of God, as in a king
dom which is in the course of gradual development, the believer, 
through true heart-fellowship and brotherly communion, receives 
back what he lost througli the sin which is in that Kouµo,;; from 
which he judicially separated himself ( l Cor. i. 3 l )-receives it 
indeed in a higher measure ( eKaTovTa-rr'Xau{ova, Luke hos 7ro),:)l.a7r

).,aulova.) (Comp. as to at~V 0VTO<; and lpxoµevo<; on Matt. xii. 
31.) The addition µeTci, oiw,yµwv by Mark is peculiar to him alone. 
(The reading otw,yµ6v is assuredly an alteration made in order to 
remove tlie difficulty.) Certainly, therefore, the simplest view which 
it remains for us to take of these words, is to regard them as added 
·to the discourse, in order to represent the joys of the atwv ovTo<; 

even in this form of brotherly Christian love, a.s in many ways 
VOL. III. H 
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troubled nnd disturbed, nnd in this wny to sot forth the cverla.stiug 
life ns t.he untroubled nnd penceful state of being. For, the church 
in which the individuRl believer Rlready receives ha.ck even out
wardly what he g1we up, is never on earth free from persecution, 
until the a.t61v µ,t>..Xc,w comes, nnd with it the {3aui°A€la. Thus the 
whole statement being trnnsferred and applied to the present state 
of things ns existing in the world has no reference whutever to the 
hopes set before us in the Apocalypse. 

Ver. 30. Matthew and ]\{ark conclude the conversation with a 
well-known axiom, which in Matthew forms the transition to the 
following parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard. Apart from 
this parable, which (xx. 16) again concludes with the same axiom, 
the words standing at the close of the conversation, as Maxk gives 
them, contain something very obscure, so that here again Mo.tthew 
appears the more accurate narrator of the discourses of Jesus. It 
is striking to maxk the different forms in which the apothegm 
appears at the commencement and close of the parable. It runs, 

Matt. xix. 30, and 
Mark x. 31. 

'17'0AA.01, EUOVTa£ '17'PWTOL euxa

TOL, ,cal, ECTXaTaL '17'PWTOL. 

Mutt. xix. 16. 

la-avTaL al luxaTOL '17'pWTOL, ,ca.1, 

01 '17'PWTO£ ea-xaTOL. 

The first form (Mutt. xix. 30) is also analogous to the expression 
at Luke xiii. 30, dul-v luxaTOL, at ECTOVTaL '17'PWTOL' ,ca.l, dul, '17'pru

TO£, 0£ €CTOVTa£ euxaTO£, For the distinction of the thought in the 
two cases is this: according to the first form of the apothegm there 
are some in both the classes ( the '17'pwTo£ and the l!uxaTo£) who are 
represented as passing from the one to the other. According to the 
second form, however, all (the article o, euxaToi, oi '17'pwTa£ is not 
to be overlooked) are set forth as belonging to the class opposite 
their own. On closer examination, however, this difference of form 
in tl,e apothegm is found to be only in appearance, inasmuch as 
at Matt. xx. 16, the article doe!:I not refer to the '17'PWTO£ and 
euxaToi as such, but to the '17'o°AA.Ot, who are described (xix. 30) 
us existing among them. And in this very thing the connection of 
the passage is sufficiently indicated, for Matt. xx. 20, seqq. suf
ficiently shows in what way the passage, Matt. xix. 28, might be 
misunderstood by the disciples, inasmuch as the old mun in theru 
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belonging to tlio ,couµo, was by no moans entirely destroyed, and 
they therefore interpreted the privileges nnd prerogatives after a 
ea.rnal munner. For this reason the Suviour brings forward the 
circumstance that along with them (the 7rpw-roi), others called at a 

later period ( l!ux,a-roi) would receive an equal reward, and by this 
reference warns them against feelings of envy and self-seeking. We 
are not to think of Judas or other apostates (standing at a distance), 
since the following pomble does 1tot represent the first labourers 
as unfaithful, for which reason they received their full reward. 

Matt. xx. I, 2. The immediate object of the following parable, 1 

therefore, as the connection shows, is unquestionably this, that the 
apostles might be taught how their earlier calling of itself conferred 
on them no peculiar prerogative, and how those faithful labourers 
in the kingdom of God who were called at a later period, might be 
placed on an equal footing with them according to the free and 
unconditional a~ard of divine grace. These doctrinal narratives 
of Jesus, however, are like many-sided precious stones, cut so as to 
cast their lustre in more than one direction.2 As we already re
marked that at Luke xiii. 30, the apothegm with which our parable 
begins and ends, refers to the connection subsisting between the 
Jews and heathen, so this parable may in like manner denote 
the relationship in which the heathen, as being called at a later 
period into the kingdom of God, stood to the Jews as the first-called. 
And although primarily it refers to the teachers, it is true also in 
regard to every member of the church, and is universally appli
cable wheresoever an earlier call in the days of youth co-exists along 
with the calling of others at the latest period of life. But while it 
applies to those who live cotemporaneously in the kingdom of Goel, 
it refers no less to those who live at successive periods in the his
tory of the church, inusmuch as the earliest years of the church"s 
development involved the greatest hardships, owing to the fiercer 
hostility of the world, and subsequent generations consequently 
enjoyed 11. relief through the means of the toils of their predecessors. 

God is hero to he considered as the oi,cooeu7roT7J<;, inasmuch as 
at verse 8 the hrfrpo7ro<;, by whom the dividing of the µiu0o, is 
effected, symbolises Christ. The aµ7r~11.wv = O;f however, is 

l On Ml\tt. xx. i. seqq .. com11o.re the tl'entise by \Vilkt'. in ,vinei-'sjourno.l, fiir wi:j,se•·sd,. 
'l'lieol. Sulzbuoh 1829. Purt i. p. 71-109. 

2 Compnl'e the comruenlnry ou :Matt. xi. 19. 
ll -,! 
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viewed ~ns nt Isn. v. I,) 11s the emblem of thnt spidtunl kingdom 
which the Lord of hen,·en founds on enrth, nnd causes to bo culti
vated by his sen·nnts.1 The lp,ya.T<u, therefore, nre the pastors nnd 
bishops of the church of Goel. all those to whom R spiritunl office 
is intrnsted, nnd the souls of men nre the aµ,'Tr'EAOlV on which their 
labours ere to be expended. It is certain, however, that this re· 
ference to the pastors is not to be understood as confined to the 
out"·ard office-benrers of the church, but as applying to the inward 
call to spiritual labours; and in so far as this call is not to be un· 
derstood as a wanting in the case of any living member of the church, 
the parable hns, at the same tim<", its general application to. all be
lievers, only, the· µ,=Bo, is not to be understood as denoting salva
tion (for notl1ing is said here of the difference between being saved 
and lost), but as referring to a specinl reward of grace, consisting 
in the difference of place assigned to different individuals in the 
kingdom of God in -allusion to xix. 28, xx. 20. • 

Yers. 3-7. The idea that there is a avµ,cf,wve'i,v with those first 
called in regard to the µ,iuOo, as compared with the one-sided de
claration on the part of the Lord as to the reward to be given to 
those who were afterwards called, indicates that the uvµ,cf,wveiv 
implies a reciprocal agreement, and consequently a title, a.s it were, 
to make demands on the part of the one class of labourers and not 
on the part of the other. In this way those :first called certainly 
seem in one point of view to be favoured, but not in another, 
for they are subsequently dealt with according to the strict Jette1· 
of the law, while the others receive according to the men.sure of 
that Jove which bestows superabundantly. This agrees remark· 
ably well with the reference to the heathen and the Jews, and one 
m.ight almost suppose that conversations had taken place among 
the disciples, which caused the parable to be constructed in this way. 
Perhaps in contrast with others of the disciples who were descended 
from the bee.then, they had proudly appealed to their Jewish descent, 
and laid claim to that which was promised (Matt. xix. 26) not as 
the gift of grace but as something which they deserved. The uvµ,· 
cf,wvew applies also strikingly to those covenants into which God 
entered with his people, in which (according to the Divine condes-

1 Tbe frequent comparison of the kingdom of God to a vineyard (Matt. xxi. 38, seqq.) is 
ru;eUJ"edly founded deeply on the fact that the Saviour, according'.to Hie profound views of 
nature, tro.ced in wine and in the vine the fittest analogies in the whole external world to 
t-Ipress the highest relations of tLe spiritual world. (Comp. on John ll\'. 1, seqq.) 
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cension) there is 110 implied reference to mutual engagements and 
promises. The heathen, on the contrary, were c111Ied, without any 
covenant, into the ltingdom of God. Not so much from any need 
of them, ns out of pity for them in their state of idleness, the faith
ful master of the house from time to time ( nt marked periods of 
great advancement in the kingdom of God) called new labourers 
into his vineyard, and they confided with simple trust in the faith
fulness of the Lord. Thus, though apparently at a disadvantage, 
their childlike faith in such a Lord placed them really at an advan
tage. In regard to the apostles this is most markedly exhibited in 
the calling of Paul. The Lord took him from his course of busy 
idleness, and calJed him into the vineyard where the Twelve were 
already at work, and so he laboured more than them all ( 1 Cor. 
xv. 10.) The parable lays especial stress (comp. ver. 6, 7, with rn) 
on those who were called at the eleventh hour. Primarily the in
tention of this may have been merely to give point to the contrast 
between the µ{a 1/,pa and the whole day. Especial interest attaches 
to this point of time, as well in regard to the individual Christian, in 
which case it refers to late conversion, as also to the whole church, 
in which case it applies to those who are called iu the latter days. 

Ver. 8-12. This portion of the parable contains the greatest 
difficulties. • In the first place, a question arises as to the view 
which we are to take of the lr.fr{a~ 'YevoµeV'T}~- As the closing 
period of the day (viewed as the season of labour), the evening 
brings the final sentence. Thus, in the case of the individual, 
the evening-is to be understood as denoting death, in the case of 
cbe church as the ,caipo~ luxaTo~, or the entering into the /3aui
Xeta. These things, which to us seem so wide apart, were regarded 
by the apostles as happening simultaneously, inasmuch as they 
viewed the coming of Christ as an e\"eut about to take place imme
diately, and our Lord hiwself did not speak of it in any other way 
(comp. on Matt. xxiv.) In the second place, the circumstance that 
a Denarius was distributed alike to all, must not be so explained as 
to imply a denial that there are degrees of future glory, for other 
parables, aud especially that of the talents, at Matt. xxv. 14, seqq. 
expressly tench this doctrine. Rather does the equal Denarius sim
ply denote the equality of all, in so far as they are partakers of tho 
smne blessedness, which completely satisfies the desires of every 
individual, nlthnugh the cap11cities of these scparnte individu11ls mny 
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be ve1·~- difforenl,. /11 the la.~t place, however, the most obscure 
poinl of All seems to be the possibility of n. ,yory,yvl;Ew n.mong the 
r.pwToi. Should n compArison be mnde between this nnd Luke 
xv. 2rl, seqq., we must remark tlrnfin thAt case the elder son is re
presented ns occupying exclusively tbe standing point of the lA.w, 
but here the r.pwToi nppeA.r as labourers (and fRitbful labourers, for 
they rccei"e their denarius) in the kingdom of God. Besides, ns 
the distribution of the µ,iu0o<; takes place in the evening (thnt is 
after their trnining in holiness was complete), it is impossible to 
conceive that there still existed in these first-called a mixture of the 
old aud the new. We must therefore say that tl1is parabolic repre
sentation does not mean to assume that there is A.nything analogous 
to this ,yo,y,yvl;Ew in the real spiritual relationships which it sets 
forth. but is intended to give instruction by contrast, so that the 
sense of the whole would be this: inasmuch as such murmuring as 
the parable shows on the part of the envious labourer against his 
comrades, is a thing in itself wholly inconceivable amidst the re
lationships of heaven (inasmuch as he in whom it was found would 
b~· that very circumstance show himself to be Jiving beyond the pale 
of the kingdom of love), therefore all labourers in the Lord's vine
yard must betimes give up every claim of their own, and trust them· 
selves simply to the mercy of God. In such a lowly position they 
would also experience in their own souls feelings of compassion 
towards their brethren (Kavcrct>v, glowing heat during the day, 
comp. Luke xii. 55.) 

Yer. 13-15. The closing verses set f01"th the dealings of the 
free grace of God, which ce.n be limited by no peculiar privileges of 
the creature. Righteousness and love are the everlasting forms in 
which it manifests itself; and the love of God freely imparting itself 
delights in finding those who are its objects without merit, and in 
advancing them. But to love others with the postponement of one's 
own claims, is the highest act of piety, the real giving up of all that 
is one's own, Matt. xix. 27. (The expression ocf,0aXµ,6<; ?TOVTJpo<; 

corresponds to the Hebrew Y":! r.~ [comp. on Mark vii. 22], by 

which we are to understand the evil eye which works destruction.) 
Yer. 16. In the concluding words our Lord shortly points back to 

1.lie apothegm (xix. 30.) Thus, according to this parable, it is as 
tl,ough he had said the first-called (who are described above) stnn<l 
in 0 P'Jsitiou less favourable than tho1,e called at a )Ater period. 
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With this ono npothegm, however, there is conjoined another, which, 
at xxii. 14, concludes tho parable of the king's marriage-fenst. 
There, it refers to the entire failure of some who had been called, 
to embrace or hold to their call, here it is applied in a modified 
sense, for, even although those ea.lied a.t the eleventh hour are to be 
conceived of as pre-eminently diligent, yet the parable gives not the 
slightest hint that those first invited were less assiduous. Rath.er 
did they receive their reward along with the others. The contrast 
between ,c)vrrro{ and e,cXe,cToi cannot here be referred to the invita
tion to enter God's kingdom, and the actual coming and arraying 
of one·s self for it (as at xxii. 14), but merely to the different re
lationships which believers themselves hold to the kingdom of God, 
the distribution and bestowal of which depends upon th_e free grace 
of God. The e,cXe,cTol therefore in this case are the laxaTot, the 
ICA'TJTO{ are all the ep,yaTat, including also the 7TpWTOt. The ICA'TJ
Tol, however, labour in a constrained position for the sake of reward, 
the e,cXe,cTol in a state of freedom, labour in the spirit of inward 
desire and love. In so far as this more favoured position and the 
love which they cherish is not their own work, but the work of 
grace within them, in so far must it be referred to an e,cXo,y"Y), which, 
however, is not to be regarded as a thing limited on the part of that 
love which imparts itself to all, but as a thing straitened only by the 
narrowness of men·s own hearts. Farther, it seems very doubtful 
whether the apothegm as given in this passage stands in its original 
connection, at Matt. xxii. 14, at least it bas a much more definitely 
marked position in the context, at w hicb passage our more lengthened 
remarks may be seen. 

~ 3. OF HUMILITY. 

(Matt. xx. 17-28; Mark x. 32-45 ; Luke xviii. 31-33.) 

Referring back to wbat was said on Matt. xix. 1, we merely ob
serve here that the mention made of the approaching sufferings 
of Jesus Christ, as given in the context of Matthew, stands once 
more connected with the succeeding narrative. If we view ver. L 7 
-LO ns isolated, they are as it were lost, but, taking them in con
nection with what follows, they nt once acquire n position and n 
bearing in regard to the whole nnrrntive. They show in the per-



120 GOSf'EL OF ST MATTHEW XX. 17-10. 

son of the S!lviom himself how the chnrRCter of self-den yiag 
humility is an indispensable niquisite for the true disciple of 
Jesus, and in the discourse of Jesus respecting the earthly claims 
of the children of Zebedee, which follows in connection with 
the narrative, everything bears equally on the proof of this truth, 
and for this reason the discourse concludes (ver. 28) with the 
so.me thought which forms the commencement (ver. 18, 19) of 
the passage before us. In this way our Lord's sufferings are 
mentioned merely for the purpose of showing the disciples that 
the like sufferings were awaiting them. In the context of Luke 
certainly the mention of the sufferings of Jesus stands more isolated 
65 n fact which 09eurred in the course of his lRBt journey (comp. 
Luke ix. 51 ), but, according to tl1e whole arrangement of the sub
ject-matter in bis account of the journey, this very form of record
ing it is the appropriate one. Luke gives in it, in point of fact, 
what successively happened, without selecting any general points of 
view around which to arrange his materials. 

Ver. 17-19. Matthew remarks, a.s a ·point in the narrative of 
external interest, that our Lord by the way (as they were approach-· 
ing Jerusalem) had ta.ken his Twelve ape.rt (,caT' lBlav) and foretold 
t-0 them what awaited him at Jerusalem. Mark (x. 32) adds this 
trait, that the disciples had with fear and astonishment (lOaµ,fJovVTo 
,cal. alCOA.Ov8ovvrer;; lcf,ofJovVTO) seen the Saviour proceed towards 
Jerusalem, the seat of his fiercest enemies (comp. John xi. 16.) 
As respects the prophecy itself regarding the sufferings and resur
reotion of Jesus, the remarks already made at Matt. xvi. 21 may 
be consulted. The Christian mind cannot be conscious of having 
any interest in tracing to the words of Christ himself every separate 
detail in the traits which are here given of our Lord's sufferings as 
still future. The great point with which, above all, we have to do, 
is the contrast between the death and resurrection. But the exter
nal evidence goes to support the conclusion that even these indi
vidual traits (such as the lµ,7ra'il;ai, µ,Q,UTvywuai) are derived from 
Christ's own words, for the agreement of the three naITatives is here 
so olose that we are driven to the supposition of literally accurate 
reports ; vague and uncertain tradition would have called forth 
greater differences. Besides, the Old Testament repreeentations 
( especially Ps. xxii. ; Isa. I. 6, )iii. ; Hos. vi. 2) already contain all 
these traits, and, for this reason, their being brought forward before 
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the event is sufficiently authorized ( 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4.) Lulrn re
mnrl{s (xviii. 84) thnt on this occasion also (comp. on Matt. xvi. 
22) the disciples were once more unnble to comprehend the words 
of Jesus, i. e., they felt themselves incapable of conceiving of such 
contrasts being united in the life of n single person, the highest 
glory (in miracles never equalled) with the deepest humiliation, and 
this agnin combined with the highest exaltation in his resurrection. 
To this there was added the fact that the idea of a suffering Mes
sias, although it did exist among the Jewish people, was yet greatly 
overlooked, and consequently everything connected with it which 
Jesus spoke found only a weak response within the circle of their 
preconceived ideas. 

Ver. 20, 21. Immediately after these words of Christ, the Evan
gelist subjoins the account of the request me.de by the children of 
Zebedee, who (according to Matthew), along with their mother 
(Salome by name, comp. Mark xv. 40 with Matt. xxvii. 56) asked 
the Saviour for the highest places of honour in bis Messianic king
dom. This declaration then causes Jesus to explain the relation which 
subsists between the reigning and ministering character of the dis
ciples of Jesus Christ,-the whole occurrence, however, contains 
much that is obscure. Iu the firi;t place, itis a striking thing to find 
the bumble-minded John acting such a part, which seems to be 
more in keeping with the character of Peter. Probably, however, the 
ambitious request proceeded from the mother, who saw herself re
flected in the exulted success of her sons. In the case of the two 
disciples, the whole mRy have taken a purer form, inasmuch e.s it 
is possible that the lending motive which swayed their minds in 
making the request may have been this, that they might enjoy in 
time to come the same privilege of nearness to the Lord, in regard 
to which we know (at least in the case of John) that it was the 
sweetest comfort of their lives. ( Compare the introduction to 
John, § 1.) In the next place, there is something strange in the 
request el~ e/€ oegiwv el~ lg iuwvuµwv, for one is tempted to sup
pose that its refers to some special idea involved in the expecta
tions which the Jews cherished respecting the Messias, of which, 
however, there is not the slightest trace to be found. 1 Rather does 

l Wet.s1ein ad. loo. cites from the Mi<lrnsch Ttihillim the passage futurum esL, ut Deus 
~umme b~nedictns f11cint l'egem l\Iessinm aedere ad dextram sua.m et Abre.ha.mum n,l 
Ritnistl'am snnm. Here, howfl\"f'I', the l\Iessinh nppenr~ Rs Himself sitting on the riibt 
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the expression denote merely ( 1tccording to the genernl nnn.logy 
which is every where to be met with, tllllt with great men o.nd 
princes he whom they honour sits next them) the highest prerogn
tives, and the influence founded on them. Without doubt the voin 
mother hnd formed the opinion, and by means of it had incited her 
sons, thnt the inauguration of the Messianic kingdom wos about im
mediately to take place (Luke xix. 11.) Jesus they considered as 
the Sovereign and possessor of that kingdom, and, tbereforn, falling 
at his feet, they requested of him the highest places of honour. 

Yer. 22, 23. The most difficult point of all, however, is the cir
cumstance that this enquiry, which seems to proceed from a mate
rialistic ,•iew of what was said at Matt. xix. 28, is not rejected by 
our Lord, for in the first .instance the Saviour merely brings forward 
the difficulties which bad to be overcome before they could attain 
sach places of honour; but when the disciples, with child-like sim
plicity, declared themselves willing to encounter nil conflicts, our 
Lord does not deny that as a general truth there were such places 
of honour to be had, nor that these places were accessible to them, 
but be merely declares that the Messiah cannot bestow them, that 
it is God who gives them, ok TJTaiµ,auTai. From the turn thus 
given to the discourse, it is true, one may conclude with some pro
bability that the Saviour meant to intimate that these places of 
honour were not intended for tliem, but the surprising thing is that 
this was not declared to them in the most positive manner, that 
they were not told that there did not exist any such places of 
honour in the kingdom of God, and farther, that the opinion seems to 
be favoured that such places really existed. To this it must be 
added that in what immediately follows Jesus speaks of the µ,hya,; 
and 'TTpw-ro,; ev -rfi /3auiM/,q,, as at Matt. v. 19. But as the Saviour 
at the same time, ver. 22, says to the disciples ov,c lh8aTE n 
aiTew0e, be openly blames the position they had assumed. This 
surprising combination of cens~e and of remark, coinciding with 
the ideas of the disciples, finds its solution in what follows (v. 24-
27.) Here we have merely to speak of the figures under which 
the Saviour sets forth the conflict by which the attainment of glory 
in the kingdom of God must be preceded. In regard to this struggle 
us Rpplicable to himself personally, our Lord had spoken imme-

11a1id of God, but nothing occurs in the passag-<' respecting two 1liffc.1·ent pt!rsons wlw nre 
l(• 1-,1\ Rt tlw right Rnd lPfl of the M"Asinh. 
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di1tloly before. A brigbt contrnst to this conflict is presented by 

tho joyful look into coming glory. "The flesh would always he 
glorified before it is crucified; it would rather be exalted before it 
is humbled," says Luther. Now in the first place, 11s regards the 
state of the text, the figurative expression /3a7rnuµa in Matthew 
has without doubt been interpolated from Mark. For Mark in 
this instance, again (as also ex. gr. ix. 45, seqq.), has given a fuller 
report of the discourse, without, however, adding to it any ideas 
peculiar to himself; his important additions belong almost entirely to 
a fuller statement of the facts ( compare on the text of Matthew the 
N. T. by Griesbach-Schulz ad loc.) The figurative expression 
7TOT1Jptov = O'i:), which is common to both, denotes in the Old 
Testament already (Isa. li. 22) punishment, s1qferi1t.t/Y, o.nd the 
fundamental idea is assuredly that of a cup of poison to be drunk. 1 

In the New Testament (Matt. xxvi. 42) the Saviour describes 
his sufferings as a bitter cup given him by the Father. The 
:figurative expression /3a7rnuµa added by Mark (compare on 
Matt. iii. I I), refers to baptism by .fire, and involves at once the 
idea of a painful going down (a dying in that which is old), and 
also of a joyful coming up (a resurrection in that which is new), as 
Rom. vi. 3, seqq. shows. Such a path of suffering, in order to bis 
being made perfect (Heh. v. 8, 9), our Lord declared (Luke xii. 
50) stood as yet before himself. According to the living corporate 
union, however, which subsists between our Lord and his people, as 
they have part jn the o6ga, so likewise have they in his 7ra017-
µaTa, and only where these latter really take effect can they look 
forward to the former (Rom. viii. 17, 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12.) To this 
connection our Lord calls their attention, in order to awaken them 
to a sense of the magnitude of those conditions under which alon<~ 
the U,ga of the /3aut">..e{a can be reached. When the disciples, 
however, on being asked o6vau0e '7rtE'iv T6 7TOT1]ptov; reply ouva
µe0a, it is by no means to be supposed that they misunderstood the 
words of Jesus, and took them in a good sense (7roT17ptov as mean
ing the cup of joy-/3a7rnuµa the wnshing out ofthe hand-bason 
of the> king, according to Von Meyer's view ad loc.) The very form 
of the question o6vau0e 7r1e'iv must at once render such 11. misun-

1 Pcrl.mps it might nlso be rcfened to n bittc_i,1• drink of henling mecliciue, in ·which case 
tlic figurc wouM eomhinr thr illrn of whnt wn~ nnplensnnt with whnt wns nt the s.nrrw 
timP ~nlnlnry. 
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derstanding impossible. Undoubtedly they rather meant to express 
their determination to follow the Lord through all difficulties. N 01· 

are we to consider this declaration as a thing wholly perverse and 
sinful ; J esns takes it up and deduces from it the inference that the 
heart of the disciples was really sincere, and that they were in ear
nest in their intention to follow him, only they were wanting in a 

correct insight into the greatness of the sin which still existed 
within them, as well as into the greatness of the struggle in which 
they were to be engaged. Their ovvaµ,e0a, therefore, unquestion
ably expresses a strong feeling of self-righteousness, otherwise they 
would never in such a conflict have trusted in self. 

Ver. 24., 25. The ten other disciples who probably were absent 
during the scene (ver. 20), were offended at the two brothers when 
they heard of their request, their envy being undoubtedly excited 
by the circumstance that James and John had wished to be exalted 
above them. For this reason Jesus assembled them (the ten) 
around him (7rpOtTKaMuaµ,evo<; avTov<;), and, without uttering one 
word of direct reproof, spoke to them of exaltation in the kingdom 
of God, as compared with earthly elevation, in order to make them 
aware of the real nature of the former, and explained to them this 
character as applicable to himself (whom they all acknowledged as 
the f3auiA.£V<; of the f3auiMl.a they hoped for), in such a way that 
his discourse (ver. 28) returns to the point from which (ver. 18) it 
started. According to this view, however. the following words ap
pear to be not so much a rebuke addressed to the two, as a didactic 
discourse addressed to the ten. But, as was already remarked, the 
idea of a special exaltation and glory in the kingdom of God is 
not in the least condemned, but is acknowledged as correct. For, 
the comparison of the llp-x,ovre<; and µ,eya"'A.oi has positively no 
meaning, if it was intended that there should be no 7rpWTO£ and 
µ,eya"'A.oi in the kingdom of God. Their existence is obviously 
te.ken for granted by our Lord, only a contrast is drawn between the 
KaTa,cvpt€V€£V and /CaTeEovuuff;ew which takes place in the world, 
( words compounded with ,ca-ra have often a subsiduary meaning of 
evil import, for example ,ca-ra-roµ,71, Phil. iii. 2. KaTa,cvpieveiv 
occurs again at 1 Peter v. 3, in the same sense in which it does 
here, and it is only in appearance that it bears another meaning at 
Acts xix. 10. KaTeEovuiaf;ew does not again occur in the New 
T,·stamenlJ, and the OtaKovo, and oovAo<; elvai which prevtlils in 

2 
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the kingdom of God. From the parallel thus drawn, l1owever, we 
crm explain the obscurity which attaches to the connection of the 
Redeemer's whole discourse. Amidst the relations of the aiwv 

o{rroi; dominion rests on physical force, and the advantage of it is 
seen in the subjugation of others, and the service rendered by them. 
In the {3auiX,da all pre-eminence rests on love and truth, and love 
teaches us to serve others, and not to let ourselves be served. But 
inasmuch as love is the mightiest power, so that love which shows 
itself in its highest perfection as ministering and dying, overcomes 
every thing, and in union with the Son of love, all those who open 
their heart to its influence rule in the power of it. But, as different 
degrees of capacity for its influence exist in different individuals, 
the ruling power naturally exists at the same time in different 
degrees, which, however, are dependent on the call of the Father 
(ok 'i}Tolµ,auTat v7r6 Tov 7raTpai;), not on the mere free will of man. 
Thus the disciples were not in the wrong in assuming that there 
were steps and degrees of approximation to the Lord, and in the 
extent to which men were partakers of his living power, but on the 
contrary that something of this kind must be supposed, is at once 
shown by the relation in which Christ stood to his disciples on 
earth, inasmuch as the Seventy were further removed from him than 
the Twelve, and among these again three (Peter, John, and James) 
stood the nearest to him, while only John rested on his bosom. 
And precisely similar are the results of experience in regard 
to the different degrees of efficiency in the different members 
of the church. Thus an Augustine, for example, by the power 
of the truth, exercised a predominant influence over whole cen
turies, such as millions of believers never possessed. The mistake 
of the disciples consisted rather in confounding the character 
of earthly and divine authority. The former, owing to the sinful
ness of human nature, is combined with oppres~ion and slavery; 
the latter has, as its result, a blessing for all who yield themselves 
to its influence. But, in order to be delivered from sinful self-will, 
which often knows bow to assert its power even under the form of 
spiritual influence, man rnquires to have his soul, in the first in
stance, tl10rougly humbled, o.nd to pass through that baptism of 
suffering, in which the old man is wholly given over to death. The 
new man thence arising, who belongs to the kingdom of Goel, can 
in that case, according to the measure of his calling, have dominion, 
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i.('. exercise spiTitunl influence, without falling into the danger of 
essuming a worldly 1CaTa1CUpiro1=w. The Saviour places before his 
followers the likeness of such R holy self-sacrificing, lowly minister
ing love, for their imitation ; intimating that in it alone lies his royRl 
might and power ; And thnt his kingdom was only to be built up 
in such a way that its members should bear within them the snme 
love, and in the exercise of it should vanquish and ge.i_n over for 
that kingdom the hearts of men. 

Yer. 28. In the remarkable verses' which conclude this conver
sation, the Saviour represents himself in the first place as the 
pattern of his disoiples, so that, according to the principle, "the 
disciple is not above his Lord," as laid down at Matt. x. 24, the 
6taK-OV"JCTai must form the character of all the sincere disciples of 
Jesus, but the 6taK-OV'T/8iJvai (according to ver. 25) must be dis
sociated from them as something belonging to the world. The 
divine dominion is one which only gives. and never, like that of the 
world, one which demands. In the next place, the idea which in 
these verses connects itself with the general truth of the gospel ,cai, 
oovvai T7lV Y"VX'l'/V avrov ")l,:vrpov aVTl 'TT"O/\,/\,WV, acquires, through 
this connection with the preceding context, such a reference to what 
goes before, as cen well make it a conceivable thing that one should 
fail to find in it a statement of the distinctive peculiarity of the 
death of .T esus, its atoning and vicarious nature. For, while, in 
the life of believers, there can be found something analogous to the 
ou/C ;,).,BE Ota1CoV'T/8iJvai a)..M OULICOV"JCTat, this does not appear to be 
the case with tbe yvx71v oovvai, if it be viewed as a vicarious death, 
and seeing that, in the parallel drawn between Christ and his people, 
not the slightest hint is given that the resemblance is confined to 
the former, and does not extend to the latter, one might be led to 
the erroneous conclusion, that we are to view the death of Jesus 
here merely as the climax of the Ota/CoV']CTat, and consequently to 
say that the words merely mean that every believer, as a member 
of the {3acriMf.a must (just as Christ did) sacrifice his individual 
Ii fc to the general body. Besides, as the synoptical gospels ( with 
the exception of Matt. xxvi. 28) do not contain any other similar 
cleclaration in Christ's own words, impartiality requires from us the 

l T Le Codex D l.u1B l1ere olso a loDg pnssage added, whicJ1 is trnnsc1·ibed .oL some length 
(row Luke xiv. 7, seqCJ., but wLicL ce.nnot, iu uuy ce.se, be considered as belonging to 
tl1c· text in Mottl1ew. 
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confossion, Lho.t this pnssago, taken by itself, cnnnot prove the 
doctrine of Christ's vicarious death, especially as the same expres
sions bore used to describe it, may denote any kind of death in the 
way ofsacrifice. (Comp. Jos. ii. 14, Joseph. de Maccab. c. vi. 
W ctstein ad loc. ho.s collected other passages from profane writers.) 
But if the doctrine be elsewhere proved (comp. on Rom. iii. 21, 
seqq. v. 12, seqq.) then the passage assuredly acquires a high sig
nificance, inasmuch as it lays down, in the words of our Lord, the 
germ of the apostolic doctrine. For, the structure of the words is 
obviously such, that the doctrine of our Lord's vicarious death may 
be indicated in them. The single point which can be brought 
forward on the other side, is the idea above-mentioned that the 
vvxi]v Sovvai is not really different from the SiaKOVYJUai, and as 
surely as the latter is appointed for all, so surely must the same 
view be token of the former, which yet cannot be said to be true 
in regard to Christ's atoning death.1 To maintain that in the latter 
words something which peculiarly and exclusively refers to Christ, 
is placed along aide of that which is applicable to others, in such a 
way that the passage must be translated, " As the son of man came 
not to be ministered unto, but to minister, so ought ye also willingly 
to serve ; but, besides, the Son of Man has given up his life as an 
atonement for many, which is altogether inapplicable to you," 
assuredly such a supposition would have no claim to our assent. 
But the idea admits of being easily explained in the view of the 
Christian mind without supposing such an uncalled for inter
polation, if we only remember that Scripture everywhere views 
the death of Christ as a type of the death of the old natural man 
(comp. on Rom. vi. 3), and in this respect the words "YVX7JV 
Savvai acquire a sufficient and satisfactory connection with the pre
ceding context (comp. on Matt. x. 39,) On this supposition, 
however, that there is one point in which the death of Christ admits 
of being. compnred with the death of all believers in regard to the 
old man, there is at the same time nothing to prevent our suppos
ing that the death of Christ involves other points, which admit of 
no comparison, and also that these are referred to in the words before 
us. The circumstance, however, that Jesus himself seldom brings 
forward that which is specific in the nnture of his own deoth ( comp. 
nevertheless on John iii. 14; vi. 51 ; x. 11 ; xii. 2-!), arises from 

1 Compore thr pussogc l John iii. 16, to which the sume thing exactly applies. 
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this, thRt an)' st.Rtement of it in R doct.rinRl form might ensily havl'I 
been misunderstood, for amidst the bulk of the people the Old Testa
ment notices of a su:fl:'ering 1\{essiRh, though not certainly wholly 
misapprehended. were yet put very much into the back ground, nnd 
the apostles on the whole shared in these views. (Compare Heng· 
stenberg on the Suffering Messiah, in his Christology of the Old 
Test., p. 252, seqq.) As it was not in general, therefore, the pecu
liar work of Christ to communicate dogmas, but rather to implant 
in men·s souls the element of a henvenly life, to impart to them n. 
spirit of truth, from which all eternal verities were unceasingly to 
be developing themselves anew, so he gradually nnd with wisdom 
led his disciples forward in order that, after his atoning death, they 
might be enabled to receive such a spirit. Hence the entire form 
of bis earlier ministry bears a legal colouring; .Jesus wos as it were 
his own prophet, and led men gradually to himself, the heavenly 
Christ; but of what importance would abstract statements as to the 
death of purest love have possibly been to those men who were as 
~•et unable to perceive the very nature of such love ? Not until the 
death of the love itself had revealed to their hearts the glow of that 
life which dwelt in him, did they understand that the death of the 
Lord from heaven could be-nothing else than atoning, the death 
of the second Adam could be no other than vicarious. As regards, 
moreover, the individual details of this important passage, we must 
in the first place view the expression oovvai +vx11v as denoting, ac
cording to John x. 18, a free-will offering. The use of the term 
+"'X'J here, however, is of importance as distinct from wvroµ,a. 
For, although the meaning life is ~ere applicable, yet that life is to 
be regarded as concentrated in the +vx11, and this (which is to be 
viewed in its connection with the uwµ,a and its aiµ,a) appears as the 
peculiar object offered in the sacrifice (comp. on Luke xxiii. 46.) 
The t.erm ).{npov, as applicable to the +vx11 of .Jesus, occurs only 
here; it points to a oov"Mla, which is in this way (by the giving up 
of the soul) to be discharged. Hence the term ).vrpov implies the 
idea of what is precious ( 1 Pet.er i. l R, 19), by which that of highest 
value, immortal human souls, for whose deliverance no earthly 
thing sufficeth, might be saved. In the ideas there lies e. strong 
Oxymoron. The oovvai +vx11v on the pa.rt of the Saviour lays 
the foundation for the >.aµ,~avE£V or the U&>,E£V Tit~ +vxa~ TWV 
av8p<lnr-,,,v. (The word )l.uTpov, however, e.lthough the substantive 
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occurs only here [ nt l Tim. ii. f,, there is a.vn:i\.VTpov J, lies at the 
foundation of all the various expressions used in Scripture for the 
ntoning work of Christ. The term most commonly used by Paul 
is a.7T'OAVTpwut<;; the simple Xv7pwut<;, besides Luke i. 68, ii. 38, 
occurs nlso ot Heh. ix. 12; XvTpwT17<; only at Acts vii. 35 ; Xv
Tp6w nt Luke xxiv. 21 ; Titus ii. 14 ; l Peter i. 18.) The preposi
tion avTl here used, occurs only in this passage, and at 1 Tim. ii. 
6, in the word_avTLAvTpov. That which most usually, and especially 
in the language of Paul, denotes the relation of Christ"s death to 
mankind, is the word v7rep (Luke xxii. 19, 20; Rom. v. 6, 8; viii. 
82; 2 Cor. v. 14, 15 [here it is most obviously equivalent to avn] ; 
Titus ii. 14 ; 1 Tim. ii. 6 ; 1 Peter ii. 21 ; iii. 18 ; iv. l); 
but 7repl also occurs (Matt. xxvi. 28; Mark xiv. 24 ; Gnl. i 
4; Rom. viii. 3), and even Bui (l Cor. viii. 11.) It is undeniable 
that from the use of these propositions nothing absolutely deci
sive can be deduced in support of the doctrine of a vicarious 
atonement, inasmuch as they may be translated/or the benefit of, 
for tl1e advantage of. On the supposition, however, that this doc· 
trine is elsewhere proved, it is impossible not to see that the pro• 
positions which are used do not exclude this idea. Especially the 
most obvious and common sense of avTL is over again.~t, i.e., in the 
case of valuation, instead of, instar (comp. Homer 11. ix. 116, 117, 
avTl vu 7T'OAAWV A.a.WV E<TTiv av17p OVTE Zro,; tjpt cf,tA7]<T'!J, One is 
instead of many, he out-weighs them, replaces them), and for the 
use of 117Tep, as equivalent to avTl, comp. 2 Cor. v. 20, 117TEp 
Xpt<TTov 7rpeu,8evoµ,ev.-Finally, as respects the use of7ro:i\.:i\.oov in 
this passage, and which is found also at Matt. xxvi. 28, Mark xiv. 
24 (while at l Tim. ii. 6, there stands 7T'O.VTC1'v), the passage, 
Rom. v. 15, 18, 1 V, is particularly instructive, for both expressions 
are there interchanged. We may say, that while 7T'avTwv points to 
the divine intention, 7T'OAAWV refers to the result. As re_spects bis 
love, Christ died for all, although the power of bis death in point 
of fact only falls to the lot of many ( compare farther details on 
the passage referred to.) 

VOL. III. 



§ 4. THE HEALING OF TWO BLIND MEN TN JERICHO. 

(M1\tt. xx. 29-34 ; Mark x. 46-52; Luke xviii. 35-43.) 

According to the account formerly given at Matt. xix. 1, of the 
manner in which, in this Evangelist, the subject matter is con
nected, it would seem as if there were here au interruption, but that 
takes place only in order to the connexion being immediately re
sumed. It is only some notices of a purely historic nature which 
come between, in order to carry forward the thread of the narrative, 
and transfer the scene to Jerusalem. And since Luke also inserts 
the account of the following cure as occurring at the same period 
of time, we are bound to suppose that it stands here in its right 
chronological position. The incident, moreover, presents nothing 
peculiar, for which reason no farther remarks seem called for on the 
occurrence itself. 1\fark has in this instance also (x. 46, 49) preserved 
his character for close attention to details, by adding certain pictorial 
touches, and giving even the name of the blind man. Respecting 
the differences between the accounts in the various gospels, in so 
far as Matthew and Mark, contrary to the statement of Luke, trans
fer the cure to Christ's departure from the city; while Mark and 
Luke, on the other hand, contrary to the statement of Matthew, 
mention only a single individual as cured, I may refer to the re
marks offered in the Introduction, § 8. Every attempt to reconcile 
the conflicting narratives, whether by supposing that there were 
two cures, one on His entering and another on his leaving the city, 
or by assuming that only one man is mentioned, inasmuch as one 
spoke for both, carries with it sometl1ing unhistorical, but thefr very 
differences on such immaterial points show the genuine historical 
character of the gospels, and so far from detracting from their· cha
racter in a higher point of view, they exalt it. Their agreement in 
every little trait would have been the surest means of a.wakening 
susp1c10n. Farther, it is most probable that in regard to such 
minor circumstances the anxiously accurate Mark gives on the 
whole the correct account, so that Luke is right when he agrees 
with him in mentioning one blind man. Only we must follow Luke 
in regard to the circumstance that the occurrence took place when 
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Christ was entering into Jericho. His minute accuracy in this part 
of the narrative, and the circumstance that there immediately (xix. 
J, seqq.) follows another incident also belonging to the entrance into 
the city, makes this view by far the most probable. 

§ 5. CHRIST'S VISIT TO ZACCHEUS. 

(Luke xix. 1-10.) 

Here again do we find Luke carefully carrying forward his nar-
1·ative of the journey (comp. on ix. 51), and giving yet anotherinci· 
dent from our Lord's stay in Jericho, which stands closely connected 
with those relations which the Evangelist has mainly in view in this 
section of his gospel. Jesus turns aside in Jericho to the house of 
a publican despised by the Pharisees (comp. Luke xi:x. 5, 6), and 
this unexpected grace so seizes on the mind of the upright man 
that an entire change is wrought on him. This abode of Christ 
with Zaccheus forms a contrast to His presence in the house of the 
Pharisee, Luke xiv. 1, seqq., which remained unblessed to him, for 
he was destitute of the disposition to receive the blessing, and in 
his pride did not believe that he was honoured by the visit of Jesus, 
but rather supposed himself to have rendered some great service to 
the Saviour. Zaccheus, on the other hand, in the feeling of his own 
misery, was deeply ashamed that the Holy One did not think it 
beneath Him to come under his roof. What the Pharisees, there
fore, by their legal preaching and their strict exclusiveness, had been 
unable to do, is here seen effected by the power of grace, which 
condescends to the miserable. The visit to Zaccheus is an anti
Pharisaic demonstration exhibited in actual fact, and as a fact it 
makes a deeper impression than abstract doctrinal statements. 

Ver. 1, 2. The city of Jericho lay near Jerusalem (at the distance 
of 150 stadia), for which 1·eason the entry into the capital is nar
rated directly at Matt. xxi. 1, seqq. The city itself (;r,-,-,-,) is 

extremely &.ncient. The Hebrews found it in existence when ~~der 
Joshua they took possession of the land of Canaan. Their palms 
and balsam gardens made the inhabitants famous, and brought 
them trade; for this reason an a,pxtTl:AWVf/, was appointed to their 
city. The name Zax:xafo, occurs again at 2 Mace. x. 19; it c01:-

~ r 



responds to the Hebrew ';it, from 1:;)t, to be pm·e, nnd is fre• 
quently interchnnged with ,::;il (comp. Gesenius in Lex.) 

Yer. 3. 4. The desire of z;ccheus to see Jesus was no doubt ex
ternal in its manifestation, but that it had a deeper origin in his 
soul is proved by the following narrative. Zaccheus is in so for 
a most appropriate representative of an honest though outwardly 
manifested desire after the Saviour which, as such, bears within it
self a deeper germ, and according to the grace of the Lord which 
has stirred it ap, will yet find its full satisfaction. (H>..uda here 
means stature--size of body, comp. Matt. vi. 27.-~v,coµ,opla = 
uv,cap,wo<;, comp. Luke xvii. 6. The MSS. vary much in the 
form of the noun, we find also uv,coµ,o,pla,v, uv,coµ,o,pa{av, uv,coµ,o-
pa,lav.) 

Yer. 5, 6. If Jesus addresses Ze.ccheus, and asks him for lodg
ing, it does not follow necessarily that we are to conclude that he 
had received reports or information which had me.de him acquainted 
with his character. " Christ needed not that any should testify of 
a man, for he knew well what was in man" (John ii. 25.) It is 
still possible certainly that our Lord was acquainted with him, only 
we must not suppose that he bad heard a good account of him, for 
the very point of the narrative lies in this, that the Saviour lodged 
with the a.ol,co£<, (comp. ver. 10, Td a.?To"X.wA.ck), which is a great 
offence to the O£,ca,w£<;- Thus the aim of this engaging narrative 
is to set forth by facts the condescending love of the Redeemer, 
which impels him to go down into the lowest depths in order to 
bring up with him the lost. In Zaccbeus we have the emblem of 
lowly humiliation amidst feelings of sin which makes him regard 
himself as excluded from the communion of the saints. But it 
was this very feeling of repentance which made him capable of re
ceiving those higher powers of life which Jesus brought him. 

Ver. 7, 8. Those in whom the Pharisaic feeling prevailed, could 
not bear the intercourse of the Messiah with sinners, and murmured. 
The idea of the aµ,ap-r(IJ)J,<, is not to be restricted in this passage, 
not to be referred merely to his rank and connections in life, but as 
the following context shews us, is to be taken in a personal sense. 
Schleiermacber, however (on Luke, p. 238), supposes mostjustly 
that the declaration of dissatisfaction and the vows of the publican 
were not uttered till t,he morning of Christ's departure. The con
versations between our Lord and Ze.cchcus, which must be sup-



GOSPEL OF ST I.Ulm xrx. 11-28. 

posed to have taken place, would, in thnt case, better nccount for 
his cng1tgemonts, nnd especially is it true that what follows will find 
n much more close connection through the expression a,cov6vTwv 
auTwv Tavra (xix. 11.) Farther, the words of Zaccheus express 
first the feeling of thankfulness for tho mercy which he.d been 
shown him, nnd next the feeling of penitence and the acknowledg
ment that he was bound as much as possible to make reparation 
for his sins. The idea that the declaration eZ Tiv6c; ri eav,cocf,av
T'f}aa ,c, T. ,\, is an expression of his righteousness, and of his hav
ing a good conscience, would conduct us wholly to the standing 
point of the Pharisees. It is rather an acknowledgment of guilt. 
(As to ,cara'?,:uw, compare Luke ii. 7, ix. 12.-On av,cocf,avTew 
see e.t Luke iii. 14.) 

Ver. 9, 1 0. On these feelings of true repentance e.nd grateful 
reciprocal love, the Saviour founds the awr'T}pla of Zaccheus and 
those belonging tp him (in so fe.r e.s through his conversion the 
principle of a higher life was introduced into the house, ell whose 
members were brought into contact with it), to which as e. descend
ant of Abraham he had the nearest title, (compare on Matt. x. 6.) 
This was brought forward in contrast to the conduct of the Phari
sees in despising those persons who, by the circumstances of their 
lives, had been entangled in manifold sins; and finally, the very 
object of the sending forth the Son of Man is made to consist in 
this compassionate exercise of love towards those who had fallen 
under the power of a7rw,\eia. This compassionate love effects as 
well the commencement of the higher life U;,,,r;,aa,) as its accom
plishment (awaa,), so that all is its work (comp. on Matt. xviii. 
11, ix. 12, 13.) 

§ 6. THE PARABLE OF THE TALENTS. 

(Luke xix. 11-28 ; Matt. xxv. 14-30.) 

The following parable is here so expressly joined to the historical 
connection by distinct historic data (atcov6vTwv auniJv, ver. 11, and 
el7r6Jv Tavra hropeveTo lfµ,7rpou0ev, ver. 28), and has besides in 
its constituent parts so distinct n. reference to the prominent cir
eumstcrnccs, lhn.t wo c1mnot doubt it stands here in its proper pince. 
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For, in the parable the twofold relation in which the ruler stonds is 
kept in view, on the one hand to his ~ovX<n (ver. 13), nnd on the 
other to his 7rOMTat. Each of these finds its separate development 
and its peculiar application. The servants represent the apostles 
and disciples, the citizens the Jewish people. In the case of the 
former their faithfulness or unfaithfulness to the trust committed to 
them is praised or blamed ; in the case of the latter their disobe
dience to their rightful Lord is punished. The idea, however, which 
is brought forward as connecting these two relations is this (ver. 11), 
that they (a.vTo~ being used as comprehending both the disciples 
and the people), were expecting the revelation of the Messianic 
kingdom immediately (7rapa'XP']µ,a) on his arrival at Jerusalem. 
Without denying that such a revelation would one day take place, 
our Lord directs the minds of His disciples merely to the future 
(ver. 12), and draws their attention to that which is most- import
ant, namely, to the great .final award which it will bring along with 
it for all ; for the faithful servants the fulness of the blessing, but 
bitter punishment for the unfaithful, a truth which carried with it a 
solemn admonition for all the disciples ; for the rebellious citizens 
(by whom we a.re to understend the whole Israelitish people, held 
under the power of Pharisaic influence and opposed to the Lord) 
wrath end destruction (ver. 14, 27.) Such representations were 
.fitted to withdraw the attention of all from mere externals to that 
which was internal, in order to prepare them for receiving the right 
blessing from the appearance of the Messiah. But, inasmuch_:as 
Matthew (x.xv. 14-30) has inserted the parable into a collection 
of similitudes, which all have reference to the future kingdom of 
God, we will consider it more closely iJJ. that connection, which will 
serve so greatly to explain its contents. It is true that Schleier
macher (p. 239) bas cast a doubt on the identity of the two parables, 
but in my view without any sufficient grounds, for, first as re
spects his remark that what is said of the hostile citizens who 
would not have the Lord to reign over them forms the leading 
point in the parable, and that it would not therefore have been 
left out by Matthew, the manner in which the similitude is 
carried out by Luke at once shows that this is nothing more 
than a point of subordinate importance, for it is disposed of 
and finished in two verses (ver. 14, 27.) The Saviour's great 
or,ject was to show the disciples tliat the Perousia (his second 
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coming) wns not so nenr nt hnnd ; it wns only incidentally that the 
uncnlled accusers of the acts of the Messiah (xix. 7) have their 
attention directed to what they must expect on his return. Matthew 
therefore might properly leave out the subsidnary point, which was 
of no importnnce whntever in his collection of parables (Matt. xxv.), 
intended as that collection was solely for the members of the 
f3arn7\e{a. It certainly appears to me unlikely that Christ should 
have brought forward this parable once again in a simpler form. 
The shape in which Matthew gives it is simply to be set down to the 
account of that Evangelist. But what Matthew h!ls omitted might 
be left out without in the least altering the essence of the parable. 
The one connexion represented as subsisting between the Lord and 
his servants, does not exclude the idea of another between him and 
the citizens. There remains, therefore, only this single remark, 
that the parable in Matthew seems to be wholly different, inas
much as all the servants in Luke receive an equal sum, and the 
faithful servants severally acquire a different amount of gain, while 
in Matthew they receive different sums, and all acquire the same 
amount·of gain. Here I am certainly not unwilling to suppose 
that Luke has retained the original form of the parable, inasmuch, 
namely, as the mention of ten servants is a point which harmonizes 
well with the ten virgins (Matt. xxv. 1), and the equal division of 
the talents, understood as referring to that calling into the kingdom 
of God which fell equally to the lot of all the disciples, and the 
furnishing of them with power from above, which was essentially 
needful for it, seems most appropriate to the great lesson primarily 
intended to be taught, (the faithful use of that which a man has 
received.) But the parabl~ is not in any respect essentially altered 
by the view given of it in Matthew, for if Matthew makes more to 
be bestowed on one and less on another, he yet adds one other 
trait (by which, however, the similitude is not rendered a different 
one), that the powers bestowed on different individuals, for labour
ing in the kingdom of God, are different; but since less is demanded 
from those who 11re less fully furnished, it comes to be, after all, 
essentinlly the same thing. For, n.s respects the main point in the 
representation of the servants, the contrast, namely, between the 
faithful and the unfaithful, it is in the two accounts entirely the 
Emme. Hence I cannot think (with Schleiermacher, p. 2-!0,) tlrnt 
the Saviour hncl spokon the parable in the simpler form of l\Iat· 
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thew, and al a later period repe-1\ted it in the more extended form or 
Luke. It l"l\lher seems to me probable, that while given by Luke 
here in its originfll form, and in its chronologioel connection, 
Matthew has, ncc-ording to bis usuRl practice, inserted the pnrnble 
with sligl1t modifications into a collection of similitudcs, which were 
intended to explain the relRtions of the Parousin to the servants of 
God. 



c. THIRD SECTION. 

CIIRIST
0

S ENTilY INTO JERUSALEM AND THE DESCRIPTION OF HIS 

MINISTRY THERE. 

(Matt. xxi.-xxv; Marl, xi.-xiii; Lulrn xix. 2!J-xxi. ~8.) 

Although in this section it is easy to see that in all the three 
Evangelists there is chronologically a movement in advance, inas
much as everything here recorded ( even according to the narrative 
of Matthew) belongs to the closing period, end although the 
parallel relationship of the gospels, as mutually supplementing each 
other, comes unmistakeably into view; yet Matthew even here is so 
for from renouncing the peculiar character of his writings, that it 
can be most clearly discerned from the very contents of this section. 
Matthew gives, in the first place, (xxi. 1-16), an historical intro
duction, proceeds, however, in the next place to arrange bis mate-
1-ials under several general points of view, and, in particular, gives 
us extended collections of our Lord's discourses and of bis parables. 
From xxi. 1 7-xxii. 4 0, Matthew treats of the attempts made by the 
Pharisees and Sadducees to lay hold of the Saviour, and the defeat of 
their impudent and vain attempts. At xxiii. 1-39, there follows 11 

complete account of our Lord'sjudgment on the Pharisees, addressed 
to his disciples, and finally, in the xxiv. end xxv. chapters, the sec
tion is concluded by the discourses of Jesus as to his second coming, 
and the relations in which men, according to their different posi
tions, stood to that event. Now it is not to be doubted that in 
these different portions we have only those discourses of our Lord 
which belong to the last days of his ministry ; for it was only at 
tlrnt closing period thut Jesus could feel called on to express him
self so fully on the subject of his return, and the topics connected 
with it; and only at that same time when the bitterness of the 
l'bnrisees had risen to the highest pitch, is it possible to conceive 
of such malicious uttempts on their part, and such strong declara
tions ngainst them on the pnrt of the Redeemer. But assuredly we 
must not assume that everything given by 11:atthew in this section WH!! 
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spoken precisely during the stay of ,Jesus in Jerusalem; particular 
parts clearly belong to a so mew hat eaTlier time, ( comp. especially the 
parable at Matt. xxv. 14, seqq. which is given earlier by Luke xix. 11, 
seqq. in the midst of e distinct chronological connection.1) As 
respects the connection of Luke in this passage, I think it, along 
with Schleiermecher, ( comp. my remark at Luke ix. 51,) extremely 
probable, that the great narrative of the journey which he has em
bodied in his gospel extends to xix. 48. But that as Schleier
macher thinks he can show (p. 250, seqq.) there are plainly to be 
traced also, in what follows, the joinings together of separate lesser 
accounts which Luke has inserted, i8 who.t I cannot bring myself 
to believe. If Luke really had before him written documents, he 
has certainly made no further use of them than to make abstracts 
of them ; and even in that case we have his own account from chap
ter xx. onwards. Meanwhile Mark, in this section, still entirely 
preserves his own chars.cter as a writer; he follows Matthew and 
Luke alternately, but endeavours by close description, and by-pre
serving separate traits which had escaped the notice of the others, 
to give life to the narrative. 

As regards the chronology of this section, we here find once 
more that little attention is paid to it by Matthew. He seems to 
wish, indeed, to connect Christ's entry (xxi. l,} expressly with his 
leaving .Jericho (xx. 29}, but in what follows, all notices of the time 
when events happen are cast into the back ground, if we except his 
remark as to the retirement to Bethany and the return to .J erusa, 
lem (x.xi. 17, J t:!.) Passages, however, like Matt. xxii. 46, fall 
back into such vague generalities, that altogether apart from the 
contents of Ma.tthew's statements, and of the results drawn from a 
comparison of the other narratives, it is clear that this Evangelist 
did not set out with the idea of following strictly the order of events 
and of discourses. Tbe following mention (xxiv. 1) of our Lord's 
retiring from the Temple is plainly to be viewed merely as a con
necting link to inu·oduce the subsequeut discourse, so that it is im
possible to draw from it the inference that every thing which 
precedes must have been spoken in the Temple. Not till Matt. 
xxvi. 2, does the Evangelist give a fixed date (two days before the 

l Even Me.tt. xxvi. 6 1 seqq., wbo is followeU e.lso by Mark, records the account o( tl1c 
aupper ot Bethany, which we kaow from John xii.. took 11Jace at an earlier perlocl. 

2 
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I>nssover.) With this last date Mark (xiv. 1) agrees, as he does 
also in connecting the entry into Jerusalem (xi. 1) with the leaving 
of Jericho (x. 40.) In regard, however, to the intervening topics, 
Mark is more minutely accurate than Matthew, inasmuch as he 
gives the journey to Bethany and the return to Jerusalem more dis· 
tinctly (xi. 11, 15, 19, 27), and also arranges with greater care 
the individual facts which occurred during these days. Luke, on 
the other hand, merely connects the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem, 
as Matthew and Mark also do, with bis presence in Jericho (xix. 
1, 29), but beyond this gives no more distinct chronological data, 
using only such general forms of expression as iv µuj, -row i,µEpwv 
Et<.Elvwv (xx. l1), and .;,, •. /'Yt/;€ iJ eop-r;, TWV al;vµwv (xxii. 1), while 
Matthew and Mark in the parallel passages distinctly mention 
two days. Hence, without the more detailed accounts of John, 
we would have remained entirely in the dark as to the period of 
the solemn entry of Jesus into Jerusalem, and all that took place 
immediately before and after it. For, according to John (comp. 
the remarks on Luke ix. 51), the Saviour, after His journey to the 
feast of the dedication (in December), never returned back from 
Jerusalem to Galilee. He remained rather in Perrea ( comp. x. 22, 
40), and came to Bethany (xi. 7) only for the purpose of raising 
Lazarus. After that, however, our Lord went to the city of 
Ephraim (xi. 54, it lay eight miles to the north of Jerusalem), and 
was found again, six days before the Passover (xii. 1), in Bethany, 
where they prepared for Him a supper. It was on the day follow
ing that the entry into the city took place (xii. 12.) It is true that, 
according to the account of John, many points still remain unde
cided, but this very circumstance renders it easier to reconcile his 
narrative with that of the synopticnl gospels. For, first, John is 
entirely silent as to the length of time Jesus staid at Ephraim, as 
well as in regard to the road which he took in travelling thence to 
BeLhany. As the synopticnl Evangelists merely record the whole 
journey of Jesus in the most general way, and particularly as they 
are silent as to the important events which took place at Bethany, 

1 Dr Paulus he.9 certainly been inclined to view this passage es containing the men
tion of o. distinct date, understanding it to menn on the first week clay, i.e. on the first 
day o.fter o. Snbbo.th ( according to the analogy of µla TW11 ,ra/3/3J.Tw11.) But the addition 
of EK£l11w11, which, though nwanting in some l\iISS., undoubtedly belongs to the text, at 
once renders it impossible for us to a<lopt this hypothesis, wbich on other grounds has 
nothing in support of it. Non·here do ,vfl find ft. week styled a, 11µ.lpcu. 
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the oonjeoture nll'eedy referred to above (et Luke ix. ul) is not 
improbable (oomp. Tholuck on John xii. I) that Jesus performed 
short excursions from Ephraim, and even visited Jericho. (See the 
remarks on Luke ix. 51.) Certainly when one reads the synoptioel 
gospels b)' themselves (Matt. xxi. 1, Mark xi. l, Luke xix. 29), 
the account of the entry sounds ltS thougl1 our Lord hnd come from 
Jericho direct t-0 Jerusalem, c,Te -Pyyyurav el,; 'Iepou6>..vµ,a) parti
oularly as uccording to "Mark (xi. 11) the entry took place toward 
the evening, and Jesus, for this reason, set out immediately with 
the Twelve for Bethany. But a positive contradiction to John is 
nowhere to be traced, he merely separates into its minor details 
what the others shortly compress into a single expression, whioh, 
taken by it.self, might certainly be understood e.s meaning that 
during the interval Jesus had not remained in Bethany. , This 
point, however, is more clearly explained by John, if we only sup
pose that Jesus went from Ephraim to Bethany, taking Jericho 
in his way. For as to the time of day when the entry took place, 
according to the account of John (xii. 12, on the day after the 
supper) there is nothing which compels us to transfer it to the 
morning, and we may therefore t~e the notice ofMark (xi. 11), as 
a more definite explanation of the account of John, and suppose 
that it took place in the evening. The subsequent narrative of John 
loses its strict chronological character. For the first time, at xii. 
36, he mentions a departure of Jesus (but not expressly to Bethany), 
and then s.t xiii. l, John comes Rt once to the last supper. Even 
the accurately marked expression, xii. 1, '11'po GE TJJJ,€pmv TOV 

'TT'lUTJ(.a is again rendered indefinite, by the vagueness of the narra
tive, inasmuch as both the day of the passover, and also tl1e day of 
the entry, may either be included in reckoning the six days, or they 
way be excluded. Still, however, it is in the highest degree pro
bable that the day of our Lord's arrive.I was the Sabbath, that in the 
evening there was prepared for him at Bethany a solemn Sabbath
supper, and then towards the evening of the following do.y (John 
xii. 12), that is to say of Sunday, he held his entry into Jerusnlem. 
Ti.Jere is thus in my opinion not the slightest ground to suppose with 
Dr Puulus (ad Joe.), and with Schleiermacher (on Luke, p. 240, 
seqq.), tbat tbere was a twofold entry, the one on his coming direct 
from Jericho to Jerusalem (which is supposed to be recounted in the 
~yuuptical gospels), the second, the day efter on his coming from 

3 
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Ilethany (which is rocorcled by John.) 1 For, even the remark Lhnt 
the Saviour must hnvo brought the nss on which he made his entry 
straight with him from Bethany is without weight, for, the vngne 
expression fop6'v avap1ov, at John xii. 14, is nt once opposed to 
this idea, nnd accordingly at Mutt. xxi. I, Lhere is merely n closer 
definition given to this evpwv, ancl the remark is made that the nss 
cnme from Bethphage. In the accounts of Mark and Luke, the 
conjoining of Bethphnge and Bethany certainly seems to indicate 
thnt the Evangelists had hearcl of a stay having been made by Jesus 
nt the latter place, with the details of which, however, they were not 
ncquainted. 

§ l. THE ENTRY OF CHRIST INTO JERUSALEM. 

(Matt. xxi. 1-J 1 ; Mark xi. 1-10; Luke xix. 29-4-! ; 
John xii. 12-19.) 

Looking now to the Saviour as he enters Jerusalem on his way 
to that bitter death of the cross, which he knew with certainty was 
there awaiting him (Matt. xvi. 21 ; xx. 18), the first question which 
naturally suggests itself is this : on what grounds did our Lord not 
refrain on this occasion from going up to the feast? On this 
point there is enough to be gathered, even from the external circum
stances, to show that the death of Jesus wa.s no self-sought refinecl 
net of suicide. For, friends and foes, with equal earnestness, ex
pected his arrival,-the former, in the hope of seeing him at last 
come forth in the fulness of his glory ; the latter, in the hope of 
clestroying him, and exposing him a.s a false :Messiah. To have 
stayed away thertifore must have appeared prejudicial to his work, 
and the conviction of this consequently must have impelled him to 
meet the danger. The precept also of the Mosaic law, that all 
males should on the high festivals appear in the Temple, must have 
caused Christ to go to Jerusalem, unconcerned for the consequences 
,vhich this journey might bring upon him. (Ex. xxiii. l 7.) But 

1 Liicke also (comp. on John x:i. 12) i• opposed to the it.lea of 11 twofold entry. He 
mentions the additional foct (p. 338), tlmt if we suppose the entry repeatet.l on the 
warning of the second day, no room would remo.in for the 0,4-n-vov and the visit, for, 
occordiug to Mlll"k xi. 11, it wns not till lute in the evening tllat Jesus Cllllle to 
Bethany. 
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these ideas are by no means sufficient to account for onl' Lord's 
giving himself up to death, which his appearance in the midst of his 
imbittered enemies implied. According to his own distinct decla
rations. the Saviour's death was the act of his own free will (John 
x. 18, E"f"' 7{,(}'TJfl,l Ti,v Y-V'X'JV µ,ov a,r' lµ,avTov.) Acquainted with 
the Father·s decree for the redemption of men, Christ of his own 
free purpose entered into it, and became obedient to the Father even 
unto death (Phil. ii. 8; Heb. v. 8.) His going to Jerusalem there
fore cannot be viewed as standing apart from the necessity of his 
death itself. According to the predictions of the Old Testament, in 
which the everlasting counsel of the Father was set forth (Matt. xxvi. 
24; Luke xxiv. 26, 27, 46 ; 1 Cor. xv. 3), it was in this way that the 
Saviour was to be made perfect for himself and for the Church. So 
long, therefore, as his hour (and the Father's) was not yet come 
(Matt. xxvi. 45; Mark xiv. 41 ; John xii. 27; xvii. I), he avoided 
all the machinations of his enemies; but when the previously an
nounced will of God (Luke ix.. 31), was inwardly and certainly re
vealed to him, Christ followed it with childlike obedience, (not 
exerting bis might for his own deliverance, Matt. xxvi. 53, 54), and 
gave himself up a ransom for many (Matt. xx. 28.) The act of 
Jesus, therefore, in going forward to that death which he looked for 
with certainty in Jerusalem, is to be explained chiefly from the re
lation in which he stood to the will of the Father, which must by 
no means be regarded as the will of a vengeful Being, who from 
mere self-will selected the innocent as a sacrifice in the room of the 
guilty, but must assuredly be viewed as the riglite,ms and holy 
will of the Father, who found an everlasting redemption in the 
equal balancing of justice and mercy, in such a way that the 
righteous one, placing himself in bis free love on the same footing 
with the unrighteous, did, by thus going down to their level, bring 
them up to bis own. The will of the Father (as of pure love) 
therefore -was equally the will oftbe Son, and the struggle at. Geth
semane (Matt. xxvi. 39), is merely to be viewed as this will of the 
Son victorious in his human nature, the completeness of the victory 
being resisted by the powers of darkness with all their energy. 

Another and more difficult point in regard to this occurrence is 
the solemn entry made by Jesus. By it the Saviour appears to 
have awakened and nourished those earthly Messianic hopes which 
on other occasions he combn.tted. The attempt to represent that entry, 
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l1owevor, ns something nccidental, is excluded first by tki.~ consi
derntion, that it must have been as easy for our Lord -to reach the 
city quietly nncl unobserved, hnd such been his object. And in the 
next place, the Christian mind refuses to ascribe to an accident so 
important an act in the Saviour's life. The intention of the narra
tors, moreover, is obviously by no means to represent this transac
tion as having taken place unintentionally; its connection with the 
prophecies of the Olcl Testament (Matt. xxi. 5; John xii. 14), at 
once shows that there was an intention to fulfil them. Certainly, 
however, it is inconceivable that our Lord should have done any
thing merely for the purpose of fulfilling a prophecy ; it must be 
possible to point out some connection which the fact has with his 
person and office, and which forms the deeper foundation on which 
the prophecy rests. This foundation I find in the whole ordering of 
our Lord's life on earth. Although he appeared in the form of 
poverty and humiliation, and although the Jews could discover in 
him nothing of that external splendour with which they conceived 
that the appearance of the Messiah would be surrounded, yet even 
in his outward manifestation there were to be found indications of 
what his exalted dignity required. This very entry belongs to the 
number of these indications, and it stands here as the type of what 
he is one day to do in taking possession of the kingdom of God in 
glory. Such a type our Lord intended it to be. The disciples at 
a later period (according to John xii. 16) learned for the first time 
the menning of the act, and connected it in consequence with the 
prophecies of the Old Testament. 

As respects the connection of the three narratives with each other, 
Mark once more appears the most complete and minute. He gives 
us especially the actings of Jesus, subsequently to the entry, with 
greater detail than lVIatthew, who in his nccount of them keeps 
much more to general terms. Certainly, however, the narrative of 
Matthew is enriched by a reference to the Old Testament, which in 
the view of the two other Evangelists was less significant. Luke 
also has embodied (xix. 39-44) in his nan-alive peculiar traits which 
must have originated with a close observer and near companion of 
Christ. The passages from the gospel of John, which run parallel 
to this and the following paragraphs of the section on which we are 
engaged, will be explained here only in so for as they aid our under
standing of the synoptical gospels. 
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Yer. l, 2. After the Saviour (According to John xii. I, seqq.) 
he,d staid in~ethany, he went by way of Iletbphnge (H?.~ r,.,~ from 

O.,~~.fi.qs [Song ii. 13) which grew abundantly there) which WAS 

sit-trnted in the neighbourhood of Bethany towardsJcrnsalcm. (Tha 
joining together of B't]8cf,a,yi'J Kai 'B't]Bav{a in Mark and Luke 
is a loose statement which seems to rest on the circumstance, that 
the Saviour had stopped also at Bethany, but certninly that wos not 
during his journey, which rather commenced from that place.) 
.John's account, according to which the men came from Jerusalem 
to meet Jesus, does not stand opposed to that of the synopticnl 
gospels, it only delineates the scene more fully. Some might have 
accompanied Christ from Bethany and Bethphage, while others 
came out of the city to meet him. According to the representation 
of Matthew, it admits ofno doubt that the two disciples were sent into 
Bethphage, which lay at the foot of the Mount of Olives ("Opor;; 'TWV 
tcA.atwv, i:l.,1"'1.,lii -,ii, Zech. xiv. 4, was situated only a few stadia from 

Jerusalem, ~u'd -the road to Jericho lay over it.) Here our Lord 
commanded them to bring him an ass, which they would find there 
(John xii. 14 has the expression rupwv ovaplov, which certainly ap
plies to Christ himself, inasmuch o.s he says nothing of his sending 
the disciples.) It is a natural and very obvious suggestion here, to 
suppose that there had been an agreement concerning the ass pre
viously entered into by Jesus, and there is nothing in the Evangelists 
which expressly contra.diets such an idea, although they render it 
improbable. The word evpwv used by John appears to favour the 
supposition, that it had been accidentally found. The idea. of the 
transaction, and probably also the meaning of the narrators, har
monizes better with that account of the matter, according to which 
the :!'11:essia.h on his entry found every thing as he wanted it la.id to 
his hand by the care of God, and thus that there was no antece
dent agreement in the case. Certainly, however, we must suppose 
that those to whom the animal belonged were the friends of Jesus. 
Matthew, closely following the prophecy (Zeeb. ix. 9), makes mention 
of two animals ; Mark and Luke allude only to the wwXov, adding 
that it never had been rode upon. (Beasts that never had been used 
were supposed to possess the character of being pure and unblem
ished, for which reason they were carefully ma.de use of for sacri
fices, Dent. xxi. 3.) From this addition it cleal'ly follows that it 
wus this animal which was to carry our Lord; the mother may 
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either have been lecl behincl or have followecl; but in any cnf!e, we 
mny suppose that Matthew was quite right in his statement, that two 
nnimnls were brought. 

Ver. 3-5. The clisciples were enjoinecl merely to mention our 
Lorcl to the possessors of the animals, on which statement they woulcl 
at once be given up to them. (The expression o l(upio<; presupposes 
nn acquaintance with the person of the Saviour on the part of the 
owners of the ass [comp. on Matt. xvii. 4.] Here, however, the 
o l(Vpto<;, although it has the article, is not to be taken in any higher 
sense, inasmuch as 71µ,wv is merely to be supplied.) Matthew im
mediately adds, that this fact bad already been made mention of in 
the Old Testament. (The formula Zva 7r)v1Jpoo0i'J has here certainly, 
according to the sense of Matthew, the literal meaning of an in
tentional fulfilment. Compare on Matt. i. 22.) The passage 
Zech. ix. 9 stands in a remarkable prophetic connection. The 
Messiah is described (ver. 10) as the P1·ince of Peace to whom the 
whole earth is subject, and in this character does he make his entry 
into the Holy City-Jerusalem being viewed as the centre of the 
spiritual kingdom. Although primarily the account of the entry 
given by Zechariah appears merely to be figurative (inasmuch as 
the ass, as the symbol of peace, stands contrasted to the horse, ver. 
10, as the symbol of war), yet the guiding hand of Providence loves 
to reproduce such features with literal accuracy, mingling together 
things the most exalted and the most minute with the boldest free
dom and most careful exactness. As regards the text of the quo
tation, Matthew is found once more dealing freely with the passage. 
The LXX. translate almost literally from the Hebrew xa'ipe a-cf,6-

opa 0v,yaTEp ~ £WV 1(7]pva-a-e 0v,yaTEp 'I epova-a).,jµ,- loou o /3aa-tA.€U<; 
lpxeTal fIO£ oLl(ato<; !(al, a-wtoov avTO<; 7rpafi<; /(al, E7T't/3E/3'1]KW<; E7T'/, 

v7rotv,y,ov !(al, 7rciJ).ov vfov. The point to which Matthew gives special 
prominence respecting Jesus is merely the 7rpaU<;, in order to indi
cate the character of the gracious dominion of his sceptre, which 
this whole entry symbolizes. Along with the passage from Zecha
riah, however, Matthew seems to have combined another from Isa. 
lxii. 11, at least the words l,7raT€ Tfj 0v,yaTpl, ~ ,wv are borrowed 
from· it. 

Ver. 6, 7. The act of bringing the animal itself is described by 
Mark, according to his manner, in full detail ; he even observes 
the way in which it was tied. (WAµ,qwoo<; or liµcf,ooov = pvµ'T], a 

YOL. III, K 
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,;ft•eet, a 1·oad. In the New Tcstnment it occnrs only here.) The 
expression also -rwe<; -rwv EKE'i £UT"11COT6JV shows great powers of 
graphic description, in things external. (Luke xix. 33 mentions 
severRl Kvpwi, perhRps they may have been sons of the possessor, 
who came upon the npostles, Rnd who RS such may also have 
been called owners of the animal.) \Vhen they brought the animals 
to Jesus, they sprca.d (according to the Oriental custom, instead 
of a saddle) their clothes upon one of them, R.nd set Jesus on 
it. (In the text of Matthew E7TEKatha-Ev is certainly the right 
reading, but the account of Luke [ e7TE/3{fJauav -r6v 'I ,,,a-ovv J is 
undoubtedly to be preferred. In this act of t.he people they pluinly 
expressed their acknowledgment of Jesus as the Messianic King. 
The words E7Tav6J av-rwv of Matthew R.re merely a loose form of 
expression. The two animals are viewed as taken together, and 
thus every thing which happened to one of them [?Tw>..ov J is applied 
also to the other.) 

Yer. 8-11. This account of what was done around the person 
of Jesus before the commencement of lhe procession is followed by 
a description of the exulting and triumphant joy which broke forth 
on the pert of the people. They spread their clothes on the road 
(2 Kings ix.. 13, as the token of an honourable reception), and 
scattered twigs e.long the way over which Jesus passed. (In
stead of ,c>..alioi, J\.l[ark has u-roi/3aoE<;, from u-rol/3"1, copsewood, 
brancltes. John xii. 13 bas tlrn more specific expression /3ata -rwv 

<f,ow/,,cwv. See ad loc.) At the same time, however, they received 
Jesus with salutations addressed to Him as the Messiah. (Luke 
xix.. 37 accurately describes the locality here [it was at the KaTCi

/3aui<; TOV opov<; TWV e>..aiwv J' and remarks that the ovvaµ,€£<; of 
Jesus were the subject of praise to God. Probably this remark 
refers primarily to the raising of Lazarus, which, according to John 
xii. 9, had attracted so mnDy to Bethany.) The words of saluta·· 
tion quoted here are taken from a song of triumph1 (from Ps. 
ex.viii. 26) which refers typically to the Messiah. (The .,u., 

~:: iTl"'tl1iiT is translated by the LXX. KupiE uwuov 07J. Mark has 
ce.~ied ~ut the expressions, inasmuch as he applies the word ev>..o

'Y'TJJ-1,EVO<; also to the /3aui>..Ew, which is a.scribed to David as repre-
1,entative of the royal dignity belonging to the Messiah [Ezek. 
XXXIV. 23, 24.] Luke entirely omits the term wuavva, with which 

J Ae to this see tue remnrks on llfnlt, xxi. 42. 
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his renders were unacquainted. The Inst clause is difficult-wo-avva 
EV Tot<, vcf,lo-Tot<,. It is best to understood the expression along 
with :Fritzsche ns meaning that tho exclnmation of hosanna is sup
posed to bo transferred also to heaven, in order to intimate that 
Jesus wos nlso to be joyfully acknowledged by the henvenly world.) 
That, however, which the fickle multitude here praised in .Jesus 
they within n few days denied that they could find in him, after 
having been disappointed in the expected appearance of that out
wardly glorious kingdom towards which their carnal hopes were 
specially directed. The people thus had to acknowledge and 
salute Jesus of their own free will, us the Messiah, in order that it 
might afterwords be said that they had rejected their (acknowledged) 
King. 

Luke xix. 30-44 relates other interesting traits of Jesus during 
his entry. First he mentions a conversation with some Pharisees 
who, even ot this moment, when men were carried away !lnd intoxi
cated with joy, uttered certain cold reflections against tbe rejoicings 
of the people (compare the entirely similar occurrence, Matt. xxi. 
1 /\, l 6.) Full of chagrin that the people did homage to Jesus, they 
ventured to ask Jesus himself to repress the shouts of those who 
hailed him as the Messiah. Our Lord, however, here indirectly 
acknowledges bis own kingly dignity, inasmuch as he declares that 
it could not be otherwise, and that he must, amidst triumphant joy 
and the free· ocknowledgment of his prerogatives, make bis entry 
into the Holy City. (In consequence of the way in which the ex
pression )..{0o.t 1<.e1<.pagovTat refers to Hob. ii. 11, where the stones 
in the wall and the beams are represented as speaking, it is to be 
token literally, and explained from proverbial usage. It is intended 
to set forth the necessity there was for the loud expression of public 
joy even on the part of minds the most inanimate, and thus to show 
the importance of the moment.) Amidst this general exultation, 
however, which the Saviour would by no means interfere with, 
there yet mingled the silent tears of sadness as, descending from 
the brow of the Mount of Olives, he looked on the Holy City, the 
mother and the altar of the saints (Luke xiii. 33.) In mental 
vision Jesus beheld that same people who now met him with shouts 
of joy, opening their ears to the hostile influences of the Pharisees, 
and, by trifling away the opportunity of salvation which had come 
so near them, preparing for themselves a fearful doom. l u the 

K ~ 
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lively contemplntion of these violent contrasts,-the exulting salute.
lion of the rejoicing multitude, and the approaching murderous cry 
of crucify l1im,-the peaceful repose of the city as it lny spread 
out before his view, and the war-storms which were to roll up to
wards its walls,-the inclination of men (and their need) for the one 
side, nn<l the power of darkness deciding them to take the other.
amidst such contemplations, feelings the most vnried must have 
filled the Saviour's soul. The relation in which the people stood 
to his person specially implies the possibility of a. free choice on 
their part iu ltis favour, because without such a. possibility neither 
the guilt which the people drew down upon themselves by rejecting 
our Lord, nor their punishment, could hn"e been applicable to 
them. Certainly, however, Christ puts their guilt here in the 
mildest form, when he makes it consist in their not knowing,1 or in 
having their spiritual views so dnrkened as not to perceive the im
portance of the moment. (At Acts iii. 17, 1 Cor. ii. 8, this want 
of knowledge is extended also to the &pxov-rE<; who crucified Jesus.) 
Only, this want of knowledge and blindness must be viewed os also 
implyi·11g guilt, inasmuch as it pre-supposes unfaithfulness in the 
use of the means for enlightening the spiritual perceptions which 
God had so richly put within the reach of the people. Peculiar to 
this passage is the expression ev -rfi i,µ,Ep<f uov TaVT?], instead of 
which there is given at ver. 44, ,caipo<; rij<; E7r£<TIC07rYJ<; uov. It 
expresses the idea that nations (as well as individuals) have in their 
advancing development moments, on the use or neglect of which 
their condition, through long periods of time, depends-periods of 
crisis, as it were, in which the decisive step for good or evil is taken. 
Through the preceding periods certainly the decision may have 
been rendered probable on the one side or the other (as was the 
case here with the Jewish people,) but everything would fall under 
the dominion of stern necessity, should we maintain the absolute im
possibilty of its being otherwise than it was. The contest between 
the -small number of noble minds among the Jewish people and the 
great corrupt mass, was brought out to view by the Redeemer ap
pearing in the midst of them. While the former attached them
sP.ives to his heavenly appearance, and found in him life and full 
enjoyment, the latter saw in it the annihilation of their vain hopes 

1 Compo.re, however, on Matt. z:xiii. 33, a.a to the connection bet.ween tile want of will 
a.wl the WILD.t of lcrwwledge. 
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and solfish plnns. Instead of submitting to self-denial, they offered 
up tho I-loly Ono in sacrifice, nnd thereby consummated at once 
their own destruction nnd the 1wlvation of the world. (As to 
emu,co7r17 = i'l"Ji<El) comp. on Luke i. 68, 78.) As respects tho 

representation which our Lord gives, ver. 43, 44, of the con
sequences of such unfaithfulness, and which he sets forth under an 
external aspect, they will be more fully considered on the parallel 
passages, Matt. xxiii. 37, Luke xxiii. 27. 

§ 2. THE FIG TREE CURSED. 

(Mark xi. 11-14.) 

In this and the two following paragraphs Mark shows himself 
unmistakeably the more correct narrator as respects chronology. 
He remarks (xi. 11) tlmt the entry of our Lord took place towards 
evening, and owing to this, after he bad visited the Temple, he im
mediately returned with the Twelve to Bethany. Matthew, en the 
other hand, places the driving out of the merchants nnd the cures 
(ver. 14) also on the day of the entry, and not till after these does 
he recount with Matthew the departure for Bethany (ver. 17.) 
The account of the Messianic salutation which the children joyously 
repeated in the Temple agrees, indeed, very well with the day of 
the entry, but not less so with the following day. The exclamation 
of the children appears as the eclw of the people's exulting shout 
on the preceding day. The unchronological character of Matthew, 
however, is peculia1·ly conspicuous in his account of the withered fig 
tree. He transfers, indeed, ns does Mark, Christ's visiting the fig 
tree to the morning of the day after the entry, but his account of 
the marked fulfilment of the curse pronounced by Jesus, and the 
conversation as to faith therewith connected, are immediately sub
joined by him, while, according to Mark (xi. I 9, 20), a whole day 
interveued. From such inexactness, however, on the part of l\fatthew, 
we are not to conclude that his statements are not to be depended 
upon, and that the apostolic origin of his gospel is improbable, but 
rather tlrnt his leading nim wns not the description of things exter
nal, but the pourtraying of Jesus and his labours under certain ge
neral points of view. As was already observed above (on Matt. 
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xxi. l ), these historic topics which l\iatthew brings together in thi9 
Reclion form only nn introduction to his lengthened nccouut of the 
mnnncr in which our Snviour conducted himself towards bis power
ful enemies. H nstening on to this account, he describes only in 
genernl t{'rms those external circumstances which it is the peculio.r 
gift of l\fark fully to pourtray. Luke, however, who shows him
self elsewhere so exnct a na1Tator of tl1e conversations of Jesus, in 
their connection with those incidents in our Lord's life which gave 
rise to them, here loses all his originality nnd individual peculio.rity, 
so that there is some foundation for Schleiermacher's conjecture 
that the account which Luke followed lost its graphic descriptiveness 
with the entry of Jesus into the city, because the no.rrator ho.d here 
left his troin, and no farther sources of information were at Luke's 
command. 

As respects the cursing of the fig tree itself, the narrative of Mark 
in particular, and the whole fact as it stands, presents important 
difficulLies. As regards first the account of Mark there is something 
strange in the expression, oi, ,ya.p i;v ,caip6,;; uu,cwv (ver. 13.) For, 
ifwe refer the expression ,caip'c,,;; uu,cwv to the time in which .figs ripen, 
one does not see how the Saviour, if the period generally had not 
arrived, sbould have sought figs on the tree. And further, as the 
fruit of the fig tree is produced at an earlier period than the leaves, 
and as Mark expressly tells ouoEv tropa, el µ,;,, cf,u)I.M, it appears that 
the ,caip'c,,;; uv,cwv must have arrived, for in a fruitful fig tree, if the 
leaves were already expanded, fruit might certainly have been ex
pected. The difficulty is diminished here if we understand by it 
that kind of figs which remain hanging on the branches all winter, 
and are gathered in early spring. In that case the sense of the 
words would be this-while the common kind of figs were not yet 
ripe, and the time for gathering them in had not come, Jesus yet 
perceived th11t this tree on which he sought for figs belonged to 
that other kind which bore at that time ripe and refreshing fruit, 
and thus he could rightfully expect figs on the tree. (As to the 
different kinds of figs, comp. Winer in his Real Lex. sub. voc.) But, 
although the circumstance that there was in Palestine a kind of 
winter figs is of great importance in explaining how Jesus could 
have sought for that fruit on a lree before Easter, yet the diffi
cult expression oi, ,ya.p i;v 1<-aip'c,,;; uu1'wv is not thereby explo.ined. 
E']ulllly tmsatisfRctory are those interpretations of the passage, ae-
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eor<ling to which ,caip6c; refers n9t to the time but t<> the pl,1r:e in 
this sense, "it was not goo<l ground for growing figs." The sim
plest explanation of this obscure passage is arrived at by observing 
that the article is awanting, and that its absence at once precludes 
all reference to the time of the ingatltering of figs, for had that 
been the sense the expression would have been o ,caip6c; Twv av
,cwv.1 This circumstance points to that view of the words according 
to which the expression ,caip6c; is to be understood as meaning 
tempus opportunum-not the stated and regularly returning period 
of ingathering, but the weatlier of that particular year. The sense 
would then be this-it was not a good season for figs-the fig trees 
had not yet borne. 2 There is, however, still greater difficulty in
volved in the fact itself. It is not possible in any way to see bow 
our Lord ~ould curse an unfruitful fig tree if we look at the fact 
only externally. All our conceptions of the Saviour would be 
deranged were we to adopt so unfitting an application of his mira
culous power. But if we understand the expression µ'T}KEn e,c aou 

lie; T6v aiwva µnJOEt<; ,cap7r6v <f,aryoi as amounting simply to a re
mark occasioned by the worthless nature of the tree, which was 
obvious to the view, then, in the first place, the narrative would be 
aimless; and in the next place, it is impossible to see bow such a 
remark regarding things external could give occasion to the sub
sequent instructions on the subject of faith (Mark xi. 22, seqq.) To 
say nothing of the fact that such an exposition obviously does 
violence to the text, inasmuch as, according to the view of the Evan
gelist, the withering of the fig tree was the result of a special exercise 
of power on the part of Jesus (ver. 21, ~-<TVKTJ, -fjv KaT'T}pa.aw i~pav

Tai), it is further true that in the more elevated tone, which the Re
deemer strikingly and openly assumed in these latter hours of bis 
life, it was impossible that auy observation so inane could find a place. 
In the delineation, therefore, of the Saviour's character, this fact 
can find a place as a genuine trait only when we regard it as the 
external representation of an idea. (See as to the meaning and 

1 Comp. Matt. xxi. 34, where tl.Je fruit season is termed O Ka,pO<i --rWv Kap7rWv. 

2 I cannot comprehend bow De Wette CRll nllege, in opposition to this view of tile 
words, tbo.t it mnkes the curse appear unfounded. Perhaps be thinks that ell the other 
trees must hove borne well, but it is self e,ident that in a purely symbolical trOJ1st1ctiou 
poiuts of this kinc.J. ru·e not to Uc pressE:d. He further observes that nt the time uf the Pass
over. it could not 111.1.Ve be~n decided whether the figs wern to be plentiful. If winter fig.., 
IJe here spoken oflbe clnusc nfers to the preceding year. 
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importance of many trans1wtions on Luke v. l, seqq.) As the 
great and decisiYe hour approached, the holy soul of Jesus wns 
occupied only with the sins of the people, who at the sublime 
moment, when all the longings and hopes of their fathers stood ful
filled, remained blind and deaf to the revelation of his glory. He, 
the Son of their Father in heaven, was come seeking those fruits 
of true repentance, which the law ought to have produced, but he 
found them not. As the result of this unfruitfulness, therefore, the 
penal sentence now took effect after the tree had in vain been cared 
for by the true Gnrdener (comp. on Luke xiii. G)-it must now be 
rooted out. The whole of this rich combination of ideas lay, as 
it were, embodied in the apparently insignificant fact, and thus 
understood, it becomes the symbol of our Lord's relation to the 
people of Israel and their final doom, which is of extreme impor
tance in connexion with the closing period of Christ's ministry. 
Only on the supposition that such is the meaning of the transac
tion do the Saviour's words, which, according to Mark xi. 25, 26, 
immediately follow the fact, acquire a perceptible f')onnex.ion with it. 

§ 3. THE PURIFICATION OF THE TEMPLE. 

(Matt. ll.Xi. 12--16. Mark xi. 15-18. Luke xix. 45-48.) 

As respects first the connection of the synoptica.l gospels here 
with John (ii. 12, seqq.), Liicke has come at last to maintain the 
identity of the fact narrated by the former and the latter. But the 
transposition of an occurrence which took place at the commence-
ment of Christ's ministry to the conclusion of it, seems to me a thing 
so improbable, that I could consent to it only in a case of extreme 
necessity. Such a case of necessity does not seem to me to exist 
here. For, in the.first place, granting that the narratives of Mat
thew and Luke are not in this section minutely exact, we must yet 
all the more decisively maintain that Mark records the occurrences 
of that particular day with the most careful detail. The manner in 
which the narrative of the withered fig tree is set before us is so 
graphic, that it can only have proceeded from an eye-witness, and 
the account given by Mark of the driving out of the money-changers, 
he.s traits so special (ver. 16, 17), that they attest the genuineness 
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of his nocount. In a narrative such as this, a misunderstanding 
like the above is not to ho thought of. In tlte -~econd place, how
ever, a transaction such as this on the part of Jesus, both at the 
commencement and the close of his ministry, so far from seeming 
extraordinary, is in the highest degree appropriate. Certainly, 
however, this transaction, as well as the former, must not be looked 
at merely in its external aspect, but be regarded as the symbol of 
our Lord's whole ministry. Regarded in its external aspect, the 
transaction must always have the appearance of being somewhat 
aimless, for, though the dealers retired for the moment from before 
our Lord, yet we cannot form any other supposition than that, 
when be withdrew, they again resumed their unholy traffic, for the 
priests were not opposed to it. The whole occurrence, however, 
acquires an ideal meaning if we view it in its external aspect only 
as a type of our Lord's spiritual labours. The purifying of the 
house of God, in the spiritual sense of the word, was his peculiar 
vocation, and this was symbolized at the commencement and close 
of his labours, by the act of purifying the outer sanctuary. The 
more special circumstances in the account which J obn gives of the 
act (especially the 7rou/iv cf,paryh,,)l.iov f,c a-xoivlwv, as to which the 
synoptical gospels are silent) may have bad reference to what tbe 
Saviour did at the first purification of tbe Temple exclusively, for 
it may be supposed that when he came to repeat the act tbe multi
tude at once retired before the well known Prophet. 

As respects the transaction itself, however (whether it occurred 
only once or oftener), in its connection with tbe Saviour, the vio
lence which it manifests may seem out of keeping with the gracious 
character of Jesus. But, inasmuch ns love was completely and 
truly exhibited in the Redeemer, for that very reason there was dis
played in him as well its severity as its mildness. As the latter 
was m·anifested toward the humble, so was the former towards the 
bold and shameless, and as here in deed, so in other passages in 
word (Luke xix. 27., Mutt. xxiv.), does our Lord express himself 
ns one who shall destroy the adversaries (comp. on John iii. 17, 
18.) The circumstance, however, that the effort of Jesus should 
be effectual for the external purification of the Temple-that for the 
time at least during which he was present, the turmoil should have 
been silenced, this is by no means to be explained by any special 
exercise of our Lord's miraculous power, but from the fact that he was 
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himself R mighty mirncle. Liickc (Part i., p. 530) has well exposed 
the utter vRnity of the attempt which lJRs been incidentnlly mnde 
to refer this transRction of Jesus to the so called right of zealots. 
The only thing which remains to Recount for the fact is the per
sonality of the Saviour himself. As Jesus by his word, end by 
the holy impression of his character, disarmed the band (John vii. 
46, xviii. 0) so by his holy anger he drove the unholy men from the 
precincts of the Temple. 

Yer. 12. The so called outer court of the heathen, consisting of o. 
wide-paved space in front of the proper outer court, formed the 
scene of this transact.ion. In this space the sellers of animals for 
sacrifice, and the money changers, had erected their booths (r,'i.,~tJ), 
and thus transferred the turmoil of worldly traffic into the imm·e
diute neighbourhood of those who were engaged in prayer. (Kol\.
)l.vfJurr77, from 1<01\.1\.vfJo;;, small coin, change, end then an agio or 
exchange. John ii. 14 lms 1e€pµ,aTi<TT?]<; from 1elpµ,a, sm11.ll coin, 
change. Both expressions a.re parallel to that commonly used, viz., 
to TP.:£7T'€/;lT'TJ,, and occur in the New Testament only in this nar
rative.) Mark xi. 16 gives in addition the special circumstance, 
that vessels (a-1eruo,) were carried hither and thither probably for the 
accommodation of the sellers, and that this our Lord also pre
vented. 

Yer. 13. All the three Evangelists equally unite in giving, along 
with this transaction of Jesus, a reference to two passages of the 
Old Testament, viz., to Isa. lvi. 7, and J er. vii. 11. Although the 
natural contrast implied in these passages is so great as easily to 
have impressed itself on the memory, yet so minute an agreement 
in the twofold quotation must be held to prove that the different 
narratives are founded on one and the same original account. Only 
Mark gives the words of Isa. lvi. 7 somewhat more fully, inas
much as he has included also the expression 7r0,a-i -roi, 110v€a-w. 

Even Matthew also, in bringing forward these passages, has not ap
plied to them his usual formula Zva 7T'l\.7Jpw0fj, and hence we are not 
to suppose that the words had any special reference to those circum
stances which arose in the time of Jesus. They merely oppose the 
ideal meaning and design of the Temple to the bold abuse of that 
design as brought about at earlier and later periods by sin (as to Ka

AEi<T0ai, see on Luke i. 32.) 
Yer. 14-lG. Even in the Temple does Jesus still continue his 
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henling lnbours, dispensing blessings so long ns he could during his 
nppenrnnce on earth, and by his efforts bestowing life on those who 
did not set themselves in opposition to the blessed influence which 
went forth from him. But here does Matthew begin to bring for
ward the fact, that it was the Pharisaic party which showed itself 
entirely hardened against all holy impressions. (Only here in tlie 
New Testament ure the works of Jesus termed 0avµa<rta -
r,;~l:,t,~.) The account of the continuous assaults of this party 

on thTe 'person of our Lord, forms the leading topic of the whole 
subsequent narrative of Mutthew. It is here related, first, how the 
Pharisees (just as at the entry of Jesus, Luke xix. 30), sought to 
silence the Messianic shout of welcome which the children in their 
simple joyousness were raising, as an echo to thut cry of the multi
tude that had now died away, and by which they were reminded of 
a truth offensive to them. The Saviour, however, once more re
minds them of a Scripture statement (Ps. viii. 3), in which the age 
of childhood (t:J"l?~"'i o,~~i;v) is represented as also fitted to pro
claim the praise of God. The words of Matthew moreover closely 
follow the LXX. From the application of these words considered 
in itself, no inference can be drawn absolutely to prove the Psalm 
to be Messianic, for Matthew does not intimate here that there was 
any fulfilment of them. But assuredly the express reference of the 
Psalm in other passages of the New Testament (1 Cor. xv. 27, 
Heb. ii. 6, 7), makes it certain that the Messianic exposition of it 
was that adopted by the apostles. Yet this does not by any means 
exclude the general reference of it to men as such, but rather does 
human nature appear iu the Messiah (the u,o,;; Tov av0pC:nrov) as 
ideally personified, and hence the human in him is to be viewed as 
on all sides complete and perfect, while in every individual the hu
man character is set forth only approximately. According to this 
special reference of the Psalm to the Messiah, the quotation acquires 
an immediate application to the existing circumstauces, which other
wise this passage would not of itself have indicated. 

That which Mcttthew here sets forth by a special and particular 
reference, Mark (xi. 18) and Luke (xix. 47, 48) express only as a 
general idea, but they represent the hostility of the priestly party 
to Jesus, as restrained by the attachment cherished for his person by 
the more simple multitude who were more susceptible of noble im
pressions, but were nt the snme time exceedingly fickle (Lnk<", 'X.ao<, 
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a'71'a<; el;EKpEµ,aTO aVTOV d,,covwv.) Not until this attachment WBS 

weakened by the insinuations of the Pharisees, did they <lRre to go 
forward with their dark plans (comp. Mark xxi. 46, and the parallel 
pRSsages.) 

§ 4. ON THE POWER OF FATTH. 

(Matt. xxi. l 7-22 ; Mark xi. 19--26.) 

As was already remarked above, Matthew does not treat the his
tory of the withered fig tree with minute accuracy, for he makes 
the!Redeemer, on the morning of the day succeeding his entry, go 
up to the tree in order to seek fruit, and he makes the withering 
take place immediately on his going up to it ('71'apa')(pijµ,a ega

pav07J), wLile the more accurate Mark relates that it was not till 
next morning that they observed the ful£lment of the Saviour's 
threatening. But, looking to the whole character of Matthew as a 
writer, this is not to be regarded as an historic error, but merely as 
an abbreviated form of recording the fact. The thing which he had 
in view was not the transaction in itself as such, but the meaning 
which it was to bear. It was to prepare bis readers for his leading 
theme, viz., Christ's mode of dealing with the Pharisees. That 
which at chap. xxiii. is fully expressed in tltought, is embodied in 
fact by this history of the withered fig tree, viz., the destruction of 
the Pharisees and of the multitude enthralled by their spirit. That 
part of our Lord's discourse therefore (such as Mark xi. 25, 26), 
which did not subserve bis object, was left out by Matthew. Mark, 
however, who gives the facts for their own sake, is accurate to the 
minutest particular. Thus, be even recOl'ds (ver. 21) that it was 
Peter speaking for tLe body of the apostles who gave occasion to 
the Saviour's discourse. As respects the account of '71'UTTt<; in our 
Lord's discourse, all that is needful on that point has been set down 
at Matt. xvii. 20. To the '71'UTTEIJEW there stands opposed the ota

,cp{veu0at as a state of inward wavering and uncertainty. (Rom. 
iv. 20, xiv. 2~. OULKp{veu0at -rfj U'71'UTTL'!-- L1ta,cp{veu0at denotes 
primarily to.fight, to contend with, and this meaning is transferred 
to the state of the soul. Hence oia,cpurt<; is by no means synony· 
mous with a7TUTTUL, for this latter expression denotes the entiro 
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asbence of foith, the former merely the weakness of faith, which can· 
not 11ttnin to comp le to internal confidence.) Farther, this state is 
ascribed to the ,cap'ola (as 7r{u-n<; is at Rom. x. 9), for as respects 
foith we have not primarily to do with ideas or conceptions which 
are rather to be viewed as the consequences of it, but with the per
son11lity of mnn in its innermost core. (The state of the soul's dis
positions 11nrl the will, in so for as it is determined by these disposi
tions-) At the most, therefore, ,frvx1 might here have been put in 
room of ,cap6ta, in so far as it may be viewed as concentrated in 
the ,capola, but in no case could 7rveuµ,a or vov<;. 

A~ respects the connection of the ideas it is not without obscu
rity. In the first place, regarding the astonishment with which the 
disciples viewed this occurrence (MatL xxi. 20), it may well surprise 
us after the many extraordinary deeds which they bad seen done by 
our Lord. But just as those whose minds are filled with the sense 
of the Divine Omnipotence, are struck with astonishment as often 
as they see it displayed in new and exalted manifestations, so do we 
see the disciples affected wbensoever the glory of Christ reveals 
itself under a new aspect. But the reference to foith does not seem 
to connect itself appropriately with this astonishment, and with the 
question 7rW<; efqpave,,, .;, UUJCrJ. For, were we to understand the 
reply as meaning, "I perform this through faith, and through faith 
you could do it also," it must be observed that the expression 7r{u

n<; is never used as applicable to the relation in which Christ stood 
to the Father. The Saviour performs his miracles not through the 
power of faith in God but from the divine power that dwelt in him
self'. We must therefore merely say that our Lord meant to lead 
the disciples away from outward astonishment at the fact, to that 
which was internal, and refer them to 7r[un<; as the source of all 
power to them for the performance of outwurd acts. Hence does 
Murk rightly begin the discourse, with the udmonition ~eTe 7r{u

TW E>eou, by which be meant to turn the attention of the disciples 
to their inward life of faith 11s the necessary condition for all out
ward activity. His referring 7rL<TTt<; to God, however, does not 
exclude faith in himself personally, ns the Redeemer God was 
manifested in him (John xiv. 9), nnd foith in Christ is faith on 
God in him ( comp- Acts iii. 16, where faith in Jesus healed the 
sick.) Certainly, however, it is also true thut the faith of the apostles 
would manifest itself by outward lp,ya (John xiv. 12; o 7rta-Tevwv 
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ei<; eµ,e, µ,elt;ova TOIJTWV 7T"OL'1/<TEt); and hence the pnrticular form in 
which the power of fRith is here developed. 

The representRtion thus given of foith nnd its power is followed 
(1\1:att. xxi. 22) by the assurance thnt believing prayer will be 
heard. The mode of transition in Matthew permits us clearly to see 
the connection ofthc idens. Faith is viewed as the principle of the 
Christian life in general, and is fe.rther set forth e.s a condition 
necessary to the se.tisfying of the most difficult requirements. The 
overturning of mountains is to be viewed as something arising 
from circumstances, something necessarily demanded yet impossi
ble for human power, which becomes us such the object of believing 
prayer, and by this means the suppliant hns conferred on him the 
powers of a higher world. The thought is merely extended from that 
which is particular and individual to that which is general ( 7ravTa 

oua.) As respects, however, the idea that believing prayer will be 
heard, John (xiv. 13, xv. 16, xvi. 24) has given it in its complete 
form, by adding the clause ev -r<j, ov6µ,a-rL µ,ov ( comp. on Mntt. 
xv iii. 19), for in that clause the pure origin of such prayer is 
traced to the mind and spirit of Jesus, und in this very origin of 
the supplication there lies the necessity of its fulfilment. For, 
that which God"s spirit prompts us to ask, he also naturally be
stows; self-originated prayer cannot arise from 7r{un<;. The con
nection here obviously again requires that the 7r{un,;; be not viewed 
as mere knowledge, but as a state of the soul out of which that 
knowledge takes its rise. The specific characteristic, however, in this 
mental state is susceptibility for those powers of a higher world which 
lie at the foundation of the whole new life-a life which has 7r{un,;; 

for its root. Hence the expreso-ion 7rav-ra i5ua is only limited by 
faith, and not by the objects of prayer, inasmuch us, according to 
the measure of circumstances, things great as well as small, external 
as well as internal, may be the object of believing supplication. 

It would be difficult to tell how the closing verses of Mark (xi. 
25, 20) are to be combined with the context, if the symbolical 
meaning of the withered fig tree be denied. It would in fact be 
impossible to explain how these words (which Matt. vi. 14, 15 has 
given in the Sermon on the Mount, at which passage fuller details 
may be consulted) could have been inserted here by the Evangelist, 
since that which goes before and that which follows hang so closely 
together. The best course would be to reject the verses entirely as 
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nn intcrpolntion. But, adopting the symbolic meoning of the fact, 
they acquire in n morol point of view a beautiful reference. The 
account of the doom of the Jews, from which the apostles saw 
themselves exempted, may have ·produced in them n state of vnin 
self-sufficiency ; as 7TtUTEVOVTEr; they mny perchance have cherished 
in their henrts unholy irritation (Et n lxETE ,ca-ra nvor;) against 
their brethren instead of lowly humiliation because of the unmerited 
gro.ce bestowed upon them. For this reason does the RedeemPr 
exhort them, above oil things, to cherish mild and bumble feeling 
as the condition of their continuance in grace, and in believing 
prayer. Thus, as we are not for a moment to imagine that Israel 
is wholly cast away (Rom. xi.) so far are the apostles from being 
ensured against fulling, and to make them fully aware of this inse
curity is the object of our Lord in these words. 

§ 5. CONVERSATIONS OF THE LORD WITH THE PHARISEES. 

(Matt. xxi. 23 ; xxii. 14. Mark xi. 27 ; xii. 12. 
Luke xx. 1-19.) 

In this seclion there follows an account of the interviev.-s which 
the Redeemer had with the hostile sacerdotal orders. Their hatred 
towards the person of the Saviour, and their concern on account of 
the number of adherents that he found among the people, heel risen 
to the highest degree. Fear alone restrained them from laying 
violent hands upon him (Mark xi. 18 ; Luke xix. 4 7, 48), antl 
they therefore sought to catch him by craft. But the spirit of truth 
and wisdom enabletl him to put all their malice to shame. In the 
report of these occurrences given by Matthew, which is very full nnd 
minute, two parngraphs are to be distinguished; for in Matt. xxii. 
15, ff, the Pharisees, as well as the Sadducees, are represented ns 
making a second attempt. The accurate harmony of alJ three Evan
gelists in these statements is, undoubtedly, a very important argu
ment for the correctness of the description. Everything seems to 
have transpired in the order in which the history runs ; the only 
difference being that Matthew relo.tes more particulars than the 
others, us he inserts two parables (xxi. 28-32; xxii. 1-1-l) uot 
found in either of them ; while, on the other haud, Luke is the 
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briefest, it being very seldom (e. g. xx. 35, 36) that he makes any 
additions pccnliRr to himself, 11nd in one instance he lenves an 
event (l\{Rtt. xxii. 34.-40) nltogether unnoticed. Even the verbul 
agreement of Lhc syuoptical writers, in these ensuing sections, is often 
so great. thRt we are here tempted to suppose one and the so.me ao· 
count as lying at the foundRtion of all the three. But, compRred with 
.John, the other Evangelists, here taken together, appear external. 
That spiritual disciple is the only one who permits us, in these 
latter seasons of the Lord's earthly life, to look into the quiet cirole 
of his followers, and into the loving heart which now disclosed it
self to bis own without restraint. It may have been too difficult 
to comprehend the external and the internal parts of the Saviour's 
life in one representation, especially in the last deeply agitated cir
cumstances; for this reason each was given separately, but, on that 
very account, certainly stamped with so much the more genuineness 
and truth. 

Yer. 23 - 2 7. The abode of the Redeemer, in the last days before 
bis sufferings, was divided between Bethany-where he endeavoured 
to ripen the germs of the higher life which he bad scattered in the 
circle of bis own-and the Temple. Here in the Father's house, 
as the appropriate place for the labours of the Son (Luke ii. 49), 
he went about and distributed his blessings, as he had done before. 
(Mark xi. 27, €V -r,j, iep,j, 7rEp£7raTOVVTO<; av-rov. Luke XX. 1, 
lit0tuT1Cov-ror; av-rov ev -rij, iep,j, ,cat eva"f'Ye"A..it;oµ,~ov.) But to the 
priests, who hardened their hearts, the works of .Jesus became the 
means of condemnation. (.John ix. 39, elr; ,cp{µ,a eryw elr; TOV 
,couµ,ov TOVTOV -:,)l.0ov, Zva oi /3'A,E7TOVTE<; -rvcf,A-ot ryevwv-rai.) For, 
instead of yielding to the Spirit of truth, who spoke through 
him, they banded together to destroy the Witness by whom the 
truth was declared. At length, one of the prevailing party of the 
priests came up to him, and asked for the authority (e~ovula) by 
wwcb he worked. Although the individuals from whom this ques
tion came are described as members of the highest tribunal (ol 
apxiepEtr;, oi rypaµ,µ,a-re'i,r;, ,cat oi 7rpeu/3v-repoi, compare the remarks 
on Matt. xxvi. 3), yet no distinct intimation is given that these 
men came, not in their personal capacity, but as a deputation of the 
college. Hence we cannot regard this occurrence as altogether 
parallel with that which is related respecting the Baptist (.John i. 
19 J, to whom priests came, who were officially deputed to interro-
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gnte him in reference to his prophetic office. At the snmc time, it 
is not impossible that the persons who questioned the Lord 11pon 
lhis occ11sion wore expressly delegated by the Sanhedrim, 11nd, if 
th11t were the cnse, it does not appear how this query, as such, cnn 
have involved anything false. Indeed, according to the Mosaic 
law itself, directions were given for the testing of prophets, amongst 
whom, in the wider sense, the Messiah was to be reckoned, ns the 
Prophet of all prophets (Deut. xviii. I 8) ; according to this provi
sion, it w11s open for every member of the Israelitish people to try 
the prophet, upon his 11ppear11nce, by the standard of God's word ; 
how much more was the s11me thing permitted to th11t body in 
which, according to the Mosaic constitution, the political and spi-
1·itual jurisdiction was concentrated! (Comp. Deut. xiii. I, ff.; xviii. 
20, ft'. ; Ezek. xiii. I, ff.) Thus the reply of Jesus appears somewhat 
strange, especially if we regard the interrogators as an officially
appointed deputation from the Sanhedrim, or government. For it 
seems that, if every one ( or the Sanhedrim on behalf of all) pos
sessed the right to obtain information as to the lfovula, of the pro
phet, the Redeemer ought to have answered their inquiry, and not 
to have perplexed them by putting another question in opposition 
to it. But this difficulty is removed by the remarks which fol
low. According to the Mosaic regulations, neither the people, nor 
a college, nor an individual, were placed above the rank of the pro
phet; on the contrary, the prophets themselves were to be the or
gans of the Divine Spirit, and therefore from them the decisive 
influence was to proceed. At the same time, however, the prophet 
certainly was to be, as it were, controlled by the mass of the people, 
and by every individual as a member of the mass, in order to guard 
against abuses of the gift of prophecy. The passages already ad
duced show that two cases were possible in which the prophet was 
not to be obeyed, and these were liable to a severe punishment. 
(Comp. J. D. Michaelis, Mos. Recht B. 5, s. J 81, .ff.) The cases 
were the following: either if the prophet himself traced his ifov
ula to another god (for example, to Baal) as the true one ; or if, 
although he appealed to Jehovah, he could not prove his authority 
by miracle and prophecy. According to the wise appointment of 
God, no prophet could rise without such evidence to shew that his 
commission was genuine. Men, in their state of sinfulness, needed 
not only tbe communication of the truth, but also a testimony to 
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the truth oommunic11ted, ·11•}1.icli could not be mistaken ;-nnd both 
of these were furnished by the prophets.1 Thus no other means of 
testing the prophet was afforded but to question him respecting the 
proof of his authority. Hence the Sanhedi-ists sent to John the 
Baptist (John i. 19), and John explained to them that he was the 
forerunner of the JV[essiah, of whose presence amongst the :people 
he prophecied. John himself also sent to Christ in a time of doubt 
(Matt. xi. 1, ff.), and so also now the Pharisees make their inquiry,so 
far as the form is concerned, in proper order. The words ev 7rolq, 
iU;ovu-lq, referred to the question, whether the commission of the in
terrogated prophet to teach was derived from the true God or from 
a false one ; the other sentence, Tl,; croi llic.,,ce Ti]v eEouulav, con
veyed the query, whether the prophet himself, to whom it was put, 
professed to have received his appointment immediately from God, 
or through any medium,-as, for example, the disciples who went 
about proclaimed the approach of the kingdom of God in the name 
of Jesus. But, with all tl1is outward regularity, the spirit of the 
question proposed by the Pharisees was as impure as its form was 
faultless. They asked it, not from necessity and inward uncertainty 
respecting the vocation of Christ, for themselves and for the people, 
but from ms.lice. They had felt the power of the truth that pro
ceeded from him in their hearts ; they ho.d seen enough of miracles 
wrought by him, and they knew that his commission was proved ;2 

in spite of this, they represented themselves as uncertain, and 
sought to involve Jesus in perplexity. But, it it may be asked, 
what harm could his question do ? Had he replied, ev lEovu{q, 
0eoii, it would not, indeed, have injured him in relation to the 
people, who were inclined towards him (Matt. xxi. 46), and just as 
little could the pri~ts have derived anything from such an answer, 
by which to condemn him. Doubtless, however, the Pharisees 
wished to induce him to declare himself the vw,; Toii 0eoii.3 This 

1 Ou tws account tl,e Lord said:" Ifl do not the works of my Father, believe me not. 
Bot if I do, believe my works." ( J obn x. 37, 38.) At the same time, these words arc 
not to be taken without fue others-" He that is of God heareth God's word" (John 
viii. 4.7); for onJy the E.p')'a and the d:A'16ua, in connexion, have the power of proof. 
(Comp. the observatf:,ns on Matt. iv. 12.) 

2 Comp. John iii. 2, the le..nguage of the d.pxwv Nicodemus: oti8Eit: dVvaTa, -raU-ra 
-rci trrJµ.Ei.a '1l""OLE'iv, a ull wo,Eit:, Ea:., µ_"I ; CJ 0E.0s- p.ET

0 aVToV. Here the acknowledgment 
of the troth, in a well-disposed member of the Sanhedrim, is expressed. 

3 As, according to J oL.n vtii. 17, Christ adduces two witnesses for himself, himself ond 
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was regarded by the Jews of that day-who did not rightly under
stand the word of God in the Old Testament-as blasphemy 
against God ; and for the purpose of being able to accuse him of 
this, they fixed upon an apparently legal question, to which they 
thought an answer might be expected such as they desired. 
On account of this hypocritical state of mind, the Redeemer justly 
rejected the question,1 and instead of it, proposed another to them, 
which, on the one hand, was adapted to awaken in themselves the 
consciousness of sin, where that was possible-and on the other, 
must also have directed the attention of the people to the insince
rity of their leaders. The Lord asked them respecting the office of 
John. (The peculiar office of John may be regarded as concen
trated in his /3a7rnuµa, that being the form of his ministry.) They 
had interrogated this messenger of God concerning his office by a 
formal deputation; he had answered them and given them a u7Jµe'iov 
(r,-;~), by which they might test the true divinity of his commis
sion-that the Messiah was amongst them. (John i. 26.) Now, 
instead of allowing themselves, in accordance with this evidence, to 
be baptized by John, and earnestly seeking the Messiah pointed out 
by him, these false shepherds delivered John over to his fate and 
left the people, whom they ought to have instructed concerning the 
visitation of God, in perplexity. This hypocritical insincerity the 
Lord exposes. Thus his counter-question is not to be viewed 
merely as a rebuff to theirs, but as conveying a positive censure of 
the Pharisees. They might answer as they would-their duplicity 
came to light ; for even the ov" lJtoaµev was a falsehood, since, 
after the official dispatch of the deputation, they knew perfectly well 
who he was. Hence he again severely rebukes them for their dis
simulation, ver. 32, because they refused the µeravota and 7T"LU"Tt<; 

which John and the Redeemer preached to them, lest they should 
damage their theocratic sway. 

Ver. 28-32. The following parable carries in itself its reference 
to the connexion (ver. 31, 32), and therefore plainly conveys its 

the Father. The following is to be regarded as the difference between Christ and the 
propheta:-they acted in tile power of God, as filled (at times) by ws Spirit; bot the 
Lord acted e.nd wrought in his own name, bece.ase, he is the permanent revelation of God 
wmse!f. Tilus tile Redeemer himself (in the pe.rabl• Matt. xx..i. 33, ff.) represents his re
l11tion to them as thnt of u161:' to the OoUAo,. 

1 Hengstenberg (Christo!. B. iii. s, 484) truly observes, that in this counter-question 
the answer to theirs lay concenled; for the Pharisees very well knew what witness Johe. 
bad given of Jesus, (Comp. the remarks on John i, 10, ff,) 
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own interpretRtion. For the purpose of pointing out to the PhRl'i
sees, in the most slriking mRnner, their insincerity in their trials of 
the prophets, 1md to show them that they sought only such as were 
like themselves. but by no means true messengers of the holy God, 
he instances their behaviour to the Baptist as the professed repre
sentative of the fiucaiou{,V'T/ of the Old Covenant, in contrast with 
the conduct of the aliu,oi (respecting the antithesis, compare the 
remarks on Luke xv. 1, ff.), and indicates their different re]ation to 
the f3a,a-i">.£w Toii Beoii (as a circle of life already spiritually exist
ing and manifesting itself in operation.) The Lord compares the 
two classes (inst as in Luke xv. I, ff.) to two sons, whom the father 
sends into his vineyard. (Comp. the exposition of Matt. xx. 1.) 
The open aoucw of the one is soon changed into genuine P,ETavoia 
and true inward oucawa-vV'T/ springing from thence; the seeming ex
ternai oucato<TVV'T/ of the other soon discloses itself as open a8ucla. 
The call to labour in the vineyard of God was addressed to both 
parties (figuratively represented by the two sons), not only by means 
of conscience, but also through the revelation of the law, in the ful
filment of which the Pharisees (so far as respects the external part 
of it) coincided. The voice of John was intended as an alarm to 
µ,ETavoia for both; but one party alone availed themselves of it; 
the other disregarded it in their a7T'ia-TUL. Hence the character 
of the -re'X.wvai and 7rapvai is not to be modified; on the contrary, 
these are named e.s the representatives of all forms of common world
liness and gross sin. Those who were legally strict scorned the 
others as the l115itcoi, and regarded themselves as the natural posses
sors of the f3a,a-i">.£w, from which they thought sinners were ex
cluded. This view of their relation to the kingdom of God is 
combated by the Redeemer, in the words before us. Pride in 
personal righteousness brings with it an icy coldness and unsuscep
tibility, more difficult to be won to the kingdom of love, than 11 

mind which, through open sin, is led to the humble consciousness 
of its misery. The description given of the Baptist (-tJ'X.0ev ev 08,ji 
oitcaW<TVIJ'T/<; scii. 7T'opeuaµ,evo,;), indicates the affinity between the 
form of bis religious life and that in which the Pharisees moved ; 
by which means the guilt of their unbelief is rendered strikingly 
conspicuous. So little were they earnest and rigorous with their 
leg11.l oitcawuuv'T}, that they not only failed to perceive the peculior 
new form of life in Christ, and were unable to oppro~riute it to 
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themselves, but the austere John made the mntter too serious for 
thorn. (Comp. the remarks on Matt. xi. 18.) 

The expression, 7rpo&tyovuiv vµ,a<; (ver. 31), is by no means to be 
understood as absolutely denying the possibility of Pharisees and 
Scribes entering the kingdom of God; for in ver. 32, the words 
vµ,ei<; lie lliovTf!<; "· T, A, contain nn intimation of the possibility of 
passing into o. different state, although indeed it we.a to be lamented 
that such a change had not really taken place. (Comp. the similar 
representation in the parable, Luke xv. 31, 32. There is no essen
tial. difference between the te1:m µ,e-raµ,e:>..eia-0ai, employed here, and 
µ,eTavoeiv ; only, the latter expression is the more profound, since 
it points to the vov<; and the previous change occurring there.) As 
regards the criticism of this passage, ver. 29, 30 are, in several 
codices (and amongst others in B.), arranged differently, so that it 
is said of the first son, E"f6J ,cvpie, Ka~ ov,c a7riJX0ev, and of the other, 
Otl 0e:>..w, f5u-repov lie µ,e-raµ,eX'T}0E£<; a7TiJX0ev. This change of order 
is incompatible with the parable, because, if the first had promised 
to go, there would have been no reason for sending the other. 
What has led to the alteration, it is indeed difficult to say. Either 
it is a mere error of the transcribers, or it has arisen from the rela
tion of the two sons to the Jews and Gentiles, according to which 
it appeared that the one who represented the Jews should stand 
first, because they were first called into the kingdom of God. Now 
the immediate reference of this comparison is not evident, but a 
relation analogous to that which subsisted between the Pharisees 
and the custom-house officers, might be observed between the Jews 
and the Gentiles ; on which account we find ideas occurring ( comp. 
Rom. x. 20, 21), in regard to theJews and Gentiles, quite correspon
dent with those expressed as descriptive of the two parties here. 
Hence in the subsequent parable (Matt. xxi. 41--43), the Lord 
passes on to the antithesis which was so obvious. (The parable is 
true also in respect to lit,cawt and li.lii,coi generally, in ell times and 
under nll circumstances. Comp. the observations on Luke v. 31.) 

The following parable of the vineyard (Matt. xxi. 33-4.6) also 
belongs to this connexion, as is shown by the harmony of all the three 
accounts in the position of the comparison, as well as in its form. 
The main difference is, that Mark furnishes rather more details 
(xii. 5, 6) in the pnmbolicnl narrative itself; whilst he is briefer in 
the npplicntion, where Matthew and Mink are more copious. One 
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discrepancy alone is to be observed in the details given, viz., thnt 
according to l\fti.tthew nnd 1\1:ark, this parable was directed to the 
Pharisees, ns also the subsequent one (Mntt. xxii. I, ff.); wherens, 
according to Luke xx. 9, it is addressed to the people. On this 
very account also, Luke (ver. 16) bas an expression which cannot 
be referred to the Pharisees, but is appropriate only to the position 
of the people. Meanwhile, since Luke observes, at the conclusion 
( ver. 19 ), that the Pharisees ,veil understood the parable and were 
in consequence enraged, the difference between the narrators con
sists only in this : that, whilst the pa.rabies were spoken in the pre
sence of both parties-the people and the Pharisees-Matthew 
and N[ark exhibit more prominently their reference to the latter, 
while Luke marks chiefly their reference to the former. How
ever, it was intended tl1at both references should be involved, and 
thus each account served as the complement of the oilier. The 
correctness of the position in which the parable that we are about 
to consider occurs, is still further supported by the connexion with 
what precedes. It immediately follows the foregoing comparison, 
but it cuts far more deeply and keenly. The disobedient persons
who, according to the former parallel, hypocritically acceded to the 
command of the Lord tllat bade them go and labour-here appear 
as the murderers of tllose who went in sincere obedience. As the 
representatives of tlle whole people, they are called the ,yewp,yot of 
the Divine vineyard ; and now their inquiry after the efovula of the 
prophets (Matt. xxi. 23)-in which they seemed to express a con
cern for the cause of God-appears in the most flagrant contrast 
with the fact that they are the very murderers of the prophets, nay 
even of the Son of God himself, and the treacherous robbers of his 
kingdom. Hence, their dissimulation and lust of power are in this 
parable exposed, and the atrocious results are unveiled. According 
to the parabolic description, they were inevitably compelled to 
pronounce their own condemnation and leave the vineyard to be 
given to otliers. From verse 42 onwards, the Redeemer himself 
explains the meaning of the parable, and refers them to the pro
phecies of the Old Testament. The consequence is, that the re
jecters of the prophets are proved to be most unfit and in the highest 
degree censurable examiners ; for the very thing they reject is that 
which God has chosen. 

Respecting the interpretation of the parable as a whole, there can-
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not be any essential difference of opinion ; the relation of the 8ov:>..oi 
and of the vlo<; to the oltco8€u7r6'T'TJ<;, his aµ7rEA.WV and the "f€rup
,yoi, cannot be mistaken. But how far the single features may be 
applicable, is in this case, as in that of parables generally, a difficult 
question. Here no boundary line can be drawn throughout with 
certainty; for the keenness of the mind of the expositor, in discern
ing remote relations, depends upon the degree of his inward devel
opment in the spiritual life. At the same time reverence for the 
word of the Lord naturally leads us to take the greatest possible care 
that we avail ourselves of the individual featttres of the parable; for 
the perfection of the comparison depends upon the copiousness of 
the references included in it. The parable of the vineyard has an 
Old Testament basis in the comparison, Isaiah v. I, ff, on which the 
Lord has founded a further expansion. 

Ver. 33. In the first description Christ strictly follows Isaiah, and 
thus at once awakens in his hearers the consciousness that he does 
not aim to put forward anything apart from the sacred ground of 
the Old Testament, but rather connects himself with it in the closest 
manner; this very circumstance, however, rebukes his adversaries. 
The relation of the oltco8€<T7r6T'T}<;-the Founder and Lord of the vine
yard-to the vlo,; (ver. 37), clearly shows that the former means 
God. (Gesenius, in his remarks on Isaiah v. 1, appears to under
stand the ,.,,.,, who possesses the 0""'1:1, as signifying Israel; but 

according to • ;er. 7, the ',~""'IID" r,.,~ ••• is the vineyard, and hence 

r,;~:i::? il"lil" is the posse~~oTr.' • No~ the first and second ,.,,., 

cann~t\e ;ef~rred to different objects; they both relate to God ~; 
,;,. The prophet, therefore, speaks of God as his friend, and 
sings the lamentation over the unfruitful vineyard.) But what does 
the aµ7rEXwv designate ? It is natural, in the first place, to suppose 
the Jews (Isaiah v. 7); the Pharisees and Scribes being the ,yEwp
,yol. But, ver. 43, the vineyard is given to another l0vo<; ; and if 
this be regarded as meaning the Gentiles, an incongruity seems to 
arise-for it surely cannot be said that Israel was transferred to the 
Gentiles (as ,YEwp,yol.) Meanwhile this difficulty vanishes, if we 
understand by the aµ7rEXwv the /3a<TtXda -roii €JEov ; for inas
much as this was at the first connected with Israel, the vineyard 
certainly includes Israel ; although this connexion was not a ne
cessary one, as was shown by what took place afterwasds. At 11. 
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subsequent period the kingdom of God was extended to the Gen• 
tiles, and the aµ,7re""Jvl,v then consisted of believers among .Jews 
and Gentiles. However, the aµ,7reMv cert1tinly is viewed l\s dis
tinct from the ,YEIDp,yo{; tbe former signifies the mass to be guided 
nnd instructed, tlie latter are the guides and teacl1ers. The charge 
of the spiritual instruction and training of the people, under the Old 
Testament, wns in the hands of the Pharisees and Scribes, so that 
the strict reference of ,ye"'p,yoi is to these. The description of the 
arrangement of the vineyard may, as a ,vbole, only be intended to 
express the idea of care and pains bestowed by God in founding his 
kingdom nmongst men; at the same time the cf,pa,yµ,ov 7rEptn0e
VaL has, in addition, a reference to the Mosaic law (called Ephes. 
ii. 14, µ,EtT<rroixov Tov cf,pa,yµ,oii), of such a special kind that it 
cannot be regarded as merely incidental. 

(A71vo,;- = :li"r.: wine-press. Mark has vrroA.'YJVtov, which means 
the trough that • stands under the wine-press, and catches the wine 
as it is pressed out. Where the ground was rocky, it was usual to 
excavate an opening for this purpose in the rock. The word 7r-Op· 
,yo,;- = ',~~' signifies a watch-house, which belonged to the com
plete embTellishment of an oriental garden.) 

The activity of the Lord which was manifested (ecf,vTeuue) is 
plainly distinguished from his withdrawment (a7rE~µ,71uev.) Luke 
represents it as long continued (XPovov,;- t1'avov<;.) This antithesis 
is obviously intended to denote the different relation of God to the 
people of Israel in different periods of their history. The time when 
the law was given from Sinai, when the Lord of the world visibly 
manifested himself to the people, and made known his sacred com -
mands by Moses, was that in which the whole was founded and 
arranged. From that time he did not again visit his people in a 
similar manner; he awaited the development of germs deposited 
among them under the instruction of the priests, to whom that 
duty was intrusted. 

Yer. 34-36. Still the Lord did visit his people, even during this 
withdrawment, by means of his messengers. The 8oii>..oi (the pro
phets) appear as in immediate proximity to the Lord, and only sent 
for special purposes to the ,yeIDpyo{. According to this parable it 
seems that the purpose was to seek for fruits. (Mark and Luke 
iudicute by their expressions, 7rapa, Q,'Tf"O TWV 1'ap7rwv, that the 
vineyard was to be regarded ns lei for a part of the produce,) It is 
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by no menns to be supposed that by these fruits nre mennt certain 
lfp,ya, or a state of integrity and rectitude; on the contrary the re
ference is to µ,eravota, nnd the inward desire after that true, spiri
tual otKatou{,11'1'/, wl1ich the law could not produce. This, however, 
does not for a moment imply that the law did not tend to rectitude ; 
it pruned away the gross excrescences of sin, and exposed its inter
nal abomination. Hence ot1eatou{,v'TJ 1eaTa v6µ,ov might pass, under 
the Old Testament, as ,cap?TO<;. But it was necessary that this, in 
order to be satisfactory, should be based upon the need of red-emp
tion (Rom. iii_ 20.) Accordingly here the ooii)..o, e.ppea.r e.s those 
who seek after spiritual want, in order that they may follow it up 
with the promise of the coming Saviour. But these messengers of 
grace were persecuted and killed by the unfaithful ,ye<,Jfryol, who had 
employed their commission for wicked purposes (comp. Heb. xi.) 
In this part of the parable the accounts of the Evangelists are har
monious in everything essential; the only points of difference being 
as follows. Matthew leaves us to suppose that several of the ooii
Xo, came at once, whilst, according to Ma.rk and Luke, one is sent 
after another ; two different forms of representation, each of which 
has its_truth. And further, Mark and Luke conduct the idea of 
the persecution of God's messengers through a forma.l gradation, 
whereas Matthew treats it in a more simple manner. In Mark, 
first the a?TeuTetXav 1eev6 v is mentioned, then the a?Tea--re,Xav ,jn
µ,wµ,evov, and lastly a?TeKTetvav. Luke, however, does not go be
yond the Tpavµ,aTil;ew. (The word ,cecf,aXa,6w signifies litera.lly 
to divide into sections = ava,cecf,aXa,6w; then, to strike on the 
head, to wound the head. Not = ,cecf,aXii;w, to decapitate, as 
Passow says in his Lex.icon.) 

Ver. 37, 38. Up to this point the comparison had reference to the 
past; now it relates to the future, and gains a prophetic significa
tion. The oovXo, a.re contrasted with the via<., whom the Lord of 
the vineyard sent last (lfuxaTov, Mark xii. 6), but at whose ap
pearing the sin of the ,yewp,yol manifested itself in its most heinous 
form. From lust of power they murdered the Son a.lso, that they 
might appropriate the possession. Here the Lord tells them what 
the Pharisees previously wished to ascertain, that he was the only
begotten Son of the Father, the true heir of the kingdom of God. 
This, however, he communicated in such a manner that they could 
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not pervert his declRration to tlieir wicked designs, but were com
pelled by it to pronounce their own condemnRtion. 

(The designation of the Son as the only [ lva view lfxc.w = µo
vo,yeln]'>] llnd the beloved [a,ya'17"11TO', = ,.,n..,] are intended to 

strengthen the contrRSt between l1im and the S~DJl..oi, and hnve refer
ence to the peculiar relation of Christ as the Son of God to the 
Father. To Christ as such the "),.,17povoµ{a belongs, as r,~□~ 
:-,"\:,-, in the highest sense. This heavenly kingdom, indeed, never 

c~ be taken from the Son of God ; but the impure representatives 
of the l\fosaic theocracy, whose impurity of motive blinded their 
minds, imagined that they could secure the stability of their exter
nal kingdom, the design of which was to prepare the way for the 
heavenly kingdom about to be founded on the earth; and hence 
they killed the Saviour, whose spirituality was in direct opposition 
to their worldliness. Concerning ivTpe7Tecr0ai, comp. the remarks on 
Luke x,iii. 2.) 

Yer. 39. All the three Evangelists uniformly state that the Son 
was put to death, lf fro Tov aµ7TeJl..wvo<,. Here it is very natural to 
suppose a parallel with the Redeemer, of whom the Scripture says 
that be was led forth without the gate (comp. John xix. 17; Heh. 
xiii. 12, 13.) It is true the metaphor does not appear perfectly 
consistent, because the aµ,7Te"ll.wv does not mean Jerusalem, but the 
whole theocratic constitution. However, Zion was a type of the 
theocracy, and the idea represented by the act of leading out of the 
gate (as in the Pentateuch expulsion from the camp) is no other 
than that of exclusion from the people of God and from his bless
ings. Hence we may regard this feature also of the comparison as 
containing a prophetic intimation. 

Yer. 40, 41. The case is precisely similar in reference to the 
advent of the Lord of the vineyard, which is mentioned only by 
Matthew. The reference of the expression to the appearing of 
Christ seems unsuitable, because it is not the Son whom Matthew 
represents as returning, but the Father, who (according to ver. 33) 
is Lord of the vineyard. But the hidden Father, who in himself 
is beyond perception, always reveals himself in the Son; as he 
made himself known in the pillars of cloud and fire on Sinai, 
in the eternal Word, so he manifests himself at the end of the 
days in the glorified Redeemer. Thus the reference, in the com-

2 
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ing of the Lord of the vineyarcl, to the return of Christ is per
fectly aclmissible; only, there is an omission of one particulnr 
point, viz,, thnt the Lorcl will manifest himself to his adversaries 
in the Son. If, however, the word ,frav i!XOr, o Kupto<; be 
regarcled as relating to the clestruction of Jerusalem, the case 
remains the same; since this judgment upon Israel is a type of 
the 7rapouuLa of the Son (comp. the remarks on Matt. xxiv. 1.) 
With the punishment of the old ,yewp,yol will then be associatecl the 
selection of others, who promise to perform the purposes of the 
owner. (The phrase, KaKoV, KaKw<; a7roAeuat, is a mode of expres
sion not uncommon with the profane writers. Comp. the passages 
in Wetstein.) According to Luke xx. 16, the people (to whom, 
in ver. 9, it is stated that the parable was addressed) understood 
the feature which represented that the vineyard would be given to 
other gardeners, very well ; and expressed, in a simple and natural 
manner, the wish that such a judgment upon Israel might be 
averted. (The JJ,'Y} ,yevot'TO corresponds with the Hebrew nt,~i,n) 
The Pharisees, however (Matt. xxi. 41), answered quite in h~~o;y 
with the spirit of the parable. Since it cannot be supposed that 
the meaning of the comparison escaped them, this coincidence only 
shows their craftiness, which led them to affect ingenuousness where 
they could not offer contradiction. The form of the conversation, 
as Matthew gives it, is quite in accordance with this view; for here 
the Redeemer openly declares that which, with feigned simplicity, 
they pretended not to have understood. Mark and Luke give the 
sequel in an abbreviated shape, only presenting the reference to the 
same passage of the Old Testament, in a question; whereas Mat
thew adds the explanation of the parable. 

Ver. 42, 43. The passage to which the Redeemer refers, is from 
Ps. cxviii. 22, 23. Matthew and Mark here exactly follow the 
LXX. Luke does not give the quotation so perfectly. We have 
already seen (Matt. xxi. 9) that the Jews applied this Psalm to the 
Messiah. (Comp. de Wette, on Ps. cxviii., who also finds in the 
use of strophes from this Psalm, at the entrance of Jesus, an inti
mation that it was interpreted as Messianic in the time of Christ.) 
Here the Saviour confirms this view, since he applies words from 
this Psalm to himself. The Psalm strictly describes a victorious 
king, who, in the power of Jehovah, triumphs over e.ll his enemies. 
(It is difficult to define the particular king referred to, but the 
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Psalm cannot, in nny case, belong to the time of the 1\{accnbees [as 
de " 7ette thinks probable], because the collection of the Psalms 
certainly was finished at an earlier period.) But in this victory of 
the pious ruler, allusion is made to the most sublime conquest of the 
loftiest of all Princes. Reference is bad to the same verses of this 
Psalm, also Acts iv. 11 ; Ephes. ii. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 6. The contents 
of the passage here quoted stand in close connexion with the paral
lel which the Lord had just drawn. With merely a change of the 
metaphor (comp. the remarks on Matt. xvi. 18), the ol,coooµ,ovvTE<; 

answer to the ,yewp,yol, the )1.,£00,;; to the servants and the Son, the 
a7rooo,aµ,&;€£1J to the a71"01CTdv€£1J. There is but one point of dif
ference, viz., the simile of the Psalmist expressly adds to the a,7rooo
"'£1'-al;ew the fact that that which the builders rejected is cliosen; 

an idea of which the previous comparison only gave a slight hint, 
in the judgment inflicted by the Father. (Kecf,a)I.,;;, ,ywv/,a,,;; cor
responds with the Hebrew i1~Ell 'IVN-,, corner-stone, the support of 
the whole building.) In theT 

0

concluding words of the verse, this 
election of that which was refused by men, is ascribed to the Lord, 
and extolled as worthy of wonder. The life of David, as a type of 
the Messiah, was in consistency with this thought. (The feminine 
forms a11T71, 8avµ,currl,, are to be explained according to the Hebrew, 
where the neuter is given by means of the feminine. The word aiiT'I] 

is equal to riNl, and the following 8avµ,aa-T'I, is formed after 
a11T71. In the version of the Seventy, this peculiarity frequently 
occurs; for example, (1 Sam. iv. 7; Ps. xxvii. 4.) Matthew here 
adds a reference to the parable, which indicates its interpretation. 
(The words i>£a ToiiTo seem to stand only in a slight connexion with 
what precedes; they serve to unite with that the idea [which, al
though not expressed, is necessarily involved in the parallel], that 
the oltcoooµ,ovVTE<; who rejected the costly stone, were themselves 
rejected.) The aµ,7re"A.wv now plainly appears as the {3au£Mla Tov 

Bfiov, which is thus recognised as already existing-in its germ
in the Old Testament. The duties and cares associated with the 
awakening and quickening of the heavenly life in mankind, which, 
up to the time of Christ, had been devolved upon the Jews, should 
now be committed to an l8vo,;; yielding true fruits. The singular 
here indicates that we are not to understand, by this term, the 
Gentiles strictly ( WVl'J = O~'i;i) ; although at the same time they are 
not to be regarded as excluded. This 10vo,;; is the community of 

3 
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licliovors, consisting in part of Jews, but principally of Gentiles. 
To these the f:3au£XEla wns henceforth to be intrusted, nnd thm1 
they would take theplnce of the corporeal Israel. The words, 80877uE
Ta£ i!0vE£ 7rO£OVVT£ TOO<; 1Gap7roO<; avTf/'>, thus understood, have 
their exact and literal signification. What could not be said of any 
one Gentile nation-that it would certainly bring forth the true 
fruit.s-was perfectly consistent in reference to community of be
lievers, whose nature it is to produce the genuine fruits of faith. 

Ver. 44. The words of this verse appear only to have been re
ceived into the text of Matthew from that of Luke. For, even 
although the number of the critical authorities who omit the verse 
in Matthew is not very great, yet it is so utterly unsuitable in the 
connexion that it is probable the few authorities have preserved the 
correct reading. If the words in Matthew be genuine, they ought 
at least to be placed before ver. 43; but how such a change in the 
position of the verses can have arisen in the manuscripts, it is im
possible to show. 

As to the meaning of this verse ; it expresses the punishment of 
the perverse ol1eoooµ,ovvTE<;. The metaphor of the X{0o<; is retained 
in allusion to the passage already cited (from Ps. cxviii.), and this 
stone is described as bringing destruction. This description is sup
ported by passages, such as Isaiah viii. 14, 15, Dan. ii. 45. In 
the first part of the verse, the stone appears as occasioning the fo.11, 
and the destruction thence resulting, through the act of him who 
falls (similarly Luke ii. 34) ; in the second part, inversely, the stone 
is represented as destroying by its own movement. 

(Under the figure of a piece of rock which-without being 
touched-loosens itself and hurls itself down, shattering everything 
it encounters, Daniel [Joe. cit.J describes the destroying power of 
the kingdom of God and its representative, the Messiah, put forth 
against the world of evil.-~vvBxaw, to smash, to dash to atoms.
At1eµ,aw literally to purify the corn from Xt1eµ,6,;;, then to separate, 
to divide, to sever generally. This is the only place in the New 
Testament where the two expressions occur.) 

Ver. 45, 413. This threatening rebuke the Pharisees, of course, 
well understood ; but as they would not yield to it in true conver
sion, it excited their bitterest anger. Still, so long as the people 
udhered to Christ and regarded him us a Prophet, they could not 
veuture upon any violence (comp. Luke xix. -17, -18; ~lark xi. 1S.) 
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Chap. xxii. l. The narratives of Ma1·k and Luke here conclude 
the conversation of the Hedeemer with the Pharisees, and immedi
ately commence the accounts of the new visit which they made, in 
order to catch the Lord in his words. l\Iatthew, on the contrary, 
adds another parable; and this again is expressly understood as ad
dressed to the Pharisees (,ra:X.iv el,rev avTot,;-.) The parnble of 
the banquet is, in part, very harmonious with the connexion; for 
the murder of the ooii:X.O, is evidently related to Matt. xxi. 35, and 
the calling of the ?ToV'T/poL (ver. 10), as plainly has reference to the 
Te:X.Wva, and ,ropvai (ver. 31.) On the other l1e.nd, however, another 
part of the parable is not applicable to the Pharisees, namely, that 
which speaks of the one guest who did not wear a wedding garment ; 
and besides this, as the form of the conclusion (ver. 45, 46) appears 
to close the conversation, it may be doubted whether Matthew is 
correct, in placing the parable here. This doubt would seem con
firmed by a comparison of Luke (xiv. 16, ff.), who has inserted in 
his history a parable very similar to ours, and which there stands 
in a distinct connexion. At the same time, as we have already 
remarked, the parable in Luke also contains so many points of dif
ference from that which l\Iatthew introduces here, that we cannot 
suppose a mere change of form; from one to the other, by means of 
tradition. For, if such a conjecture were entertained, it would be 
necessary to regard tbe account of Matthew as containing the result 
of the transformation ; but Matthew's mode of description is so 
peculiar, that we cannot possibly trace it to the vagueness of tradi
tion. l\!foreover, since in tbe connexion of Matthew there is no 
lack of references to what has preceded, it may be the most suitable 
to suppose that a parable delivered by Christ, at an earlier period, 
is here again brought forward with somewhat free alterations. Nor 
are these modifications-for example, the paragraph which cannot 
be applied to the Pharisees-inconsistent ; for the concluding part 
of the parable has its relation to the disciples, who must be regarded 
as listening to Jesus with the Pharisees (Luke xx. 9, 16.) It was 
most appropiate that the followers of the Lord should be reminded 
by this solemn admonition, of the meaning of union to him ; since 
the rebuke addressed to the Pharisees might so easily lead them to 
self complacency. Then, the only remaining incongrnity is that 
which we find in the foregoing form of conclusion (Matt. xxi. 45, 
46.) It cannot be denied that this would stand better at the end 
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of the parable (xxii. 14); meanwhile we may suppose that thero 
was a break in the conversation of Christ with the Pharisees, and 
that the parable of the marriage-feast did not come immediately after 
the preceding, although it was sufficiently near to render the refer
ences to that intelligible. This hypothesis would satisfactorily 
explain the previous conclusion. 

The parable now before us, like that of the vineyard, also has its 
Old Testament foundation. In Zephan. i. 7, 8, Prov. ix. 1, ff., the 
Divine wisdom is represented as preparing a feast and inviting guests 
to partake it.1 Similar allegories have been formed, after these pas
sages of the Old Testament, by the Rabbins. (Compare the pas
sages in Lightfoot and Meuschen.) According to the remarks 
already made, the parable of Matthew falls into two parts, which 
have entirely different relations;. the :first prirt is parallel with the 
parahle of the ap,7T'EA.6Jv, and like this, relates to the Pharisees, (the 
ICEICA7JJJ,evoi are = the ryewpryot and the ooiiXo, stand in the same 
relation to them, as in the previous comparison, where they repre
sent the prophets) ; the other, on the c'ontrary, has reference to 
those who have followed _the invitation, namely the µ,a07J-rat. In 
the latter part, the sincerity of the Lord's love is specially conspi
cuous. He did not aim to establish a party, to draw adherents or 
to retain them ; hence he exemplified even towards his own followers 
the full severity of the kingdom of God at the risk of their forsak-
ing him. (Comp. John vi. 67.) •· 

2. In the several parables addressed by the Saviour to the Pha
risees, to the people who were favourable towards him, and to bis 
disciples, the several ideas which he sought to impress on their 
hearts, became more and more distinctly marked. According to 
the parable of the vineyard (Matt. xxi. 37,) Christ was designated 
as the Son of the Lord of the vineyard; here he is expressly called 
the Son of a King, to whom, as such, royal dignity and power be• 
long. That which Luke (xiv. 16) stated in general terms, &v0pw-

7T'O<; n<; e'1T'-0{71u-E OE£7T'vov µ,erya, is here more strictly defined. The 
person who gave the entertainment was /3au-iAEV<;, the entertain
ment was e marriage feast. This last expression is very full of 

1 In the first passnge we 6ud something kindred to Matt. xx.ii. 12, where one of the 
guests is spoken of as olJK E.110E.Ot1fJ,i.vos i110uµa -yd.µou. The strange garment is calletl, 
Zepbu.n. i. 8, ''."~; ui~ll~':· 
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meaning. The nccession of the Prince to his throne is frequently 
described as a marringe with his people; and the whole appcaranoe 
of Jesus in humnnity may be viewed as a similar installation into 
his kingdom, of wl1ich the entrance of Christ into Jerusalem was 
only the outward representation. According to the usus loquendi 
of Scripture, the accession of Christ to the throne of the kingdom 
of God is the visit of the bridegroom to the bride. (Compo.re the 
observations on Matt. ix. 15 ; John iii. 29.) This mutual penetra
tion of the two metaphors is to be retained here ; for those who are 
invited a.re, in one sense, the subjects of the person who invites, 
while in another sense, they ought to constitute the bride of the 
bridegroom. Hence their disobedience to the command of the 
king is viewed in another light also, as inconstancy to the true 
object of lo,e; or love of the world instead of love to God. 

Yer. 3-G. Accordingly it is in perfect keeping with the other 
features of the comparison, that the ryaµ,oi of the Son, while they 
are H. time for the highest joy (to those who follow the ,c).fjui-.), are 
also the very occasion of judgment. The invitation involves the 
challenge to discard all other love and to be united, in obedient 
affection, with the true Lord alone. The BovXoi, in their distinc
tion from the parties invited, signify (as in the foregoing parable) 
the prophets, who, as members of the nation, are themselves invited, 
but stand in such close connexion with the Lord, that they are re
garded as belonging to him.· So far, however, as others are dis
tinguished from the ICEICA'TJµk,oi (ver. 9), the reference is not to all 
men, but to the ICA'TJTol (ver. 14, where the expression is repeated 
in a literal form). These ICA'TJTol may be, in different senses, on 
the one hand the Pharisees, in opposition to the TEAwvoi and 
-,ropvai (Matt. xxi. 31,) and on the other, the Jews in opposition 
to the Gentiles. In the present instance, according to the nearest 
connexion, the former sense prevails. The description of the disobe
dience manifested by the individuals invited is very much stronger 
in Matthew than in the po.rallel passage of Luke, where the parable is 
told in milder antitheses. Here again the mission of the Bov>..oi 

takes place at intervals, and with a gradual advance in the designa
tion of the sin committed by the disobedient, (as above, Mark xii. 
4,) until it is intimated that the general call (addressed by means 
of the connexion with nation and class) is, by the appointment of 
God, brought home specially to every individual. (The oriental 



(JOSPF.J. OF ST MATTHEW xxrr. 7~ 10. IH 

custom of frequent invitation to great feasts, furnished o.n appropriate 
figure in which to convey these sentiments.) The words OVI(, fi0e11.,ov 
(vcr. 4) nro followed by the expression, aµe11.,17a-av-rec; a7riJ11.,0ov 
(ver. u), and finally we have the statement, i:JfJpta-av K,a1, a'TT"EK,
-rewav. The first expression conveys only the disinclination of the 
will, the second implies a slighting disregard of the divine call, the 
last denotes actual resistance. "Apta--rov here stands, in the wider 
sense, for meal generally, = oeZ'TT"vov. It has been adopted in this 
signification by the Rabbins. (Comp. Buxtorf. lex. s. v. ,'i~t::?,"1~• 
The expression a-tna--ra = a-t-rev-ra, me!l.ns fatted beasts in geiierai, 
except oxen, which are mentioned as the ornaments of a splendid 
entertainment. The prepared supper is a metaphor, denoting the 
spiritual preparation of mankind for the reception of the Redeemer. 

Ver. 7. Whilst Luke (xiv. 24) only adds the threatening that 
those who had been invited should not taste the supper, Matthew 
describes the punishment of the disobedient (who represent the 
Pharisees especially) in the most fearful terms. (Similarly as in 
the foregoing comparison, Luke xviii. 20.) The king, upon see
ing bis favour abused, appears as the Ruler who severely punishes 
the violation of bis will ; the persons who were invited stand in the 
relation of subjects, and are therefore treated as rebels .. 

Vera. 8-10. The rejection of those who were first invited to the 
prepared feast, is followed ( as Luke xiv. 21) by the invitation of 
others ; a circumstance in which we find a. parallel with the trans 
ference of the vineyard to other hushandmen (Matt. xxi. 41.) 
Matthew, indeed, merely mentions the dispatch of the servants ; 
but, according to his account also, the effect is the same as in the 
other case, viz., the filling up of the places. This supply of the 
vacancies, occasioned through the absence of the discarded guests, 
by others who were not in the first instance appointed to those 
positions, is the same idea as Paul illustrates (Rom. xi.), where he 
represents the cast-off Jews as severed branches of the olive tree, 
into whose places others (the 7T"A?Jproµa -rwv i!Ovwv) were grafted. 
Matthew speaks more expressively than Luke in reference to the 
persons who were called. The former designates them 7roll"lpol K,a1, 
a,ya0oi. (Comp. Matt. xiii. 47.) The latter describes them only 
as 7r-rwxol, not as in part 7roll"lpol. This term points to the 
sequel, in which the wickedness of some among the called is exhi
bited. (This is the onlyinstnnce in which the expression Otegooot TWV 

VOL. III. !11 
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OOOIV occurs in the New TestRment. ..die~os~ literally signifies II 

pns!'-age : in connexion with oool it probably means the intersection 
of one street by another; thus compitum, where men are accustomed 
to congregate.) 

Yer. 11-13. This second part of the parable, os we have already 
observed ( on ver. l ), does not admit any reference to the Pharisees. 
It could not possibly be so.id of them that they participated in the 
marriage ; they were the very men who did not obey the call. The 
design of the Redeemer, in tl,ese words, was to give l1is disciples 
(who, as such, may be regarded as called, instead of the persons 
first invited) an exhortation to earnestness. 

As regards the simile, it is evident tbot allusion is made to the 
eastern custom observed at feasts, of distributing costly garments. 
According to this usage, the want of t.he garment required at the 
feast was criminal, even in the case of the poorest individual, since 
be must have rejected the one offered him, and self-complacently 
deemed his own good enough. Now if we analyse the metaphor, 
we find that the garment (as an external decoration) signifies the 
internal adornment of the soul, which we may denominate by one ex
pression, the oucaioUVIJ'TJ. (Isaiah lxi. lO has the same figure .,,.:i::i 
~- Comp. Rev. xix. 8. The use of the word evovuau0a, in °th~ 
N;; Testament, with 'XPurrlw, veov llv0pr.nrov, /vya7T'TJV, Rom. x.iii. 
14, Gal. iii. 27, Col. iii. 10, l2, ff., Ephes. iv. 24, has reference to 
the same comparison.) Hence this inward righteousness is not repre
sented as anything acquired or self-produced, but as something 
given, imparted, the non-appropriation of which (resulting from in
ward self-complacency end vanity, as if self were sufficient) is the 
ground of rebuke. Where this righteousness is wanting, there 
the necessary consequence is removal from the q,w, of the f3au£A.e{a 
into the utc6To<;. (Concerning the words, utc6To', eEwTEpov IC. T. A.., 
compare the remarks on Matt. viii. 12.) Nor does the ,c)..fjuii. 

by any means appear as gratia irresistibilis, but as laying claim 
to the free spontaneous choice. Even in the case of those who fol
low the call, sin may remain in the depth of the life, unless the man 
wholly yields in humble obedience, and, with the invitation, receives 
also the ornament of righteousness offered by the free grace of God. 
In adopting this interpretation one difficulty only is encountered; 
namely, bow this parable is to be reconciled with that of the ten 
virgins (Matt. xxv. 1, ff.) According to the latter, it appears tl1at 
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not only no ono without the wedding-garment-without the inward 
nrrny of the divine righteousness-but no one remaining without 
the necessary oil of the Spirit can come into the kingdom of God ; 
whilst, according to that which is now before us, the 7rOv'T}po<; (ver. 
10) is admitted into the kingdom of God. It would, indeed, be the 
shortest method to say that these features are not to be pressed ; 
but they stand in such intimate connexion with the whole matter of 
the parable, that if such points are to be put aside as incidental, 
the entire representation becomes vague. If, however, we only dis
tinguish the varied relations in which the kingdom of God is pre
sented, this difference between the descriptions gains its meaning. 
In the passage, Matt. xxv. 1, ff., the /3a<TtXeta T. e. is treated of in 
reference to its complete manifestation at the Parousia of the Lord ; 
this involves the idea of the ,cpl<Tt<; for the kingdom of God, by 
means of which all impurities are separated from it. In our parable, 
on the contrary, the subject of discourse is the coming of the king
dom of God among men, as it was introduced by the :first appear
ance of the Lord on earth; in this sense we may apply the parable 
of the net, in which good and bad fish are included (Matt. xiii. 4 7, 

f.) Thus, the fact of being in the external kingdom of God, does 
not by any means in itself furnish either the right or the certainty 
of belonging to his internal kingdom- As there was a Judas 
amongst the disciples, and a Ham in the ark, so in all places and 
times, while the kingdom of God is in the course of its secret devel
opment in the al6Jv ovT-0<;, a 7rOV'T}po<; appears in the various circles 
of believers that are formed from time to time. Whether the Re
deemer, in this parabolic representation, thought particularly of 
Judas, it is hard to affirm, although it cannot be positively denied. 

Ver. 14. According to Matt. xxii. 14, the Redeemer concludes 
this parable also (compare the remarks on Matt. xx. 16) with the 
saying, 7roXXol elcri ICXTJTO~, oXvyot 0~ EICX€TOL, which here re-
quires a closer consideration. As to the meaning of ICA'TJTO<;, the 
foregoing comparison shows plainly enough that the term is iden
tical with ,ce,cl\.'T}µ,Jvot (ver. 3.) All, therefore, who are reached by 
the invitation issued through the prophets to enter the kingdom of 
God, are included therein. Whether they obey the call (,cXi;<Tt<; 

luyla, 2 Tim. i. 9) -0r not, is not implied in the word ICA'TJTO<; ; on 
the contmry the pnrnble of the ml\rriage feust sufficiently proves 

M2 
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tlrnt there are persons called who do not obey the c1tll. At the 
same time the term KA'TJTO{ is in some inst1tnces applied, especially 
b:Y the Apostle Paul, strictly to those who have followed the co.11 
and entered the church of God (Rom. i. 6, 7, viii. 28; 1 Cor. i. 24; 
Jude ver. l.) Paul also employs the word KA.'TJTO<; in reference to 
the calling of an individual to a special work in the kingdom of 
God; for example, Rom. i. 1 ; I Cor. i. 1, KA.'TJTO<; a,roa-ToA.o<;; 
but this signification needs no further remark here.) In many pas
sages of Scripture (Luke xviii. 7 ; Matt. xxiv. 22, ff. ; Rom. viii. 
83 ; Col. iii. l 2; Tit. i. 1 ; l Pet. i. l, ii. 9) EKA.EKTO<; stands quite 
parallel with KA-'TJTO<;, as a general designation of the members of 
the church in opposition to the world. The expression is, in this 
sense, synonymous with &,ywi, which also in itself only conveys the 
fact of separation from a multitude. In the special sense, how
ever, it is applied to angels (1 Tim. v. 21), to Christ (Luke xxiii. 
85), and to individual members of the church. In these instances 
it appears to have a narrower meaning than KA.'TJTo<;, because, while 
all EKMKTol a.re necessarily KA-'TJTol, all KA.'TJTO{ a.re not EKA.EKTol. 

This signification occurs, not only in the saying now before us, but 
in Rev. xvii. 14, and probably Rom. xvi. 18. It might be thought 
that tbe peculiarity of the eK">,.eKTol is a richer endowment with gifts, 
and hence the appointment to e. greater work. In that case, in the 
parable of the servants (Matt. xxv. 14, ff.), for example, those to 
whom more te.lents were given than to the other, would be e,c)..e,c• 

-rot; or, according to the parable before us we might understand 
this term as designating those who sincerely avail themselves of the 
KATJtTi<;, in opposition to those who either despise or neglect it; or 
else, while apparently receiving it, do not properly apply it. But 
the words 7T o).. )..o { euri KA'TJTol seem to imply that there are. others 
who are ,wt ce.lled (the Evangelist does not use the expression ol 
wo)..)..aL, which might be taken as bee.ring much the same significa
tion with ,ravre<;, comp. Rom. v. 15 with xviii. 19); while, at the 
same time, the fact of not being called is only .to be viewed as a 
relative circumstance (comp. the remarks on Matt. xx. 28) since 
the Scripture knows nothing of any positive decree excluding indi
vidual men from the kingdom of God, but on the contrary plainly 
teaches the universality of God's grace ( I John ii. 2; 2 Pet. iii. 9.) 
It is true, indeed, that the calling of one people takes place at an 
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earlier period than that of the other; ancl, omong the same people 
ono individuol is called before onother, 1 so that thus far, those 
who ore called may be distinguished from those who are not called 
(but are to be called.) Hence the vocation, as such, admits of no 
merit, it is o. gift of the free grace of God; while, on the other hand, 
guilt is involved in its rejection. The guilt of the many is inti
mated in the second part of the npothegm, oXtryot oe e,eXe,c-rot. 

It does indeed appeo.r that, since the use of the ,eXf]aw is here 
pointed out o.s the peculiarity of the e,eXe,e-rol, the term is not ap
propriate ; it seems ns though the more correct expression would 
be 'TT"t<T-rot, in order to mark the spontaneousness of man. But the 
improvement of the ,cXf]uv;; is also traced to an e,eXo"fT/, for the 
purpose of showing that sincerity itself is only an effect of grace, 
since the activity on the part of, man can only operate negatively, 
and always requires a positive power (namely, the divine) to supply 
its deficiency. The apophthegm itself naturally partakes of the 
variable applicability of its parts; and hence we must explain the 
circumstance that here it has reference to the unfaithfulness of those 
who did not embrace the ,cXf]atr; in a measure addressed to them; 
whilst in Matt. xx. 16, it was applied to those different relations to 
the kingdom of God, the distribution of which depends upon God's 
free grace. 

§ 6. NEW CONVERSATIONS OF JESUS WITH THE l?HARISEES A:--.D 

SADDU.CEES. 

(Matt. xxii. 15---46; Mark xii. 13- -37; Luke xx. 20-44.) 

All the three Evangelists agree in tbe statement that the Phari
sees, soon after the first interview, made a fresh attempt to embar
rass the Redeemer by difficult questions, so as to compromise him 
in the eyes of the people, and thus draw away the regard which they 
entertained for him. Here the accounts e.re in such exact harmony 
with each other (the only point of difference being that Luke omits 
the parallel to Matt. xxii. 34, ff.; comp. the remarks on Matt. xx.i. 
23), as to leave no doubt that the reports were given in chronolo
gical order; especially as the internal character of the conversa· 

l This difference in the cRlls was represented in the parable, Matt, x:r, I, ff. 
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tions is quite suit-ed to the last days before the sufferings of tho 
Lord. The increasing malignity of the Pharisees led them to 
make use of the most difficult cases, that they might put Jesus to 
the proof. nod, if possible, entangle him in his words. The love of 
Christ, wl1ich rose in contrast with such daring sin to its highest 
pitch, is manifested by the following discourses in its gentle form 
of compassion, sympathizing with blindness, end labouring to re· 
move it, not less than in its holy ardour. 

Yer. 15, 16. We have here a positive statement of that which 
was at least not definitely expressed at the commencement of the 
first interview between Jesus and the Pharisees (Matt. xxi. 23)
tbat the persons who interrogated Christ were expressly delegated 
by the Sanhedrim for that purpose. The Pharisaic party, who 
ruled the Sanhedrim by their influence, made the formal resolution 
to entrap Christ, through their deputies, by means of artful ques
tions. (lla'Y,od.100 = arypEV<A>, as if to catch in a net.) In order, 
however, to conceal their plan, they sent some of their pupils (Matt. 
xxii. 16), taking care to select those who knew how to present 
the appearance of a character deserving respect, as if they came 
from inward want to ask the opinion of the Saviour in e. difficult 
case, in which they desired to know what was right. (Luke xx. 20 
describes them as V'TrOt£ptvoµ,fWO£ eavToi~ Ott£alo~ elvai, and Jesus 
subsequently, on the same account, calls them inrot£piTal. An 
eyt£a8e-ro~ is a way-layer, lying in ambush [comp. Job xix. 12.] 
Sirach viii. 14, the phrase occurs, eyt£a8lt;ew w~ bJeopov T'f' uTo
µ,aTt Two~, which is quite analogous to our passage.) 

It is singular that Matthew and Mark agree in stating that the 
Pharisees had united with the Herodians. These adherents of the 
Herodian family generally, and of Herod Antipas in particular 
(Merk iii. 6), who, moreover, may have been the immediate at
tendants of the Tetrarch-for he was present in Jerusalem at the 
feast of Passover (Luke xxiii. 7)-were the subjects of a poli
tical bias altogether different from that which was cherished by the 
Pharisees. The latter were necessarily opposed to the Romans, in 
the whole direction of their sentiments, and desired the establish
ment of an independent Jewish power, because that would afford 
them greater certainty of exercising the influence which they as
sumed ; e.nd, through their efforts, the mass of the people also were, 
in the hiehest degree, prejudiced against the Roman dominion. 
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On the other hand, the family of Herod, nnd its adherents with it, 
had nn interest in the very endurance of Roman government ; for, 
by this means, it was protected in the possession of its power; and 
hence it permitted all oppressions, confidently trusting in the Ro
man legions, who stood in readiness to defend it against every out
break of rebellion. It was upon the union of these two parties 
that their plan was laid. As Herod and Pilate became friends when 
it was desired to put the Holy One of God to death (Luke xxiii. 
12), so also the Pharisees and the Herodians. The deputies of the 
two political colours were at once to supply the witnesses by whom, 
according as he might answer, he should be ruined. It is true, a 

declaration against the Romans would have won the attachment of 
the people still more closely; but the Herodians would then have 
had occasion to accuse him before the Pagan authorities (Luke 
xx. 20, TOV 7Tapaoovvai auTOV TlJ apxfi ,cat -rfi el;ova-{q, TOV iJ,ye
µ,ovo<;), which the Pharisees above all things desired. If, on the 
contrary, Jesus expressed himself directly in favour of the Romans, 
then the Pharisees hoped to draw away from him the sympathies 
of the people, and to seize him without any trouble. And now they 
hypocritically seek to inveigle the Redeemer by insidious language, 
while they praise the truth and the self-possession with which he 
replies. But he who knew what is in man (John ii. 25), perceived 
their 7ravovp,yla, as Luke says, xx. 23. (Instead of 7rpoa-oo7Tov 
)o..aµ,~avew = o,::is ~tv::i, Matthew and Mark have el<; 7rpO<T007rOV 

~E7rew, and thi; T doe; T not correspond with o,::ie., r,,u;, Numb. 

xxiv. 1, which the LXX. correctly translate by· &.7To~pecpeiv To 
7rpaa-oo7Tov. It is better to compare 1,y o,::ie., O'liV, which is gene

rally used in the good sense, to regard-any ~;e with favour. Even 
this phrase, however, does not exactly answer to the language ff>..e-
7Tew el,;; 7rpoa-007rov; it would rather be necessary that the words 
should run: o,::ie., 1,y ;,~-,,-an expression which does not occur.) 

Ver. l 7-22: TTh; way in which the interrogators intended that 
the Lord should be perplexed, is evident from what hos preceded. 
But two questions now present themselves. In the first place, how 
did Christ v~ew the relation of the Jewish people to the Romans 
and their representative, the Emperor? The inquiry l! ~ea- -r £ 

ooiivai tjva-ov Kala-api, P, oiJ, plainly indicates a reference to the 
views of the Jewish ultra-liberals, of whom the well known Judns of 
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Galilee (comp. Joseph. Arch. xviii. 1, ff. and Acts v. 37) is to be 
regarded as the fanatic chief. This man represented tho freedom 
to which he believed the Jewish people called, RB consisting in en
tire exemption from external imposts and contributions to the sup
port of worldly government, their contributions being due only to 
God-that is, to the Temple and its Pharisaic officials. There was 
not the slightest ground for the support of this fanatical opinion 
in Scripture ; for the Jews always had paid taxes to their sovereign 
in addition to the Temple subscriptions, and Palestine had also 
11ad to bring its tribute as a province of Babylon or Syria. 1\fore
over, the passage Deut. xvii. 15 does not in itself forbid that a 
stranger (,-,:i:::i u;,~) should reign over Israel ;-indeed, the pro

phets incess"a:i::-t1y p;ophesied that the unfaithful people would be 
subjected to foreign rule ;-the passage only prohibits the Jews from 
themselves choosing a foreigner as king, while it was quite possible 
that God might cause them to be brought under the dominion of 
other nations as a punishment. Hence it is evident that Jesus could 
not, by any means, coincide with the ultra party ; their sedition was 
e. hon-ible fruit of sin. According to the command of God, even 
illegitime.te and unjust government must be obeyed when it is once 
established (Rom. xiii. I.) At the same time, however, Jesus was 
no friend to the Romans (represented by the Herodians) ; on the 
one hand, they had assumed the power over J udrea by gross deeds 
of violence, and, on the other, their whole political constitution was 
unholy and directly opposed to everything divine. But the Lord 
saw in their dominion over Israel the judgment of God, and there
fore viewed it as a scourge (like Nebuchadnezzar and his Chaldeans 
in days before) held in God's hand. And, although the instrument 
was indeed repugnant, yet the holiness of him who used it-the 
Lord of heaven and earth-demanded to be adored. Now, accord
ing to the prophecies, even Israel was, as a punishment, not only 
to be without 11 king (of its own), but, at one time, without sacri
fice, altar, ephod, and sanctuary (Hos. iii. 4.) It is true that, if the 
whole people of Israel had embraced the Lord in genuine faith, 
tlien it might be supposed that (according to the Philonean mode of 
representation) the whole nation-through the inward power of the 
holy life, which would have been developed within it-would have 
overcome its conquerors; bu_t the Lord, at this time, knew too cer
tainly that the Jews were rushing to their own destruction (Luke 
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x1x. 42, ff.), ond sow in the Romans the instrument of God for the 
correction of this blinded people. Thus, when the interrogators of 
the Redeemer propounded to l1im their opposite opinions-as con
trnries between which, they thought, he would inevitably be obliged 
to choose-ho took no port with either. Ho carried in himself that 
whioh was true from both, united in a higher and holier view of 
things, and could not be bound by on antithesis which he soared 
far above. 

In tlie second place, it may be asked, how could the Saviour, 
with prudence, make known his sentiments ?-especially as he did 
not deal in abstract thoughts respecting the political relation of 
peoples and states, but conveyed his instruction by means of the 
sight of the actual material object which represented the particular 
point in question. He requested the ordinary coin in which the 
census was taken (hence v6µ,ura ,c-,jvuov, Matt. xxii. 19), namely a 
denorius, to be produced. (L17Jvapiov, like ,ciJvuo,;, was adopted 
from the Latin language into the Greek; the coin [see niiatt. xviii. 
28] was worth about three Saxon groscben.) This bore the image 
and name of Cresar, and therefore its use involved the silent ac
knowledgment of the influence of the Emperor, and with him, of 
the Romans. (Comp. the passages in Lightfoot and W etstein in 
loco, which lay down the principle, " He whose likeness is borne by 
the coin, is lord of the land.") But this acknowledgment expressed, 
on the one hand, the consciousness of demerit, and, on the other, 
submission to the will of God ; and, therefore, all this could lead to 
no other conclusion than that, when so much had come to pass, 
nothing but what existed (the payment of tribute to the Emperor) 
could follow. This idea, however, involved the other-that, in the 
first instance, they should not hove appropriated the money of the 
Emperor (but rather have striven after a more solemn and holy ob
ject), and then there would hove been no necessity (according to the 
law of justice) for giving the Emperor what was his. 

After having directed the thoughts of the interrogators to the 
foots of their present position, and having thus awakened the sense 
of guilt and the consciousness of deserved punishment, Jesus led 
their minds from that which was sensuous to things eternal, and 
their duties respecting them. To refer the words Tl:t Toii 0eoii Trfj 

0etj, to the Temple-offerings (of half R shekel, Exod. xxx. 12) is a 
disarrcmgemeut of the point of view that belongs to the whole nnr-

:l 
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rative. For, on the one hand, it would not appear what occasion 
there could be for wonder in the answer-" both must be paid, the 
tribute to the Romans and the subscriptions to the Temple ;"1 and, 
on the other, the Pharisees might have made a fine handle of such 
a reply, in order to stigmatize .Jesus among the people as a deserter 
to Rome, since he certainly stated that the census must be paid. 
The word of the Lord is full of spirit and life only when it is spi-
1·itually apprehended, Jesus contrasts God, as the heavenly Sove
reign-the King of ell kings-with Cresar, as the highest possessor 
of worldly dominion. The latter, in accordance with his oha.raoter, 
claims nothing but what is temporal and earthly (Mammon), which 
he only whose bee.rt clings around it hesitates in resigning to its 
origm. But God, as Spirit, requires that which is spiritua.1-the 
heart and the whole being. The inward man belongs lo God (as 
the outward belongs to the world, and Cresar its representative), 
for it bears the El,cwv TOV Beav indelibly impressed upon it, 
and that which came from God must return to him. Now, 
these hypocrites resorted to the Lord, to ascertain how they 
should act towards C~sar ; but to learn how their immorta.l souls 
might be brought to God-to revea.l which was the very design of 
the Saviour's coming-they sought not. This striking contrast, 
drawn in the power of the Spirit, and spoken with the conquering 
glance of truth, came home with such power to their consciences, 
that they stood self-convicted of their own insincerity ; they experi
enced the profound truth of the sublime sentiment uttered by the 
Lord; they felt that their question wonld have been frivolous even 
if it ha.d proceeded from hearts well-disposed,2 but that now it was 
wicked, because it came from hearts full of hypocrisy. They may 
have been sensible that the answer, a71'oOoTe Tit Kaluapar;; T,jj Ka(
uapi, ,cal Tit Tav Beov T<p Bep, may be said to involve the law and 
the prophets (Matt. x:xii. 40), for we cannot conceive of any divine 
law, which would not belong to one part or the other, of this senti-

I The peculiarity ill the proceedure of the Saviour would, in that case, ha-re consisted, 
not in the sentiment expressed, but in the exhibition of the coi1t; whereas, e.ccording to 
Lu.kc xx.. 20, the object of marvel was the answer. 

2 Cl11udi11S, ill his illgeniollB remarks on the history of the tributary Penny ( Ges
chichte vom Zinsgroschen, B. iL 5 ltl), very jllBtly says," The whole qnestion generally 
respecting the justice or illjustice of the tribnte-moaey wu very e.beurd, and amounted to 
just as much as ifan adull.erer should ask whether it were right to pny the legal penalty 
fixed e.ge.inst adultery.P The instance of adultery is selected with great appropriateness, 
for tl.ie Jews he.d committed this very crime, in their uofR.itbfulness towards the Lord. 

3 
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ment; to leave what is sinful to the wmld and to bring that which 
is eternnl to God, is the whole secret of godliness. (Comp. the 
commentary on Rom. xiii. 7, in which passage Paul seems to hnve 
had the so.me thing in his eye.) 

Ver. 23. According to Matt. xxii. 22, the Pharisees now with
drew, and on the same day ( ev eKelvr, f,µ,epq,, ver. 23 )-but after nn 
interval-the Sadducees came to Jeiius. But, as the Pharisees are 
mentioned again subsequently (Matt. xxii. 34-41), the word a?T17i\.

Oov doubtless may relate only to those among them who had been 
expressly deputed; it is likely thnt others belonging to the general 
mass remained. According to Mark and Luke, the question of the 
Sadducees immediately follows the preceding, end hence the interval 
of which Matthew speaks is, probably, to be regarded es bnt very 
brief. The accounts of the three Evangelists respecting the con
versation of Jesus with the Sadducees, harmonize in all essentials; 
the only difference being that Mark, according to his mode, gives 
a somewhat more extended report, although without adding any 
peculiar feature. Luke, on the contrary, gives the answer of Christ 
far more fully than either of the others, and includes some peculiar 
points. 

As regards the relation of Jesus to the Sadducees, the Redeemer 
evidently acknowledges in them a certain goodness of disposition ; 
they were far from the malignity and shamelessness of the Phari
sees, but only because they had less interest in doctrinal contro
versies and ecclesiastical affairs. Their god was the belly, and since 
their wealth placed them in a position to enjoy themselves as they 
lilrnd, their whole activity was concentrated upon temporal things. 
The debased condition into which they bad sunk, while giving 
themselves up to the pursuit of pleasure, nature.lly led them to over
look everything superior, and, in regard to understanding, they 
were far behind the Pharisees. They denied the resurrection,1 and 
even the reality of the spiritual world2 (Acts x.xiii. 8) ; and, (like 
Philo) among the Old Testament Scriptures, they attached more im-

l Mw·k and Luke expressly ndd-for the sake of those readers who might not be Jews 
-that the Sadducees denied the resu1Tection. 

2 How they may have explained the appenrllllces of angels in the Pentnteuch, is indeed 
doubtful. Neander (Kircb. Ges. Th. i. s. :15) conjectures, with rc11Son, that they regarded 
these o.ppenrances merely ns mnnifestutions of God himself which ,vere impersonal, anJ 
on thnt ncconnt trnnsitory. (Compru·e also Dr Paulus on Luke xx. 27.) 
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portance to the Thorah tl1an to the Prophets. (Joseph. Arch. xviii. 
1. 4. Bell. Jud. ii. R. 14.) Hence, while Christ declares that 
they have no knowledge of divine things (Matt. xxii. 29), he 
does not shrink from instructing them ; the comparative goodness 
of their disposition rendered it possible that the words might find 
entrance to their hearts-a result far less to be anticipated in the 
case of the vain, high-minded Pharisees. 

Ver. 24-28. The question which they propose to Christ obvi
ously pro,es the shallowness of their argumentation. The tale 
which they relate (merely a fictitious one) probably belonged to the 
most striking arguments which they were accustomed to adduce 
against the avMTaa-~, the object of their p9lemic attack; and for 
this reason it may have appeared to them worth the trouble, to try 
its effect with tbe famous Prophet of Nazareth. The whole fiction 
was founded upon the 1-1:osaic law, Deut. xxv. 5, ff. concerning the 
so-called Levirate-marriage, which, indeed, occurs as in use before 
the time of Moses, Gen. xxxviii. 6. (The citation is given merely 
from memory, and hence each of the Evangelists quotes it differently 
from the other.) The desigu of this Mosaic regulation was simply 
to preserve the families ( and this was the purport also of the 
laws respecting heiresses-comp. the remarks on the genealogical 
tables containing the lineage of Jesus), the number of which was 
connected with the inheritance in the land of Canaan. On this 
account, likewise, the fi.rst-bom was regarded as the heir of the 
deceased (comp. Michaelis Mos. Recht. Th. ii. s. 194), and treated 
as his genuine descendant. 

(The word brvyaµ,/3pevw, Matt. xxii. 24, literally signifies to ally 
one·s self by marriage, from ,yaµ,/3po,;;, which denotes all relationships 
by marriage, as brother-in-law,son-in law,father-in-law. This is the 
only place where it occurs, and it corresponds with the Hebrew 0::1'!, 
which usually means to perform an obligatory marriage. Inst~~d 
of Q.Vaa-T'l')CTH CT'TT"Epµ,a, the original text has ,.,n_i:, ow-l,:ll O!!j,~ 
r,~ry ; the LXX. also have retained the word IJvoµ,a. ~7ripµ,a cor

responds with the Hebrew Y'J! in the ordinary signification, poste
rity.) 

Ver. 29, 30. The Lord, in his reply, in the first place {according 
to Matthew and Luke) reproves the unbelief of the Sadducees, and 
secondly (according to the more copious account of Luke), gives the 
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most distinct declarntion on the particular case before him. Christ 
describes the error of the Pharisees us ignorance of the Scriptures and 
the 8uvaµt,;; -rov 0Eov. That we ure not to understand the latter ex
pression as referring to a mere lcnowled!Je of the divine omnipotence, 
which can awaken the bodies of the dead, is evident from the ideu 
itself. Indeed, the general doctrine of the almighty power of God was 
not contested by the Pharisees ; they only wished that the awakening 
of the dead should not be regarded as forming a part in the opera
tions of the omnipotent divine energy. The knowledge of the 
8uvaµt,;; of God is not distinct from ,yvwut,;; generally; for we can
not conceive of one property of God without the other; all must be 
viewed as penetrating the divine essence. And just in like manner, 
the phrase Eil'>ivat -ra.,;; ,ypacf,a,;; must not be taken as importing an 
acquaintance with the historical sense of the Scriptures ; for it is 
quite as incredible that the Sadducees should have mistaken this, 
as that they denied the omnipotence of God. On the contrary, the 
expression denotes an apprehension of the spiritual contents of the 
Scriptures; and since this presupposes Spirit-and that, divine 
Spirit, which no one can have without the ,yvwut,;; -rov 0i;oii--the 
knowledge of Scripture is related to the knowledge of God, as the 
effect to the cause. Because they do not know God, they do not 
understand that which is divine in the Scriptures, knowing only 
what is external, and not having organs for the apprehension of 
anything beyond. (Respecting the yvxtKO<; [Judever. 10, 7rVEvµa 
µi] lx<,JV]' comp. l Cor. ii. 14, where it is said, 01/ oixETat -ra. TOV 

7T'VEUµa-ro<; TOV E>Eov.) 
In the next place, in regard to the question itself, the Lord une

quivocally replies that the life of those who are raised from the dead 
will be entirely different from earthly life, and hence the difficulty 
suggested by his interrogators foils to the ground. Now, in this 
passage, we have, as the main thing, an express confirmation of the 
dvau-raut,;;, which, it is to be observed, we must distinguish from 
the immortality of the soul. Of the latter, the Scriptures say no
thing; on the contrary, God is called, o µ6vo,;; lfxwv Ti}II d8a11a
ulav ( 1 Tim. vi. 16.) It is true, the doctrine of Scripture recog
nises an individual endurance of the VVX,77, but it always views the 
separation of the "YVX"l from the crwµa in death as something 
destructive, so that even in the case of believers, whose 7T'VEVµa und 
vvx71 live in the light of God, the perfection of the uwµa ulso is 
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earnestly desired. (Rom. viii. :12, 'Y}µ,e'i-; a,7re,coex6µ,evoi 'N'JV a7r7r}..1.1-

-rproaw -rov a-wµ,a,-ro-; 'Y]µ,fl,v.) Hence, the unclothing of the body
the oondition of the life of the y-vx'l without its organ-is by no means 
an exaltation to men ; according to the principle-" corporeity is 
the end of the work of God," everything seeks its corresponding 
body. The body of the resurrection is a true a-ruµ,a, but that a-ruµ,a 
is 'TnJEVµ,an"6v ( I Cor. xv. 43, 44.) The Redeemer thus describes 
the corporeality of those who are raised from the dead; for he 
denies, in their case, the ryaµ'iv (as regards men) and ryaµ,{l;ea-0ai 
( = ryaµ,&,cea-0ai or e,cryaµ,&,cea-0ai, in application to women, to be 
married) ; whereas both these belong to the a-ruµ,a y-vxi,cov, 
according to its own nature. Instead of awµ,aTa, the Lord men
tions (in Luke) a,;,.,v oVTo<; and e1€€'ivo<; (respecting these terms, 
compare the remarks on Matt. xii. 31), as the regions of existence 
to which the a-wµ,a "1rvxi"6v and '1Tvevµ,an,cov respectively belong. 
The expression alwv erce'ivo-; is here equal to fJauiXEla -rov E>eov, 
and denotes the state in which the divine 'TT"VEVµ,a rules ; -on 
which oocount also, mention is made of worthiness for this al/4v. 
Wnerein this consists, and how it is attained, we are not here in
formed ; but a general view of the doctrines contained in the Scrip
tures leads to the conclusion, that 7r&-rt-; must be regarded as recep
tivity for xapi,;, or the condition of worthiness; in the sight of God, 
nothing affords worthiness but that which is divine, that which 
proceeds from himself. (" Before God nothing avails, but bis own 
image.") The proposition thus stated by the Lord, as conveying 
the principle which he propounds, is supported in what follows 
(Luke xx. 36) by proofs. It is trne, the clause with the second 
ryap (w-a,yryeADt ,yap ela-,), only contains a subordinate argument, 
since itB immediate reference is to the preceding words, a7ro0ave'iv 
oi,Kkr, iivvav-ra,; but it has also an indirect reference to the main 
thoughts of the passage. As regards the argumentative force of 
the first clause, there can be no doubt that this lies in the idea of 
propagation, involved in the expressions ryaµ'iv and ryaµ,la-rcea-0ai. 
This is appointed by God only for the period during which humanity 
is in the course of its development; with its perfection, which will 
exclude every form of Oavaro-;, pi·opagation also will cease. It 
may justly be deduced from this train of thought, that, according to 
tLe meaning of Christ, the a-ruµ,a '1Tvevµ,anrcov will be modified in 
like manner, and thus the difference of sex will not again appear in 
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those who nre rnised from the dead. This, however, can only be 
nflirmed with respect to that which is physicnl ; so far as the dif
ference of the sexes is manifested nlso in the psychical nature, there 
is no ground for the iden that it will be abolished in the resurrec
tion ; for there is no necessity whatever to suppose such an intimate 
mutual operation between the physical and the psychical as would 
render it impossible to conceive of the one without the other. But 
although this passage does not express so much, it does not ex
clude the conjecture that in those who are raised from the dead 
there may be such a union of the sexes as existed before the forma
tion of the woman (Gen. ii. 21 .) 

In regard to the remaining words of this important verse, it may 
be remarked that the clauses, l<TarrteXo, -yap el<Tt and ,cat v[o1, el<Tt 

-rov Beov are quite parallel, and serve as compliments to each other ; 
but both stand in causal relation to the last words, -ri]r;; ava<T
-rauewr;; vlot lJv-rer;;-" Because they are children of the resurrection, 
they are lut5r-rteXo,."-Hence, in the expression, v,o,_ -rfjr; avau

-rauewr;; (the antithesis is ri1:1:~n~ 2 Sam. xii. 5), = vlo't Ti],; rw.;;r;;, 

the word avau-rau,r;; is to be taken as pregnant, like John xi. 25, 
where Christ says, i-yw elµ, fJ ava<TTa<Tt<;, the absolute life which 
conquers death, and in whose nature those who are raised from the 
dead have part. On account of this participation, they are called vlo'/, 
-rov Beov (o.,;il,~:-, .,:i::i, the ordinary name of angels, comp. the 

remarks on Luke TT 35),= and lua'"f'YEAOt• (This is the only instance 
in which the expression occurs in the New Testament.) The angels 
are here evidently viewed as 7rvevµa-ra (r,in~-,), who partake the 
nature of God, the Parent-Spirit; and with their spiritual nature, 
those who rise from the dead (clothed with the uwµa 7rvevµa
-ri,c6v) are described as in kindred relationship. Although this 
idea may be referred immediately to the words, ov,cJn a.7ro0ave'iv 
ovvav-ra,, so that spirituality appears as the element which imparts 
immortality; yet a further reference to the more remote language, 
ot-re -yaµovuw ,c. -r. J\.. is not excluded. The world of angels (as 
«6uµor;; VO'TJT/,r;;), excludes the idea of development, and hence that 
of propagation, it being associnted only with the ,c/,<Tµor;; al<T07J-rl,r;;, 
to which man belongs by virtue of his <Twµa "frvxi,cl,v; and accord
ingly the connexion might be taken simply as follows, oli-re -yaµov<Ttv, 
OtiTE i,c-yaµ{u,cov-ra,, lua-y-yeJ\.ot -yap elu,. 

Here, however, it woulcl appenr us if prophetic p£1ssagcs-for 
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example, Isaiah !xv. 20, 23, in which mention is made of propnga
tion in the /3aui).Et'.a -rov E>eov-were contradictory to the words of 
the Redeemer.1 Indeed, it does not appear how this contradiction 
is to be reconciled without the supposition of a twofold resurrection 
(comp. the remarks on Luke xiv. 14); while, if this supposition 
be adopted, such passages are easily expluined. In that case, those 
living in the /3auiMfa must not, by any means, be regarded as a.ll 

having risen from the dead (comp. Rev. xx. 8); and accordingly 
descriptions like those in Isaiah lxv. 20, 23, must be referred 
only to those who have not risen (and consequently still belong, in 
part, to the ,d,uµ,o,)-an argument of some importance, in proof of 
the hypothesis that the authors of the New Testament (and even 
the Lord himself) taught a twofold resurrection, is furnished by 
the distinction that appears in our passage between the expressions 
avlUT'TaU£<; 'TWV ve,cpwv and EK VEKpwv.2 The origin of the phrase 
lLVCUTTaCT£<; EK VEKpwv (Matt. xvii. 9; Mark ix. 9, 10, xii. 25; 
Luke xx. 35; Acts iv. 2 ; Gal. i. 1 ; 1 Cor. xv. 12, 20; l Pet. i. 
3), would be inexplicable, if it were not derived from the idea, that 
out of the mass of the veKpol some would rise first. It is true that 
most of the passages adduced relate to the person of the Redeemer, 
to which the expression eydpeuBa, EK veKpwv certainly has its pecu
liar application)3 ; but in the passages, Mark xii. 25; Luke xx. 35, 
the words civau-raui,; EK veKpwv occur in the lips of the Lord him
self, in reference to the act of the resurrection, and. we are therefore 
compelled to allow it its force in the present case also. Nor is it 
anything strange that the degrees in the resurrection are in many 
instances not distinguished, that under the single term civaCTTacri<; 

both are comprehended (Matt. x.xii. 23, 28, and parallels, John 
xi. 24; Acts xxiii. 8), and that in avau-rau£<; TWV VEKpwv the EK 
veKpwv is understood (Matt. xxii. 31 ; Acts xvii. 32, xxiii. 6; l 
Cor. xv. 12, 42, 52); for the general includes the special, and on 

l It is probable that such passages of the Old Testament formed the fonndation on 
which those Rabbins rested their notions, who dreamed of me.rrieges among the subjects of 
the resurrection. But it was by no means a general Pharisaic opinion, that propagation 
would take place among those who rise from the dead ; men of sphitual bias taught the 
contrary, according to Scripture. 

2 The phrase @cio-..,-av,c i.K -ri.J II vucpiiu, neve'1' occurs. On the contrary, 1 Cor. xv. 
12, 13, 21, we be.ve d.vtia-Tao-,c 11EKpW11 .. 

3 There is only one passage ( Rom. i. 4-), in which the expression d.11da,,-av,c 11eKp;;,u 
is applied to the person of J esas ; but in this instance it requires a special consideration 
drawn from the connexion. 
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tlio snme principle, the prophets of the Old Testament associated 
tho first and second advents of Christ. 

Ver. 31. 32. At the conclusion of the conversation, the f-laviour, 
after having described, as for RB the matter under inquiry was con
cerned, the nature of those who participate in the resurrection, 
adduces a further argument for the doctrine of the resurrection, from 
the Scriptures. The prophets would have furnished the Lord with 
far more decided proofs of this doctrine (comp. Isaiah xx,i. 1 D; 
Ezek. xxxvii. 1, ff. ; Dan. x.ii. 2, ff.); but since the Sadducees 
acknowledged only t!ie Pentateuch, Jesus confined himself to that. 
(The passage quoted is Exod. iii. 6, [ 15.J It is only cited as far 
as the sense goes ; it does not exactly agree either with the LXX
or with the original text.) In the Pentateuch the horizon certainly 
appears limited to this life, and express references to the state after 
death are altogether wanting. But from this circumstance we can 
form no conclusion as to the individual opinions of Moses, and the 
most cultivated men of the nation ; it merely indicates the view 
which was within the capacity of the mass of the people. In their 
state of spiritual infancy, it wai; necesso.ry, in treating of reward as 
well as of punishment, to point them to earthly circumstances ; for 
they were incapable of contemplating any others as real. And 
although there are intimations of a life after death, in the Pentateuch,1 
from which we may, with certainty, deduce the existence of the idea 
of continuance after death among the enlightened men of the 
Mosaic age; yet, the life after death, in the realm of the shades, 
appears a joyless thing, and hence the view taken of it in the Penta
teuch is altogether different from the descriptions of the New Testa
ment (John xi. 25, 26; Phil. i. 23.) This very disparity, however, 
perfectly proves the truth of the representations of Scripture in 
1·elation to the degrees of human development, differing from those 
according to which certain parts were composed. In a state of child
hood the very predominance of the sensuous over the spiritual is the 
truth; and in like manner, until the appearance of Him who is him
self the life and the resurrection-until the reception of his life and 
light-the very doctrine that the life after death is joyless and 
gloomy, is the truth. Hence, if Moses, and the other authors of 

1 See the nccount of Enoch ( Gen. v. 2~J and the formula, 1•~~ ',!:' J:i~."-' or 1•~\:,~ ;,,. 
which by no means denote merely burial, but signify, to be gathered tog~ther in She~l 
( comp. Gesenius in hie Lexicon), of wbich meintion is made, Gen. xx.xvii. 35; :x.lii. 3.9 i 
xliv.20; Numb.xvi.SO. 
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the Old Tcslnmcnt, lrnd described the Ii fe of the ,[rvx?J when 
divested of the uw,ua-like Paul describes it-as a state to be 
cnmestl)· desired, tlieir representation would not h,we been true. 
The :Kew Tostnment description of the state after death is only true 
in rel1ttion to believers, whose ,[rvx?J is illumined by the 7T"V£v,ua of 
Christ, and preparnd to be recei,ed into his presence. Even in the 
case of believers, however, the condition without uroµ,a is still only 
a state of transition (although relatively happy) ; they wait for tho 
a7roA-{rrpwut<; -rov <Troµ,a,-ro<; (Rom. viii. 23; 2 Cor. v. 4.) It may 
therefore be said that not merely the doctri11e of the state after 
death, but the state itself, is viewed as progressive ; for even if the 
endurauce of the .~ubstance of the soul is the same in all the steps 
of development, yet tlie degree of con.~ciousness in that endurance 
is modified according to the degree of consciousness in general, that 
has been attained ; and as in the individual, so it is in the mass. 

It appears strange that the Lord founds the proof of the avau
.,aut<;, which he draws from the Pentateucli, on the passage, Exod. 
iii. 6. That in doing this, be merely followed a Pharisaic custom 
of arguing from this passage for the resurrection,1 or that he wished 
not so much to argue as to dazzle by a splendid thought which be 
brought the language of Scripture to support, it would be difficult 
fur a Christian consciousness to admit. Undoubtedly the Redeemer 
recognised in the words of Moses2 an internal, doctrinal meaning ; 
on which account (e.ccording to Matthew and Mark) God is spoken 
of as the source of the idea. This quotation is not for a moment 
to be r~garded as a mere formula, selected because Moses bnd in
troduced God as speaking in the first person ; but as an assertion 
of the divinity of the writings of Moses himself. For the supposi
tion that Jl,foses would have represented God as speaking, if he 
had not spoken, must be rejected as something utterly u_ntenable; 
aud hence it is certain that the Lord cannot have appealed to any
thing of that kind. Indeed such a mode of using the divine name 
would be quite as contrary to the command, "Thou sho.lt not take 

1 Whetlier Rabbins of 8.ll earlier period employed Exod. iii. 6 in the same mo.nner o.s 
J t:sos does here, is uncertain. The way in which Rabbi Manasse applies it, in hie work 
on the resurrection from the dead, permits the conjecture tbo.t he knew the Christian in ... 
t-erpretetion. ( Comp. Scbottgen on the pease.ge.) 

2 The menner in wbich Luke (xx.. 37) quotes tbe words of the Lord, refers the cita, 
tiou decided.Jy to Moses; and tLis, at any rate, renders it necessary to regard Moses ne 
tLe author of the substance of tlie Pentateucb.-Tbe form l-,ri 'Tij,v f3ti.'Tou is to be to.ken, 
botl1 in Murk o.nd in Luke, o.s meaning-" in the section where the appearance of God 
in tLe LusL ie tlH· euliject of discourse." 
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tho nnme of the Lord thy God in vnin,'' ns to the precept respecting 
prophets (Dent. xviii. 20.) 

If, then, it be the intention of Christ to acknowledgrJ this paRsage 
ns containing the word of God-that from which he argues in sup
port of divine truths necessarily being so, (for that which is divine 
can only be proved by what is divine)-the question is, what mean
ing the Redeemer finds in the words quoted. Now, here all depends 
upon the signification of the name: God of Abraham, Isaac, nnd 
Jacob. If it denoted nothing else than the idea of protection, good
will, then it would not appear why we should not find in the Scrip
ture the names: God of Adam, of Moses, of David, or other holy 
men-which is not the case. Similarly in the New Testament the 
name: God of Jesus Christ,1 occurs (Rom. xv. 6; Ephes. i. 3); 
but not: the God of Peter, of Paul-we might even say-the God 
of Luther or of Calvin. This usus loquendi, which is not accidental, 
indicates a more profound idea, lying at the foundation of the name, 
and applied by the Lord in the instance before us. The God of 
Abraham and the God of Jesus is the one true God of heaven nod 
enrth ; but, as far us the chief forms of his manifestation are con
cerned, has revealed himself to men in these individuals in different 
modes. Abraham is regarded, in this name, (and similarly in the 
expression K-6X7ro<; 'A/3paaµ,, Luke xvi. 22), as the father and re
presentative of the whole pre-Christian life ; ,Tesus Christ as the 
father and representative of the collective Christian world, which has 
received his life into itself. Hence the formula 0eo,; 'A/3aaµ,, 0ea,; 
'I11a-ov Xpta-Tov relates to the peculiar posidon of Abraham and 
Christ towards humanity as a whole; according to which, both are 
the progenitors of the people of God-the former of the corporeal, 
the latter of the spiritual Israel.-The addition of the name, " God 
of Isaac and God of Jacob," as it appears to me, was designed to 
indicate that the genuine character of the Abrabnmitic life was 
transmitted only through Isaac (not through L;hmael) nnd through 
Jacob (not through Esau); both, therefore, are to be viewed as one 
with the ancestor Abmlrnm. The name: God of Noah, might be 
applied in a similar manner, but that Noah must be considered the 
representative not so much of sanctified humanity, as of a general 
mass, holy and unholy. His son Shem, however, certainly wenrs 

1 In order to point out the specific relation of Christ to Goll, it is o.ddt-<l, tlie Goll ni!d 
Father of Jesus Christ. 
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the chRrnctc>r which mnrks the represenlntive of holy men, 11.nd 
Rccordingly, i11 011c instance (Gen. ix. 26), the 1111.me OW -,r;t,N .... ·.•: 

occurs in rcfcrC'nce to him ; and on account of the similarity of the 
positions occnpied by Abraham and Shem, this expression is to bo 
taken as identical in meaning with the designntion 0:,0,~N -,;;1,~. 
From such a signification of the name, the Lord co~ld • ;ell 00dr~\v 
his conclusion. The relation of God to Abraham had not passed 
away, but was permanent ; on this account God continuously 
designated himself, in tbe one form of his manifestation, by the 
name, God of Abraham ; and for the same reason, the name required 
the continued existence of him, with whom the peculiar relation, 
whence it proceeded, was formed. 

Accordingly the expression Beo<, ve,cpwv, twVTCl>V (without on arti
cle), is not to be referred to the mass of the dead or of tbe living, 
but to tbe Patriarchs who a.re mentioned, and should be rendered, 
" God is not a God of dead persons-since he still calls himself the 
God of Abraham, after Abraham's death-but of those who a.re liv
ing. Then the idea added by Luke (xx. 38) is strikingly appro
priate, 7T'Q,VTE', 'Yap auT<j, twaw. For after the relation of God to the 
saints has been pointed out-as it is expressed in the name--atten
tion is directed, inversely, to their relation to God. As God is their 
God (Heb. xi. 16)-having, as it were, given himself to them for 
a holy possession--so they give themselves again to him as an 
entire offering. Thus the mutual operation of love is here viewed 
as the peculillI' circumstance of the eternal life. God is in them and 
they are in God ; and in this union they have the a0ava(j'{a of Him 
who alone es!"entially possesses it (I Tim. vi. 16.) Hence it is 
clellI' that 7raVTE<; does not relate to the mass of men (for although 
all live through God, all do not live to God, or as in the sight of 
God), bul only to the spiritual seed of Abraham. In these verses 
there seems to be a play upon the words ve,cpol and twvTE<,-the 
former comprehending not merely those who are corporeally dead, 
but those who are spiritually dead, and as such separated from 
God; while the living include those who are spiritually alive, and, 
in consequence, live continuously. It is true, it will then appear lo 
follow that those who are spiritually dead are dead in themselves; 12 

1 That is, altogetlu:r dead, without any P)ement of lifP. Ta. 
2 TLe cue is similar in the passage, John xi. 25, where the words, 0 wi.o-'Ti:~wv Eh 

r:.' ~i., ,.;'!,JI a:..-08.i:"!J, t;:'PJa~..,-a,, involve the antithesis ; he that believes not in me, is in the 
1,1ower of aa ... a ..... oc. 
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whorens even the wicked will rise ngoin (John v. 29.) Nor il'I this 
conclusion, in fnct, unscriptuml ; for the avau-rauic; of the wicked 
itself is only n pnrt of the 0ava-roc; oev-repoc; (Rev. xx. 6, xxi. 8 J 
The scriptural idens of 0ava-roc; and tw11 are exceedingly profound 
nnd spiriLuoJ ; nnd on this characteristic the peculiarity of their use 
is founded, (comp. the remarks on John i. 3.) Death hns no refe
rence to the unnihilntion of the substance, which can never take 
place; consequently the deuth of the soul does not involve the cessa
tion of its existence; on the contrary, it denotes only the state of 
the creature in separation from the fountain of life, the Parent 
Being. The union of the soul with the absolute Life alone secures 
its true tw11, the consummation of which is the two7ro{1J<Tt<; -rov 

uwµa-roc;. It is only when the words which the Lord addressed 
to the Sadducees are viewed as resulting from this train of thought, 
that they are apprehended in their full signification. (On this 
subject, compare my Festprogramm: antiquiss. eccl. patram de irn
mortalitate animre sententire. Regiom. 1827, printed in the opusc. 
theol. Berol. 1833.) 

Ver. 33. The sublime thoughts expressed in the words of the Lord 
were received not only by the more susceptible mass of the people, 
but (according to Luke) even by some of the better disposed Phari
sees. They exclaimed rcaJ\.wc; el7rac;, because they saw that Jesus 
agreed with their views in opposition to the Sadclucees, and so 
finely supported them. As Luke here concludes his narrative of the 
attempts of the Jews to entrap Jesus, he already introduces the 
phrase, avrcfri oe h6J\.µwv J7repwm1-v av-rov ovoev, which 1'.Iark 
(xii. 34) and Matthew (xxii. 46) do not employ till afterwards. 

Ver. 34, 35. The following account of a Pharisee, who asked 
Jesus respecting the greatest commandment, is omitted by Luke, 
but given by Mnrk with a minuteness which alone serves to place 
the whole circumstance in its true light. The very brief statements 
of Matthew would make it appear that the interrogator had evil de
signs in his interview with the Redeemer,-whioh, according to 
Mark, was by no means the case, for Jesus manifested an affection 
for him, and praised him (Mark xii. 34.) But to conclude, from 
this differen0e between the accounts, that the Evangelists refer to 
two entirely distinct foots, is not et all feasible ; for, in the first 
place, if that hypothesis were correct, two very similar events must 
have occurred at tlte same period; 1md, secondly, the discrepancy 
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between the two nf\TI·atives is only apparent, and occasioned by the 
brevit~- of Matthew. If the words weipa!;(,)V athov(Malt. xxii. 35) 
are only taken ns expressive of a well-meaning inqufry after the 
opinion of Jesus, rather than in II malevolent sense, the difference 
between the accounts is easily solved. Nor is there any more ne
cessity to adopt the view that this interrogator must have belonged 
to the sect of the Sadducees or the Karaites, because he manifested 
so little enmity towards Jesus, and publicly applauded him. For, 
ns to the Karaites, it is not only indemonstrable, but in the highest 
degree improbable, that they existed in thP time of Christ. And, 
us regards the Sadducees, it certainly is true that the comprehensive 
name VOfUtcOr;, like rypaµ,µ,aTevr;, may signify a Sadducee; but in 
Mark the expression wpoue).0~v elr; TWV rypaµ,µ,aTeruv so closely 
follows the preceding statement in Luke xx. 39, and the words a1€0v

uar; aVTWV <TV/;'T}TOVVT(,)IJ, ei:o~r; on tcah.Cdr; avTOt,<; dwe,cp{e,,, so obvi
ously point out the author of the question as one of those who had 
heard the immediately preceding conversation, that, according to 
l\inrk, we can only regard him as a Pharisee; for it cannot be sup
posed that any but the Pharisees would have praised the answer of 
J csus respecting the resurrection of the dead, as agreeing with their 
own opinions. In Matthew, indeed, this close connection does not 
occur; but, instead of this, be expressly mentions the Pharisees, and 
speaks of the interrogator as o:i:J.e of that party. (The expression elr; 

if a i, T c;; v can only refer to the 4-apiuau,i a-vva-x,0eVTE<;.) NOW, 
since it is natural to suppose that among the Pharisees there were 
minds of a nobler and more susceptible kind than others, and the 
words of J esns may have produced a powerful impression, there is 
no reason why this individual should not be regarded as a member 
of the Pharisaic sect. In reference to his person, the more minute 
statements of l\{ark are certainly to be taken as correct, and hence it 
must be admitted that be was a hearer of the previous conversation 
of Jesus. ~ or does the account of· Matthew contain anything 
directly contradictory to this. The language, a,covuavTEr; Sn icf,{

µ,oue (from cf,1µ,or;, the curb, or muzzle; figuratively, to make dumb, 
to put to silence) Tovr; ~aiiovtcawv., may refer to the immediate 
1,enring of the victorious discourse of Jesus; and the words u111111-

-x,0,,,uav £WI, TO avro do not necessarily express a change of time 
aud place. This phraseology may be understood as relating to the 
sc;pnrnte conference of the Pharisees in the presence of Jesus, whom 
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we must regard as surrounded by crowds of people of 1111 descrip
tions. 1 This, no doubt, was engaged in by the mass of the Phi\· 
risces-os might naturally be expected-in a very unholy and 
inimical spirit; but nevertheless there m'.ly have been, amongst 
them, a single individual who remained accessible to nobler senti
ments. Respecting the expression, uvv&rteufJai e71"t -ro au-r6, comp. 
Schleusner in his Lexicon to the LXX. [vol. i. p. :;o I.] Like 
,l'J~• it refers not only to place, but also to oneness of motive. 

Comp. the version of the LXX. Ps. ii. 2.) 
Ver. 36. The question which the Pharisee proposed to Jesus was 

founded in the distinction made by this sect between great and 
small commands (comp. the remarks on ¼att. v. 19.) There 
may have been special circumstances which rendered it desirable 
to the Pharisee to ascertain the opinion of Jesus as to the most im
portant pert of the law; but it is also probable that he was actuated 
by a personal sense of the importance of the inquiry, as the fine ob
servation inserted by Mark (xii. 33, 34), from the lips of the Scribe, 
seems to indicate. At all events the question contained nothing 
insidious, for the Pharisees, who exhibited the most open diversity 
of opinion, called so many different commands the greatest (for ex
ample, circumcision, observance of the Sabbath, and the like), that 
the mention of this or that command could in no way have exposed 
Jesus to injury. 

With regard to the form of the query, it may be observed that 
the word µ,eryaX,,,, in Matthew, is certainly to be taken as superla
tive; one ev-roX77 (the form under which the v6µ,o,;;, for a particular 
case, is represented) is viewed in contrast with the others (as the 
minor ones.) The Redeemer, in his reply, unites µ,eryaX'T} and 
7rpro-r'T} (Matt. xxii. 38) ; although Mark has the· latter alone (xii. 
29.) In this expression there is a play upon the two significations 
-of pre-eminence, ond priority in the order of the commands. In 
the question, the term 71"pro-r'T} may, at first, mean only pre-eminent ; 
but Jesus speaks of the first command as that which is pre-emi
nent, and thus the words are founded upon the idea, " that com
mand which, according to the an·angement of God, is placed first in 
order, is also the most eminent in importance:· (In 1.Vlark 71"pw-r'T} 

I In like mnnner ,ve must tnke the words, MRtt. xxii. 41, au1111yµ.ivw1,1 OE T,-;.,., 4-a

p,aaiwr,, which clo not suppose nny locul remonU of Jesus, but R gRthering together in 
J~iR presence. 
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is followed by the addition of 7rtfvTruv,-R reRding certainly pre
ferable to 7rauwv. which p!Rinly betrays itself as a correction. IIav
Truv is best tnken I\S R neuter, which serves to strengthen 7rproT'1],) 

Yer. 3 7, 38. Jesus, in his reply, directs the mind from the 
veriety of individual commands to the unity of the prillciple, the pos
session of which involves the fulfilment of them all. He cites the 
words Deut. vi. 5, in which the acknowledgment of the one true 
God, and the duty of loving him, arc expressed. Mark has quoted 
the passage more fully, and even inserted the confession of the 
unity of God in the discourse. If these first words of the Old 
Testament command do not necessarily belong to the conne:x.'ion of 
the conversation, yet they are by no means inappropriate, as they 
are repeated (ver. 32), according to the account of Mark, by the in
terrogator. The unity of God, which involves the fact that be is 
incomparable, contains the decisive reason why be is to be loved 
unreservedly,-because everything worthy of love is in him. 

The E,angelists differ (comp. the remarks on Luke x. 27), in a 
peculiar manner, from the Hebraic text, and from the L:XX., in 
the use of the synonymes ~apota, ,frvx11, avveui<;, oiavoia. It is 
not probable that the reading of the LXX., which translates ,N~ 
by ovvaµ,i<;, should, by an oversight, have given rise to the term 
oiavol,(l,, and that then inx,v<; was added; because Mark (xii. 82), 
instead of employing the word oiavoia, uses uvveui<;, which cannot 
have originated in a permutation. It appears to me more likely
as I have already stated, in the remarks on Luke x. 27-tbat the 
peculiar mode in which this passage of the Old Testament is treated 
was derived from a free translation of Luke, and so passed into 
Matthew and Mark. In regard to the several expressions, the term 
,H'Q, according to the original text, relates to the activity of the 

will,' to which also reference is made by la-xv<; in Mark, while oui-
1101,Q, = uoii<; denotes the reflective, end ,frvx,11 the sensitive prin
ciple in man ; so that the words express the great maxim, " Man 
ought to return all his faculties and endowments, which spring 
from God, to God in love." The substitution of uvveui<; for oia· 
vouz, by Mark (xii. 32), as a designation of the thinking prin
ciple, merely serves to give prominence to the understan<ling 
iQstead of the reason ; and hence the meaning is only some
what modified. But it is difficult to keep the ideas conveyed 
by the terms ~apow and ,frvx,77-which are collocated by Mark 
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ns well ns Matthew-properly separate from one another. Com -
monly, in the language of the New Testament, the ,capFita is 
nothing else tlmn the organ through which the VVX,7J is mn
nifested; nnd, so for, the two expressions are parallel. Rut here 
it is necessary to draw 11 distinction, or else nn instance of tauto
logy nrises. Probably ,capola may here be understood predomi
nantly as the principle that desires, and "YVX,77 ns that which feels 1 

And in this case luxur; must be so fixed in its relation to ,cap
ola, that it denotes the expression of the will. Now, when the 
Lord designates love to God ns the greatest or first commandment, 
it is evident that his intention is not to place it as one amongst 
several others, and nscribe to it merely a signification higher in de
gree. On the contrary, the love of God is the command of all com
mands, and the whole law is only an expansion of the words arya
'1T7J<retr; ,cUptov -r,;v 0e6v uov. And if, in the language of the Old 
Testament, the love of God is required, under the form of a com• 
mand ( which appears contrary to its nature, since it is the most free 
vital action), the reference here (comp.the remarks on Luke vii. 4 8) 
surely is not to a pathological love, but to a purely spiritual love, 
which consists in the unreserved. surreuder of the whole being, and 
all the faculties, to their exalted object. Man, as such, carries in him
self the ability for such a. surrender; it is true this ability is not to be 
conceived of as without grace, but with it and in it, and the divine 
command, " Thou shalt love me," at once has its fulfilment where 
there is no resistance.2 Hence, while the fact that men does not 
love is a matter of guilt, his loving God involves no merit-on the 
contrary the purer and the more intense this love becomes, it is the 
more entirely grace that produces it in him. At the same time, of 
course, love manifests itself in degrees. In the Old Testament, 
where the command makes its first appearance, it requi1·es at first 
external obedience; in the New Testament, where it appears per
fected, it involves that obedience which is internal, and the surrender 
of the whole nature to the Author of our being. It is only in the 
latter sense that /i,,ya'IT17 completely casts out <f,6/3or; (Rom. viii. J 5), 
for it is assimilation to the object loved. 

1 Compare the pnrticule.rs in my dissertntion, de nnturre human~ trichotomia, in tbA 
oposc. tlteol. peg. 135 sqq. 

2 Comp. the profound saying, 1 Cor. viii. 3, u If any mnn love God, the same is known 
of him." 
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Yer. 39. It is singular that the Saviour appears to connect with 
this one command R .~econd, and yet immediately does away with 
the order of precedence, by saying that the latter is like ( oµola) the 
former. However, he does not by any means intend here to name 
another command, but only to describe love in its whole extent. 
The expression aeya7n1a-EL<; ,cvpiov might easily have been misappre
hended and taken as indicating that Jesus assigned the first im
portance to religious duties, such as prayer, sacrifice, fasting ancl 
the like ; whereas he wished it to be understood that he did not 
mean by the required aeya.7T'TJ certain external or internal lpeya, but 
a state of mind which is the fountain of all good works. In order, 
therefore, to prevent such mistaken views, he adds the command to 
love our neighbour. As the love of God comprehends the commands 
of the first table, so the love of our neighbour comprehends those of 
the second table, but both are in reality perfectly one, since none 
can be conceived of without the others. The only difference is that 
love to God is the root, and love to our neighbour is the manifesta
tion ; whilst love to God, on the part of man, appears negative 
(John iv. 10), love to his neighbour appears positive. The precise 
definition of love to our neighbour (Ldded in the words ro<; a-1:avTiiv, is 
not intended to denote its strength,so much as its purity. For he who 
commands us to hate our own life (Luke xiv. 26), could not make 
false self-love the model of love to neighbours; genuine self-love, 
according to the degree of its development, acts towards another as 
it does to self-it hates what is evil just as much in the neighbour 
as in self, and in both it loves only that which is of God.1 Pure 
love, therefore, according to the words of Scripture, " Hate the evil 
e.nd love the good" (Amos v. 15; Rom. xii. 9), contains the element 
of severity as well as that of tenderness. Love thus viewed is the 
ava,c1:,pa)..au,,ui,; of all commands, the one thing needful (Rom. 
xiii. 9.) 

Yer. 40. The Redeemer (according to Matthew, who preserves 

l Accordingly I.he expression is unsuitable when it is staLed that the command to Jove 
God means," love God above al,/,."' God is thus placed in a false relation to creatures. Man 
ought not to love God ffiQre than creatures, but he ought not to love creatures (as such, 
ill weir separation from God) at all; be should love all in God and God in all. In like 
manner, man ought to love himself only in God ( according to the irue idea of himself), 
not according to bis character o.s a creature in a state of defection from God j such love 
is fiin and thf' root of Rll sinfuJ actions, and for this reason its r-nd must be dentb (Luk<-' 

3 
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in this verse a profound thought, which belongs to the completion 
of the conversation) views love in the same relation to the whole of 
tho divine manifestations. Love involves everything that God 
requires on the part of man. (The word ,cpeµ,ctu8at quite corres
ponds with the Latin pendere, in the signification to be dependent, 
to be conditional upon anything.) As the world and man in it 
exist only through love, so God desires nothing but love, it is the 
'1rA7Jpwµ,a TOV voµ,ou (Rom. xiii. 10.) The voµ,oc; and the Pro
phets are by no means to be understood as meaning merely the 
Old Testament, as if the New Testament contained something else 
besides love; on the contrary, the New Testament life has to do 
with this love in a state of purity like the divine love, and as divine 
Jove itself (although only in the germ.) Hence love appears as 
that which is all-sufficient, in all degrees of development in the 
moral Jife ; in the highest as well as in the lowest, nothing exceeds 
it, for God is love (I John iv. 8), and no one can love out of God, 
or in addition to God, but only in God. (Respecting the relation 
of Jove to faith, the remarks on Luke vii. 48 may be compared.) 
According to the concluding words in Mark, the interrogator 
rightly apprehended the full meaping of the language of the Lord. 
He confessed that Jesus had spoken the truth ; there is only one 
God ; for this reason he is incomparable, and man must yield him
self to him without reserve. Of such inward sacrifice, he well knew 
that the external offerings, appointed in the statutes of the Old 
Testament, were but faint emblems. (Ol\.o,cav-rmµ,a = ;,~~- a 

burnt-offering; 8uuta = n:n, signifies a bloody sacrifice [a sacri

fice without blood is called nn~.:i.J, but this was not wholly burnt.) 

The Scriptures of the Old T~~tament might easily lead to the 
lmowledge of this, since they often contain representations of the 
superiority of an inward disposition, acceptable in the sight of God, 
to the external religious form. (I Sam. xv. 22; Ps. xl. 7; Hos. 
vi. 6.) The answer of the Pharisee proved that his mind was sus
ceptible of truth. 1 The Evangelist remarks, o-rt vouve,cwc; a7r€· 

I De Wette (on Luke xvi. 27-31) adduces this passage, Mark xii. 34, with Matt. v. 
10, in supporL of tlie erroneous assertion, that" occordiug to the Christin.nity of the 
eyno11tico.l Evangelists, to repent nnd to fulfil the lnw is sufficjeat for he.ppint:ss." But 
the synopticol EvnngeHsts hnve no other Cbristinnity than tbnt of the other writers of 
the New Testament. The circurustnnce that they seldom speak of the sacrificio.l death 
of Jesus ( comp. tlw remnrks on. Mntt. xx. 28), results from the fact that Jesus, before the 
completion of his work, only l'C"fcrrecl t0 this point in the way of hints, nnd left the fnrthf>l' 
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,cplO,,.,. ~Tbis is tl1e only instance in which the expression occurs 
in the New Testament ; but, like the adjective form vovvex11s-, it is 
frequently found in profane writers.) But vovvex<i,s- is not to bo 
taken as identica.l with cf,povlµ,CdS- (Luke xvi. 8) ; the mere wisdom 
of the reply could never have formed the foundation of such n 
judgment os is contained in the following words, ou µ,a,cpciv el 
,c. 'T. )... On the contrary, we must retain the reference in the word 
vovvexros- to the vovs- (reason), which, as the power of discerning 
that which is divine, and super-sensual, when rightly applied, sup
poses the possibility of entrance into the super-sensual order of 
things. (The /3au£Mla is here viewed in its spiritual character, 
according to which it is to be regarded as already present and acces
sible.) At the same time, ou µ,a,cpciv elva£ ,i.?ro, is not identical 
with etva£ iv Tfj /3au£A.elq,. Being in the kingdom of God involves 
the possession of love; but the inquiring Pharisee knew its neces
sity in order to please God, rather than possessed tlie thing itself. 
Still the correctness of his knowledge, united with the open-heorted
ness of his co1ifession, caused the Redeemer to hope that he would 
yet learn to take the important step from the knowledge to the ex
perience of the power of grace. 

Yer. 41-46. After this conversation of the Pharisees with Jesus, 
in the whole of which the power of the wisdom that dwelt in the 
Savionx must have struck and impressed the minds of the bearers, 
they ventured no more to question him. But at the conclusion, 
Jesus addressed a question to them, for the purpose of exposing to 
them their ignorance of divine things, which they in vain sought to 
conceal. The occurrence immediately follows the previous circum
stance, so that the <Pap£Ua'io£ Ut1117/'Yµ,lvo£ are those Pharisees who 
were congregated together in his presence, and near the spot where 
he stood. (Mark adds, iv T<j, iep,j,, that is, in one of the porches 
or halls that belonged to the Temple ; in which place, all the pre
ceding incidents may also have transpired.) In the whole account, 

inculcation of it to the Holy Spirit. Aft.er the resurrection there was no Jackofinstruc• 
tion on tws subject. (Comp. the obsenations on Luke ""iv. 2b, If. 4.4, If.) But tLe 
an.swer of Jesus, in this passage (Mark xii. 34), does not sey that the Scribe who pro• 
posed tLe question to Lim, was, in the state of bis soul, prepru·cd for l.Ja11pioess, but only 
th.o.t Le was not far from tLe kingdom-that is, be was in sucL a state tLat Le migLt l,e 
bom again and so enter it. Without regeneration no one can enter tbe kingdom of 
God (JoLn iii. 3); l,ut many a man has become incepable ofregeneratioo, through bm 
insincerity, which has stifled all eusceptibiHty of f!;t~.e. 
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1t 1s only nccess11ry to proceed from the supposition that the Pha
ris11ic teachers overlooked the higher nature of the Messiah ( comp. 
John x. 30, ff.) and saw in him merely a distinguished man (1<.aT' 
et<.7\.oryryv, chosen by God to be the Messiah on account of his virtue, 
as Tryphon says in Justin Martyr1), in order to avoid all difficulty. 
And the possibility of the Ph11risees being wedded to this opinion, 
notwithstanding the passages of the Old Testament quoted by the 
Lord (11nd others as clear), is proved by the very blindness of which 
the Lord here designed to convict them. They universally explained 
the Psalm as Messianic (for it was on this hypothesis that the 
whole argument of Jesus rested, and yet the opposition of the Jews 
did not break out until a subsequent period ; compare Hengsten
berg's Christo!. s. 140, f.), but they merely used the magnificent 
descriptions of triumph which it contains for their own purpose, 
and being dazzled by the outward splendour, lost sight of the allu
sion to the higher nature of the Messiah. The Redeemer confirms 
the Messianic interpretation of the Psalm in so decided a manner, 
that it would have seemed impossible for any one to attempt to 
prove from this very passage that Jesus denied the reference to 
the Messiah. But what does not man see and fail to see, when 
it serves to establish his own favourite opinions ? The Redeemer 
not only mentions David roost distinctly, as the author of the 
Psalm, but ascribes to him prophetic inspiration, as the influence 
under which he composed it. (llvwµ,a = IJ~-,, the principle of 

all higher illumination and sacred inspiration.) The citation from 
Ps. ex. 1, is exactly according to the LXX., and occurs again Acts 
ii. 34; 1 Cor. xv. 25; Heb. x. 13. Hence nothing can be more 
striking than this passage, as a proof that Jesus attributed the di
vine nature to himself ;2 as he contrnsts himself with Abraham, 
John viii. 56, so here with David. In quoting the description of 
the Messiah as triumphing over all enemies, the Lord pronounces 
upon the Pharisees their condemnation, and thus far this citation 

1 In the work composed by Justin Me.rtyr against the Jews, entitled Dia.logus cum 
Trypbone Juda,o. Tn. 

2 J. D. 1\ticho.f'!lis en-oneously tl.iinks tlrn.t the Lord read, in the Psalm, .,,=·a:(~ instead 

of .,~~N~. Sufficient proof to the couLro.ry is furnished by the VPrsion K;pu5-s µ. o u. 
The Ol'gument for tlle divine nutnre of Christ lies in the words, K<i.8ov EK 0Efu»v µov, 

which express pnrticipntion in the divine government of the world (comp.the remarks on 
Mntt. xxvi.O,L) 
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forms the tr1tnsition to the following discourse of Christ ngainst the 
Phe.risees, which is 1tddressed directly to the mass of people assem
bled a.round him, and by which the break with the ruling pnrty is 
avowed ns pe.rfectly completed. The people were still devoted to 
the Redeemer, and hee.rd his discourses gladly (Me.rk xii. 37.) 

§ 7. DISCOURSES CENSURING THE PHARISEES. 

(~fatt. xxiii. 1-39; Mark xii. 38-40; Luke xx. 45-47.) 

According to the he.rmony of the three narrators, whose 1tccounts 
here all consist of anti-Pharisaic elements, it cannot be doubted 
that the Redeemer, at the conclusion of this interview with the Pha
risees, turning to the people, censured that sect. But it is in the 
highest degree improbable that the whole discourse was delivered 
by the Lord as ]\lfatthew here gives it, specially on account of the 
relation between this ·and a kindred one in Luke (x.i. 39, ff., where 
the remarks already made may be compared.) It would, indeed, 
be quite conceivable that Jesus might again utter sentiments ago.inst 
the Pharisees, similar to those he had before expressed ; and hence 
the two discourses (in Luke, and here in Matthew) might have been 
thus verbally delivered and precisely repeated. But in the.first 
place, this appears to be opposed by the circumstance that the har
mony between the two is too great to be explained merely from the 
repetition of kindred thoughts. In the discourse reported by Mat
thew, nothing is wanting that Luke has, and the language fre
quently agrees word for word. And, secondly, the discourse in 
Matthew wears a form which seems to proceed rather from the 
reflection of the writer than from its immediate delivery. It might 
be supposed that Matthew purposely placed it in contrast with the 
Sermon on the ]\fount, and shaped it accordingly. As the Lord in 
that sermon commenced his instruction of the people, and impressed 
the truth which he taught upon their hearts ; so with this he con
cludes his public ministry (for all further discourses in Matthew, 
as in John, are intended for the most limited circle of disciples), 
and in it he warns against the appearance of truth. In the dis
course against the Pharisees, the woes (ver. 14-33), as the sub
stance of it, to which both the introduction and the conclusion 
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rolntc, form n counterpart to the beatitudes in the Sermon on the 
Mount. Whilst the latter, proceeding from the general relation of 
the Scribes and Plrnrisees to the theocracy, rebukes their principal 
moral defects-hypocriticnl softnesss towards himself and vain am
bition (as the opposite of which, humble earnestness is recom
mended to the children of God)-the former, in addition to the woes, 
utters the final threatening. Hence in both of these great dis
courses, an act of the judicial work of Christ is presented; in the 
Sermon on the Mount the form is benedictory, in the discourse 
against the Pharisees it is condemnatory. Both, however, have to 
do, not with the world as such, but with members of the flaa-t
XeLa and those who ouglet to be so, and wis/1ed to appear so. This 
view also does away with the objection which might be entertained 
against this discourse by the men of the most mild disposition on 
account of its great severity. It is true that, without the Spirit of 
God-who on the one hand instils as pure a hatred of evil as he 
does love of good, and on the other imparts the ability to discern 
the inward state of minds-so positive a judgment pronounced 
upon another individual or a whole company, cannot be conceived 
of as without sin. (Hence the precept, " Judge not!" Matt. vii. 
1, which forbids us to fix guilt on our neighbour, the very act 
that occurs here.) But in the Redeemer the spirit of love as well 
as truth rests without measure (John iii. 34), and in the power of 
this spirit he judged upon earth and judges in heaven (comp. some
thing similar in the ministry of the apostles, recorded in the remark
able account, Acts v. 3, ff., which must be explained as resulting 
from the power of the divine -rrvevµ,a imparted to Peter-) Still it 
is singular that Jesus censures the rypaµ,µ,aTEt,<; tca1, ~apta-a"iot 
without exception. (Under the term rypaµ,µ,aTe'is the Sadducees 
are included so far as they were acquainted with the law; comp. 
the remarks on Luke x. 25.) Among these parties there may have 
been some individuals of susceptible minds, who were connected 
with their sect only by external relations ; in regard to the Phari
sees, we are assured of the fact by the examples of a Nicodemus, a 
Gamaliel, 11. Paul ; on what ground were not these distinctly ex
cepted by Christ ? The most natural answer is, that the Red~erner 
did not intend to censure individuals, but the whole bias of the 
parties who governed the national life of the Jewish kingdom. This 
bore the character of u7roKptut<;, which Jesus especially exhibits, 
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because, under the cover of spirituality, it pursued the things of the 
flesh. Carna.lity, when ruauifest e.s such, is less dangerous than 
the flesh placed in a spiritual aspect; and therefore the Lord con
tends against the hypocritical more than against the vicious. Even 
those among the Scribes and Pharisees who were better disposed 
than the rest, in so far as they belonged to that school, must have 
received some influence from it, and in so far the denunciation 
applied even tu the best among them, as Paul justly perceived after 
his conversion ; but so far e.s their better self was kept in freedom 
from such influence, the censure fell upon the party to which they 
externally belonged, and not on them. 

Now, although the whole description of the ungodly character, as 
manifested by these dissembling theocrats, wears a national and 
temporal colour ; yet it is founded upon eternal ideas, which equally 
apply in all periods of the world. As the sin which pertains to 
man in all times induces many to employ solicitude a.bout sacred 
things (like the Pharisees did), as a means of promoting earthly, 
selfish ends; so the anti-Pharisaic discourse of the Lord is a decla
mation against hypocrites of all ages, whose form and appearance 
may vary, but whose real nature (or rather want of reality), ever 
remains the same. 

Ver. 1. According to Matthew end Luke, Jesus addressed him
self to his disciples also, and hence to the whole circle of those 
whose minds were inclined towards him. Mark and Luke begin 
·with the general formula, ~E7T'E'T€ (wpouexeTe) am) TWV ,ypaµ

µ,aTECIJV, which Matthew omits. This must be supplied from such 
passages as Matt. xvi. 6 (xi. 12); Mark viii. 15; Luke xii. l (in 
which warning is given against the l;uµ'l} of the Pharisees); since 
it was not the personality of all the individual Pharisees and Scribes 
that the Lord intended to warn his hearers against in this preface, 
but their cltaractt:r, which, indeed, had, in many cases, become 
completely ingrown with the very person. 

Ver. 2, 3. The Lord proceeds from the general relation of the 
Pharisees to the theocracy, and from that of the people to them. 
In order to obviate any misapprehension of his censure, he first 
states that the Pharisees have an organised political influence, and 
reminds his hearers that to this, inasmuch as it existed, they ought 
to submit. Accordingly every attempt at arbitrary self-redresswes 
deprived of all appeal to the discourEe of Christ. But, in speaking 
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tlJU9, the Lord by no means affirms that this influence was pro
perly acquired, or that it was conferred by God. For, although tbe 
office of priest belonged, by divine appointment, to the representa
tives of the theocratic system, yet the priests were not in themselves 
identical with the rypaµµaTEt<; ,cat .Paptuafot. These, on the con
trary, reprer:1ented a sinful ancl false application of sacerdotal power, 
and it was this-not the sacerdotal power itself-that the Lord de
nounced. But notwithstanding that which was false in the position 
of the Scribes, Chrhit would have their actual authority acknow
ledged (as Rom. xiii. 1); doubtless going upon the principle that 
any arbitrary human alteration of a political or religious power is 
more baneful than that power itself, even although viewed in itself 
it deserves severe censure. All changes of the kind must come 
from above, that is, through the power of the supreme Spirit, when 
he has determined that what has been suffered for a time shall be 
abolished. 

(The ,ca0Jopa MwuJw,; is the symbol of the collective theocratic 
authority, which was united in Moses, and after him was vested in 
the body of theocratic representatives, which had the high priest at 
its head. There appears to be a design in the use of the word e,ca-
0iuav, as descriptive of what was done by the Pharisees in regard 
to this power. Ka0Lt;w literally means to place, ,ca0i't;Eu0at to 
place one's self, that is, to sit. But in the New Testament ,ca-
0Lt;w also stands intransitively [Matt. xxi. 7 ; Mark xi. 7 ; John xii. 
14; Acts ii. 3, xiii. 14.] Hence ,ca0£'t;ovut might have been used 
here. But the aorist better expresses the fact of having placed 
oneself, and consequently the idea of continuous sitting. [For this 
reason also the aorist e,ea0tuEV EV OEgu1, E>Eov is generally employed 
in reference to Christ's sitting at the right hand of God.] And, 
moreover, it is in the highest degree probable that the adoption of 
the expression e,ca0iuav was intended to denote that the position 
of the Scribes was cliosen by themselves.) 

Upon the principle stated above, Jesus founds the precept to 
follow the instruction of the Scribes, but not their conduct, which 
itself contradicted their teaching. (In the phrase oua d.v Er7rwutv 
vµZv T'TJpEZv, the word T'TJpEtv appears spurious. Probably it was 
designed to render Et7rwuiv, which seemed too general, more definite. 
But there is a distinction between T'TJPEtv and 7rotEtv; the former 
meaning that which is internal, and the latter denoting rather that 

VOL. Ill. 0 
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which is ex tern al. \Vo may 'T'T/p€'iv, but cannot '77'ot€iv a precept 
which applies simply to the inward life.) Here, however, n diffi
culty arises RS to the way in which this commnnd is meant to be 
taken. Among the statutes inculcated by the Pharisees there were 
many (the so-called OEVT€pwu€t<;, the second legislation, propngated 
merely by oral teaching, and at a subsequent period permanently 
established in the Talmud), which were not founded in the word of 
God under the Old Testament, but were merely human dogmas 
( called ver. 4, cf,opTia ovu/3a<TTa1CTa) ; and this being the case, the 
question is whether the design of the Redeemer was that the people 
should seek to follow these dogmas, or whether bis words are to be 
taken with the restriction, " so far as their instructions harmonize 
with the word of God." I cannot convince myself that the latter 
view is consistent with the meaning of the Lord ; for in that case, 
the masses of the people would be placed above their superiors, as 
more accurately acquainted with the law; whereas the very object 
of the admonition was to prevent such a revolutionary disarrange
ment.. The interpretation, that all the directions of the Pharisees were 
to be obeyed, involves no inconsistency whatever. Although the 
spirit from which those directions proceeded was a false one, yet tlie 
prescriptions themselves contained nothing sinful; they were merely 
very troublesome, because they encumbered all the relations of life 
with a multitude of minute regulations, and consequently restrained 
spontaneous movement. In the law of the Old Covenant, there 
was, according to the design of God, something similar, which the 
Scribes only drove to a false extreme. And the Lord, who taught 
that the ordinances of the Old Covenant were to be observed (Matt. 
v. 19), was supported, in requiring the same attention to Pharisaic 
statutes, by the fact that they were decrees of the actually existing 
spiritual government. Did any sincerely and earnestly try to keep 
this innumerable multitude of laws (which the hypocritical Phari
sees, in contradiction to themselves, did not do), he incurred no 
gnilt by the effort; but on the contrary, the more earnest his en
rleavour, tLe more quickly did he attain the full blessing of the 
law-namely, an insight into his own sin, and the impossibility of 
the fulfilment at which he aimed (Rom. iii. 20.) Moreover, he 
was then prepared for the kingdom of God, and after entering it in 
repentance and faith, might gain the higher position of inward life 
in the law. to which the outward was intended to conduct him. 
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Ver. 4. Fidelity to the law is placed in the strongest contrnst 
with the hypocritical faithlessness of the Pharisees. Their precepts 
are compared to a burden ( cf,op-rlov, similarly f;vyo,;; is used Matt. 
xi. 20), which they load (rJJµo,;;, as the organ by which anything is 
borne) on the people with its whole weight, while they themselvea 
make no exertion, even from a distance (oa,.;-rvXcp) to move it. 
Now, here it appears as though all the requirements of the Phari
sees were trifles in comparison with those of the Saviour. IIe him
self calls (ver. 23) the inward duties -ra flapv-repa -rov voµov, and 
not only desires the fulfilment of these (comp. Matt. v.), but de
mands also (Luke xiv. 26) that a man hate father, mother, brothers, 
sisters, yea even his own yvx11 for his salce. Christ thus claims 
the whole man, with all bis power and dispositions for himself, he 
requires arya7r/Ja-et<; µe €V oXv-rfj ,.;apolq, G"OV "· -r, 71.. (as Matt. xxii. 
37, in quotation from Deut. vi. 5, was said of God) ; whilst the 
Pharisees only called for single actions. It has already been re
marked (Luke xiv. 26), that this requirement would involve on 
assumption surpassing all the assumptions of all the pretenders in 
the world, if the Lord could not have said, in deed and in truth, 
"he that seetb me, seeth the Father." (John xiv. 0.) His claim 
to an entire and unreserved surrender of self to him, was the expres· 
sion of the most exalted grace and mercy; for what the Lord 
requires, he gives, enabling man to meet bis requirement, and so 
strengthening him by the power of lo,e, that all his commands are 
not grievous. ( 1 John v. 3.) The commands of the Lord illus
trate the great principle, do. quod jubes, et jube quod vis; and 
indeed such a request can scarcely be made to him, for his com
man<l itself is power and eternal life (John xii. 50.) But rules 
laid down by men, however slight and paltry their form, are a 
burdensome yoke, because they never can instil the power of love 
into the soul. 

Ver. 5-7. The Lord points out hypocritical vanity and ambi
tion as the false but fundomental principles in the Ph81·isaic cha
racter, and in describing them, be purposely qwells upon the most 
external of all outward duties.1 (The cf,v71.a,.;-r71pta, means of pre
servation, amulets, were verses of Scripture, which, according to 

1 The description is quite parallel in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. vi. I, ff.), where 
the true interuality of the children of GOl\ is conti-o.sted with tlie vtlin e.1:tenrality of tbe 
PJ1ni-isees. 
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misunderstood pnssnges of the Old Testament, were written on 
small scrips of pnrchment, plnced in boxes and bound on the for0-
he11.d with straps (l'~E;i-17'·) The Jews of the present day still use 
them. In Lundius jiid. Heiligt.h. s. 800, there is a representation 
of them. The Kpacr,reoa TWV iµ,aToo>V, in Hebrew r,,~,~ [Numb. 

xv. 38], were purple lappings attached to their garments. These 
were nppointed by 1\/[oses himself, as a symbolical memorial of 
the cnlling of the children of Israel.) The honour of men is the 
idol to which they pny homage. (The :l""I = l,;,~. as a name of 
honour, does not occur till after the captivi;y. It is Tgiven to princes 
as well as to distinguished teachers. The Rabbins, who were eager 
after titles, subsequently distinguished :l""I, "::l.""I, and i::l.""I, so that 
the latter was the highest title of honour. Co~p. Bu.x.t. l~~- p. 2172 
seqq. and 2170.) 

Yer. 8-10. Christ follows up this denunciation of Pharisaic 
vanity by exhorting all his disciples to be humble. No one amongst 
them should allow himself to be cru.led by the names pa/3/3{, 7raT'I/P, 
,ca,07l'Y'l'/T'l/c;. As the principle on which this direction is founded, 
he points out the common relation of all to God, e.nd to God in 
Christ. All members of the /3autMw form one family, the indivi
duals in which are brethren under one Father e.nd Redeemer. 
(Ephes. iii. 5, 6.) Every individual should have his own inde
pendent centre beyond time, in the heavenly world, but should not 
con.fine himself to a centre on earth. (Ver. 8, the reading otoau

,ca,)wc;, as an interpretation of pa/3/3i [comp. John i. 39] is un
doubtedly to be preferred before Ka07l'Y'l'/T'I]<;. Ka0'1'/"'f'l'/T'1]<; probably 
aruse because it was thought that Jesus could not have prohibited 
the name otSauKaM<;. The term Ka0'1'/,Y'l'/T'I]<;, from Ka0,,,,yeoµ,ai, 

corresponds with <>O']ryoc; in the signification of leader, guide. In 
the old Greek Church, the abbotts and abbesses of the monae;teries 
and convents were called Ka0,,,,yovµ,evoc;, Ka0,,,,yovµ,eV7'/.-As regards 
the name 7raT'I/P for a spiritual teacher, it occurs in the Old 
Testament, 2 Kings vi. 21. The idea which lies at the founda
tion of the term is- that of spiritual birth, which is, in a certain 
sense, brought about by means of communication and instruc
tion; for which reason also pupils are called tl':)::l,, TEKva.) But 

here the question arises, how can this precept of the Redeemer be 
regarded in connection with the practice of the apostles and of the 
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lnl.cr Church ? It is true, the fact that ,Jesus is frequently called 
Hubbi in the gospels is quite right, according to these words, for 
Jesus wus to be acknowledged as the only Son of God who revealed 
the One Father, as the true Ka0'1/'Y'TJT'YJ<; ;1 but the division of the 
members of the Church into teachers and learners prevails through
out the apostolic epistles, and at a very early period, as the want 
of a church constitntion became perceptible, certain gradations 
arose between the leading persons in the churches, just as in the 
Old Testament, by divine appointment, the Levites were distin
guished from the priests, and these again from the high priests. 
Indeed, such a distinction of positions seems so unavoidable in every 
ecclesiastical organization, that it is repeated everywhere, although 
under various names. Now, if there are different positions, it does 
not appear why designations should not be employed to mark the 
difference; and yet the Lord here so decidedly denies this, that the 
idea itself will not admit of any alteration. The simplest way of 
solving the difficulty is to distinguish the ideal state of the Church 
from that which actually exists (as Matt. v.) In the latter condi
tion, the laws which apply to the true Church cannot fully come 
into use, because it still bears a legal character. This necessarily 
requires a constitution resting upon a certain form of subordina
tion, as the Old Testament also shows. But in its ideal state, the 
Church knows nothing of the kind, not even any subtil distinction, 
like that which Philo made between vlol )..a,yov and -roii av-ro<;; on 
the contrary, it is presumed that in every member of the /3autA.da 
an immediate bond has been formed with the Eternal, and the ne
cessity for intervention is entirely done away. Hence the words of 
Jesus in this place are similar, in their import, to the prophecy of 
Jeremiah (Jerem. xxxi. 34) where be says: "No one shall teach 
the other saying : Know the Lord ; but all shall know me, both 
small and great." 

Ver. 11, 12. The following language clearly shows that the dis
tinctions of great and small in the /3aut)..e[a were not to be abo
lished, since mention is made of the µeil;;wv. The Lord only means 
to intimate-just as in Mat.t. xx. 26, where the same words oc
curred-that in the kingdom of God, according to its ideal, spiritual 
form, a perfectly different rule obtains in regard to great and small, 

1 John the Baptist is also oeJled Rabbi (John iii. 26); but this was by his own dia
ciples. 
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master and servant, from tlrnt which prevails in the world. In the 
latter, pO\'l'er and nnderstanding decide the measure of authority ; 
in the former, the standard is love. This love the Lord now com
mends to his di~ciples, and, in contrast with the self-exaltation of 
the Pharisees. exhorts them to exemplify it in its most sublime 
manifestation, that of self-abasement, and voluntary subjection to 
weakness and want. (Comp. the remarks on the rule lru.d down, 
Luke xiv. 11.) Both the ideas in these verses are of such a kind 
that it is likely they would often be uttered. Especially the rule, 
of which there are intimations even in the Old Testament (Ezek. 
xxi. 20), appears to have been proverbial; a kindred sentiment is 
reported as having fallen from Rabbi Hillel: humilitas meo. est 
elevatio mea, et elevatio mea bumilito.s mea. There is, however, 
this difference between the rule as laid down in the New Testament 
and as hinted in the Old-that in the former, the abasement is far 
more distinctly represented as an act of self-denial, whereas in the 
latter, it has the appearance of an involuntary humiliation (like that 
of Job) induced by external circumstances. 

Ver. 13, 14. Several modern critics reverse the order of these 
two verses, and certainly upon just grounds. (Schulz, in his edi
tion of the N. T., follows Griesbach in this respect.) But the 
genuineness of ver. 14 in 1\fatthew is also generally contested, and it 
is affirmed that it appears to have been adopted from Mark and 
Luke. The verse is indeed wanting in the manuscripts B.D.L., 
&c., and, moreover, the words ,cai 7rpouevx6µ,evoi, which, although 
quite suitable in Mark and Luke, are not so in Matthew, seem very 
much to favour this hypothesis. It is probable, however, that the 
only spurious words in !fe.tthew are ,ea~ 7rpocf,auei, which some 
manuscripts (although not altogether important ones) omit; for it 
appears to me hardly likely that the verse should have been inter
polated in so many codices. Whereas, if a part of it originally be
longed to Matthew, it may easily have been completed from the 
other two Evangelists. The expression ,c)vdeiv T'iJV /3aui"A.etav is 
founded upon the figure of a palace or temple of truth and wisdom, 
to which the kingdom of God is compared. The Pharisees, by their 
hypocritical disposition of mind,-which bad regard not to inward 
reality, but to external form,-restrained not only themselves, but 
others also, from entering the new, holy, living community estn,
b[i!;hed by the Redeemer. The tiame figure, somewhat modified, is 
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employed, Luke xi. 52, in the parallel passage i',paTE -rryv ,c7\.eZoa 
-ri}', ryv6Jrrew,;. (For fipaTE, cod. D. reads e,cpfn/ra-re ; but this is 
only an interpretation of fipa-re, which hero signifies to take away, 
to withdraw.) It is evident that we are not here to understand the 
term knowledge as meaning the collective contents of the gospel, 
for the elrrep-x,oµ,evoi el,; -rryv /3arrt7'.elav already possessed these. On 
the contrary, the ryvwrri,; referred to by the Redeemer is the know
ledge of Jesus as the true Messiah promised by all the prophets. 
The scribes, as interpretes legis divinre, might and ought to have 
had this ; but in their hypocritical perverseness, they neglected the 
knowledge which would have enabled them to enter the kingdom of 
God. It is remarkable that, Luke xi. 52, the aorist is chosen ( elrrlp .. -
0e-re and e,cw"A.vrra-re), whereas in Matthew we have the present 
tense. The latter mode of expression is the stronger (the aorist of 
Luke favours the supposition that the words he records were uttered 
at an earlier period than a change on the part of the Pharisees was 
to be expected); it represents the opposition as continued, perma
nent, and of such a kind that no alteration could be anticipated. 
Ver. 14 describes the hypocritical avarice of the Pharisees, which 
induced them to rob the most needy and defenceless (-x,'Y/pat) of the 
last remaining necessaries of life (ol,cLa1), under the form (7rpo
cf,arric,, pretext, mask) of religion. On account of this combination 
of hypocrisy and injustice, their guilt (and its consequence, the ,cpi
µ,a = ,ca-ra,cptµ,a) appears doubly great. 

Ver. 15. The Lord, thirdly, censures the anxiety of the Pha
risees to make proselytes.1 Here f7Jpa is used; -ro l;-r,pov is more 
common. The only other instances in which 7rporr117'.v-rot occurs 
in the New Testament are Acts ii. 11, vi. 5, xiii. 43. Gentiles 
who become connected with the Old Testament church are or
dinarily called, in the New Testament, cf,0/3011µ,evot or rre/36µ,evot 
-rov 0eov. Concerning the distinction between proselytes of the 
gate and proselytes of justice, compare vViner in his Reallex.) The 
Redeemer again represents it a.s the most pernicious feature of their 
character that they injured others (those who were converted), for 
their converts only became still more guilty than those who had 

1 1-Ientben writers often mention the engeruess of the Jews to gain atlhel'ent~ to tbt-ir 
rdigion. On this snbjE":ct compare Lbe treo.tise of Dnuz (Jena LOBS) de curo. Judneorum 
in proselytis fncienUis. 'l'ho snm~ thing is rcfenecl to in l\lcuscllunii N. T, e TuJuuu.hi 
illustrnlum p, 0-:lD, Mcqq. 
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converted them. This a'77'roMw of the proselytes forms the anti
thesis to the <Twrr,pla which the Pharisees pretended to hnve in 
new. (Ti'-0<; ,YE0JV77<; signifies a son of Gehenne. [comp. the obser
vations on Luke x,i. 2.t], and of the punishment that pertains to 
it.) Hence the expression has reference to the augmentntion of 
_quilt in the proselytes. But how the Lord could suppose such a 
thing in the case before us does not at once appear; for, according 
to divine as well as human justice, the corrupter is more criminal 
than the corrupted. If it be said that the false zeal of the con· 
verts assumed a stronger form in them than in the very men who 
converted them,1 it must be remembered that this would heighten 
their guilt only in case it ,vas coupled with a knowledge of the pcr
-versity it involved,-and this is not to be supposed. The matter 
may rather be explained as follows : the Pharisees were constantly 
restrained and guarded by the general spirit which the constitution 
of the 1\fosaic religion inspired; this spiritual protection was not 
enjoyed by the Gentiles who became united with the Jewish church. 
They received divine truth through a very impure channel, they had 
not entirely abjured heathenism, and the result was that their reli
gion constituted a wretched mongrel compound, which estranged 
them further from the divine life than the very men who proselyted 
them. Bnt this difficulty being set aside, the entire verse still con
tains some important obscurities. According to its language, it 
seems as if the missionary operations of the .Jews were, as a whole, 
repudiated, and all proselytes contemned, while at the same time, 
in the Old Testament itself, there are innumerable passages that 
approve sncb exertions, and say, that the Gentiles are to be brought 
into the people of Israel ; moreover, in the first century after Christ, 
the proselytes, so far from appearing as an abandoned class of men, 
were the first to join the Church of Christ, and the great spread of 
.Judaism among the Gentiles is justly regarded as a principal means, 
in the band of Providence, whereby it was rendered possible to 
transfer the gospel to the Gentiles. Hence, we must confine the 
words of the Lord to the proselytism of the Pharisees; in doing 
this work, they connived at the fundamental evil that characterised 

l .Justin Martyr speaks to the so.me efi'ect u;i the passage (dial. c. Trypb. pag. 800, edit. 
SylL., where it is 88.id of the proselytes: i,aA(rnpo11 'Jouialt.,11 {3Xauq,.,µ.ai,,r,11 .i~ ..-d 
Ouoµ.a airroU, .:al rJl,LG,c 'Toilc 1.:.s aU-r011 Tl,tr"T1.6011"Tac Hai 4'oa,6.Uu11 Kai ulKlt'uv /30(/A.011Tni, 

1t..aTCl. .,...a,vTa ')'Up i,µ."i11 Efo,u.o,oiia6a, tr'11'£68oucr,. 
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the sect; they urged on the holy cause with an unholy motive (a 
strildng instance is relo.ted in Joseph. Arch. xvi ii. 5) ; and the8e 
Pharis!lic operntions can by no means be identified with the sincere 
efforts of pious Jews, to impart the word of God in the Old Testa
ment to the Gentiles. As regards the meaning of these verses
that the sin of the Pharisees was not only pernicious to themselves 
but also to others-it inay be observed : this is the very curse of 
sin, that it propagates itself and infects all around it. The circum
stance that one sinner takes away the means of salvation from 
others (ver. 14 hinders the eluEpxeu0a£ elc; Ti]v /3au£7\.€fav), may, 
indeed, appear opposed to the justice of God, and may seem to lead 
towards the doctrine of reprobatio. But the operation of the sinner 
upon those around him is not, by any means, to be Viewed as 
necessary ; on the contrary, if all Jews had the written law, 11Dd 
the Gentiles had the law of God in their heart (Rom. ii. Hi), they 
might have been obedient to its voice, and thus have overcome the 
baneful influence. If therefore they yielded to sin, it was their own 
guilt that gave them up to its power; while at the same time, the 
more vigorously the whole system exerted its destructive tendency, 
and the more isolated the individuals were, who had to encounter it, 
the more excuse there must have been for those whom it con· 
quered. 

Ver. 16-22. As a fourth point, in the sinful conduct of the 
Pharisees, the Redeemer specifies their hypocritical trifling with 
oaths. As, in all ages, avarice, if it has an interest concerned, can 
contrive to act under religious forms, and to evade the rigour of the 
truth by deception, so it appeared in this character among the 
Pharisees. In order that they might tum oaths to their own sel
fish ends, they distinguished between such as were valid, and such as 
were not valid. They pronounced the oath by the Temple or the 
altar of less importance than that which was sworn by the gold of 
the Temple (by which we are to understand the treasure of the 
Temple, not its golden ornuments),1 or the offering on the altar. Matt. 
v. 34-36, Christ points out the emptiness of such distinctions. by 
proving thut every outh in reality hos reference to God as the only 
True One; und similurily here, an oath by the Temple, by Heu-.en, 

1 Compare Lightfoot on the pnssnge. This applicl\tion of the words renders tht.~ 
mcnning eomewhnt piqunnt; the <JuX.Opyvpo, thought the onth by tht'ir god, mnmruou. 
Imel the g.-entest force (Luke xvi. H.) 
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or by the altar, can lrnve no meaning, except as these orented things 
a.re viewed in their relation to the Eternal himself.) 1 The whole 
argument is strictly R commentary on the reprimand, 00'7,yot 
TIJcf,Ml, since it shows the Scribes and PhSJ:isees, who assumed the 
guidance of the people of God, their own blindness in divine things ; 
they did not eyen know the nature of an oath, and yet they wnnted 
to introduce casuistic distinctions between one oath and another. 

Ver. 23, 24. Fiftltly, Jesus rebukes the Pharisees for their hypo
critical attention to little trifles, according to which they manifested 
the greatest solicitude in regard to the most external minutire, while 
they carelessly overlooked the deepest ethical principles. The Mosaic 
Jaw did not extend the payment of tithes to every trifling item, but 
the little-minded Rabbins thought their true service to God con
sisted in applying the instructions given them, in the most rigorous 
manner that was possible. The plants mentioned are of little use, 
and without any particular value. ('Hovouµ,o,;; is synonymous with 
µ,ivBa or µ,lvB,,,, mint, menthe..-"Av,,,Bov is dill, anethum.-Kvµ,i
vov, cuminum, cummin. Similar to the Hebrew l~~, Isaiah xx:viii. 
25, 27.-Luke, in the parallel passage xi. 42, has the general term 
7rav )..axavov, under which those plants may be classified ; and 
afterwards the particular 7r"frtavov, corresponding with the Le.tin 
ruta, rue.)-Matthew specifies tcpun<;, ~o<;, 7r[un<; as the true dif
ficulties of the law (external precision being represented as merely 
an evasion of difficulty); Lnke, ou the contrary, speaks of ,cp{ui<; 

and cuya'Tr'TJ Beov. The word acf,77tca-re (instead of which Luke has 
7rapepxeu8e), necessarily leads to the conclusion that the objects 
named are matters in the conduct of men. The a,ya'Tr'T/ of Luke is 
allied to the ~o<; of Matthew, for mercy is only love in its exercise 
towards the sufferer. This the Pharisees did not practise; they 
merely maintained strict justice. The term tcplui,;; is equivalent to 
oitcaWCTUV'TJ (comp. Isaiah xi. 4, according to the LXX.) This ex
pression, however, does not signify strict justice, for the Pharisees 
certainly sought to practise that ; it is rather to be taken like h~~• 
in the signification of "goodness,"" "kindness" (comp. the remarks 
on Rom. iii. 21.) Hence ,cp/,qi,;; is the general term, and luo<; the 
particular. Matthew adds to both 7r{,qTt<;, by which we are not to 

1 Tws ide&, which evidently lies nt the foundation of the whole argument of Jesua, 
forbids tile reference of the word Ka'TO<Kt!a-a• (ver. 21) to the kingdom that had its aggre-
gi:1.Le exiateuce in LlJe Temp~e. 

3 
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un<lerstnnd merely right notions concerning God nnd divine things, 
for the Pharisees possessed these also ; buL that state of mind in 
which mnn is capable of receiving divine influences. In conclusion, 
it may be remarked thnt the Lord did not repudiate the exact ob
servance of the precepts of .the law. In harmony with Matt. v. 
19, the Saviour approves of the careful fulfilment even of those 
commands in the Old Testament, which appear unimportant. But 
the oppressive spirit cherished by the Pharisees, on the one hand, 
and the shameless contempt of the law manifested in their conduct 
on the other, deserved the rebuke which the Lord gave them. The 
proverbial phrase introduced, ver. 24, is a censure upon this com
bination of the most glaring unfaithfulness towards the commands 
of God in things spiritual, with the most irksome exactness m 
regard to things external. 

(LJiii).,{tw, to filter, to strain through. Concerning the use of 
the word in the Greek versions of the Old Testament, compare 
Schleusner in his Lex. to the LXX., vol. ii., p. 177.-Kwvw-.[r, 
antithesis to Kaµ77).o,;;, a little insect in the wine, which was care
fully removed as unclean, by the rigid observers of the law, before 
they drank. The camel, as a large unclean beast, is contrasted with 
the insect.) 

Ver. 25, 26. The mention of drink leads the Redeemer, sixthly, 
to rebuke the hypocrisy which induced the Pharisees with the utmost 
solicitude to cleanse the outside ( of vessels), while they left the 
inside in a state of defilement. They viewed the laws of the Old 
Testament respecting purification, just as they did the rest, merely 
in their external aspect, and were regardless of the idea on which 
they were founded. (Instead of 7rapo-.[r{,;;, which the Attics use to 
signify not the dish but the viand, Luke xi. 39 has 7r{vaf )-By 

:!a-w0EV we are to understand the contents of the dish, as acquired 
by acts of wickedness ; the words ooTe e11.e77µoa-vV77v, Luke xi. 41, 
plainly speak to this effect. But since that property which is ob
tained by sin does not as such constitute the impurity, except in 
connexion with the state of the mind, the ll;w0ev also necessarily 
has relation to this ; the inward and outward cannot here be 
separated. And accordingly, ver. 26, the Redeemer, after speaking 
of internul purification, ussociutes external purification with it, as 
also iu reality deserving to be called the fulfilment of the divine 
lnws.-(The ordinnry readinga1tpaa-{a., nppenrs preferable to lioi,c[a.,, 
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although the letter has been adopted by Griesbach, Schulz, and 
others. It is true that the manuscripts C.E.F.G.H.K.S. are in 
favour of a8udas, whilst only B.D.L. read a,cpaular; ; but the ex
planation of the origin of aSi,ciar; from a,cpauiar; is evidently easier 
than the reverse ; especi11,lly if we suppose that the transcribers
upon compa1ing Luke, who has ?rom7piar;--wished to form o.n agree
ment between the two Evangelists, which a,cpaular; did not seem to 
allow.-'A,cpauia is here to be taken in the wide sense o.s signify
ing inward subjection to passions. l Cor. vii. 5, it is used in refe
rence to sexual relations.) 

Luke has enlarged upon the above idea in peculiar language 
(Luke xi. 40, 41), which is not without some difficulties. These 
very difficulties, however, are the proof that the words certainly 
were originally uttered in this connexion. In the first place, the 
question, ovx o ?roi-ryuar; T6 l!l;w0EV, ,cal T6 fuw0ev e7ro{7Jue, was 
designed to convince the Pharisees of the perverseness of their 
effort to satisfy tlle laws of purity by external observance, whilst 
they themselves inwardly violated them. Then ver. 41 contains 
instruction as to the way in which external and internal purity may 
be united. The difficulty presented in the question is the sudden
nesb witll which the Redeemer passes to the ?rou,'iv, whereas the 
preceding connexion does not appear to contain anything that could 
lead to such a transition. But the intermediate thought seems to 
be this: the reason why the Pharisees attended so punctiliously to 
outward purification was simply the fact, that they endeavoured to 
fulfil the commands of God by the observance of prescribed cere• 
monies. That God, however, whom they acknowledged as the law
giver (hence as the supreme and original authority) in things exter
nal, was the same in the internal world ; but in regard to the latter 
they only dissimulated, and hypocritically withdrew themselves from 
his government. It cannot be said, in opposition to this view, that 
luw0ev must not be applied to the inward life, because ver. 41, Ta 

evoVTa refers to the viands; for it has already been remarked that 
articles of food (and earthly possessions generally) as such, cannot 
be meant, because no a.0£Kla could be traced to them apart from 
tbe state of mind existing in the possessor; and on this account 
also the appeal to that usus loquendi, according to which '71'0£e'iv 
is used = i"lt!,y, in the sense of purifying, (comp. Gesenius in his 
Lex. under the Tword), must here be rejected. (Moreover, in order 
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to establish that hypothesis, the sentence must be deprived of its 
interrogative form ; nnd besides this the aorist iJ7ro{;rya-e is not com
patible with it.) The reference to the one true lawgiver of the 
internal and external worlds, then very naturally leads to the exhor
tation that true purity should be sought according to his will. This 
consists in n change of mind ; and hence the Lord commends, 
instead of covetousness, a kind nnd liberal disposition, which devotes 
the µ,aµµwvos a.Suda., to the purposes of philanthropy (comp. 
Luke xvi. 1, ff.) Here again, therefore, the expression ra iivovra 
relntes to that which is external in connexion with the state of the 
mind ; it is only the chnnge in the latter that gives an ethical im
portance to the use of the former. 

Ver. 27, 28. The inward impurity of the Pharisees in respect to 
avnrice and lust of go.in, leads the Lord, in the seventh place, to 
censure that general mornl pollution which they endeavoured to 
conceal under the garb of an apparent OttcaiocrvV7J. For this pur
pose he compares them to tombs that contain putrefaction within, 
but appear bright and handsome without. (Kovuiw or tcovufsw, to 
coat with lime, to whiten. It occurs again Acts xxiii. 3.) Luke 
xi. 44 the figure is slightly modified; the Pharisees are there com
pared to µ,vT}µe'ia &8TJXa, over which men walk without observing 
them, and so become defiled. But the comparison in Matthew is 
the most appropriate, since it expresses the outward appearance of 
righteousness assumed by the Pharisees. 

Ver. 29-33. In the eighth and last place, the Saviour pa:;;ses 
from the graves with which he compared the Pharisees, to the mo
numents which they ostentatiously erected in memory of the ancient 
prophets, arrogantly persuading themselves that the evil principle 
which hnd borne such bitter fruits in their fathers had no root in 
their hearts. From this fact Christ draws the conclusion that they 
witness ago.inst themselves, and acknowledge that they recognise 
themselves as the posterity of those who murdered the prophets ; 
so far from seeking to atone for the guilt of their race, they endea
voured to justify themselves by accusing their ancestors, and yet at 
the same time completely .filled up the measure of the guilt to their 
own destruction.1 

This passage presents a difficulty as to the relation of the sin of 

1 The use of the form ~µ•Ba from/)µ~» is of Inter dnte (comp. Wine1-'s GrllID. Tb. i. 
s. 34.) 
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ancestors to their posterity ; the Lord here seems to reproach the 
Pharisees with that Rs 11 matter of guilt to them, whereas it does not 
appear that gnilt is incurred except by personal sin. But in these 
words Christ expresses nothing more than the Old Testament tencbes 
in the passage, Exod. xx. 5, where it is said: God visits the sin 
of the fathers upon the children to the third and fourth generation ; 
the same doctrine 1LS we find fully developed in Rom. v. 12, ff. 
The i'i~ ,~ necessarily presupposes the existence of the sin of 
the fathers in the children, since the just God can only punish sin 
where it exists. The idea is easily explained to the Christian con· 
sciousness, if we proceed from the fundamental principle contained 
in the Scriptures, that the several human individualities must not 
be viewed as so many single existences standing in complete isola
tion, but as members of the body ; and hence it is the very curse of 
sin, as well as the blessing of righteousness, that they do not affect 
merely the indi-1-idual sinners or rigl1teous persons, but those con
nected with them also. As in the external world the extravagance 
of the father makes the children beggars, so the sin of the parents 
injures their offspring. The false conclusions that might be drawn 
from this principle are destroyed by the fact that to every member 
of the posterity there is the possibility of receiving the forgiveness 
of sins, if he faithfully nse the means of salvation placed within his 
reach.1) Throughout the Old Testament, however, the distinct 
principle that it is a blessing to have pious ancestors, and a curse 
to have ungodly ones, prevails ; while, on the contrary, in the New 
Testament, the corporeal connexion retires into the shade, because 
the doctrine of a new birth by the Spirit is there clearly developed. 
But here the Redeemer is addressing persons who belonged entirely 
to the Old Testament point of view, and therefore adopts an idea 
which in their case has its fu]l truth. The Lord expressly dis
tinguishes personal sin from the sin of the fathers: !Cal vµ,€'i<; 7r)vTJ
pwuaT€ TO µkrpov TiJV 'TraTEpwv vµ,&v. Here there is something 
strange in the words, µkrpov TiJv 7raTEpwv,-µfrpwv v µ, &i v 1s 
expected. But as the individual man may fill up the measure of 

1 It is to this that the words ovK 1,6,~,la-a-r, refer in the sequel, Matt. xx:iii. 88. 
TLey were not given up to the consequences of their own siu, until they bad frustrated 
ull nttempt.s to e.waken in tb.em the consciousness of it. Concerning tbe relation of in
dividuals to the mass, compare the more copioµe remarks in the commentary on Rom. 
xi. l. 
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Jong-sull"cring assigned to him by God, and thus come to destruc
tion, so may !I people, viewed as !I body (or a larger individual.) 
In this point of view the Redeemer designates the sin of Israel as 
one sin rif tlte wlwle body, commenced in the fathers and brought 
to its climax in the dark deeds of the Pharisees towards the Lord. 
(The reading 7r}vr1pwa-aTe is, on account of its difficulty, unque,;
tionably preferable to E7T"X'1}pwa-€Te, or 7rX'1}pwa-aTe, in which the 
difficulty is relieved. The imperative contains a mournful sarcasm 
on the contrast formed by the vocation of the Pharisees and their 
apparent righteousness with their inward sin. After they had stub
bornly repulsed every effort of the gentle Redeemer to bring them 
to repentance, there remained nothing for him to do, but that he 
should leave them to their own destruction, with the words : now 
:fill ye up the measure of your fathers. His language expresses the 
divine permission, without which even the Evil One himself cannot 
complete his malignant designs. 

The Pharisees are, in conclusion, undisguisedly called a race of 
vipers (comp. the remarks on Matt. iii. 7), who carry within them 
the seed of their father, and do according to his works (John viii. 
44.) The words may seem almost too severe in the lips of the Son 
of Love, but the very manifestation of love ( which is justice and 
truth as well) towards wickedness, is th'!-t it hates and condemns it. 
It is the compassionate Redeemer who treads the winep?"ess of God's 
wrath (Isa. !xiii. 13; Rev. xix. J 3.) 

Luke (xi. 47, 48) has a parallel to these verses also; but the 
peculiar way in which be modifies the idea renders it hardly pro
bable that he has retained the original form of the Saviour's lan
guage. According to the meaning in Matthew, the phrase ol,cooo
µe'iv Ta µ11'1}µEta (the parallel with ,coa-µetv, Matt. xxiii. 29, intimates 
hat ol,coooµe'iv is here to be taken as " to renew" "to restore''), 

evidently appears to be a symbolical expression for " to recognise 
with respect." Luke, on the contrary-as is shown by the words, 
&pa µapTvpetTe ,ea~ a-v11evoo,ce1,Te TOI,',' lp,yot',' TOOi/ 7raTepwv vµrov
has taken the expression as parallel with a'TT"OKTe{vew, so that the 
following sense arises, "ye and your fathers are quite of one mind, 
and ye agree in your works ; they killed the prophets and ye build 
their tombs ; thus ye co-operate for their destruction." Hence, in 
the connexion of Luke, the phrase oltcoooµe'iv µ11,,.,µe'ia denotes a 
hostile oct with the nccessory ide!I of hypocrisy. "Ye oppenr to 
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be performing a senice of affection, while, in reality ye arc work
ing hand in hnnd wilh your fathers." Storr applied JJ,V'T}p,€'ia ol,co-
80µ,E'iv to the case of prophets living in the time of the Pharisees 
themselves, for example, the Baptist; but then arises the difficulty, 
that air.a[ relates, in the one instance, to the ancient prophets, nnd 
in the other to those of later date. It is true, this may be ex
plained by viewing the whole order of prophets as the object of 
the persecutions, and accordingly regarding the object in earlier 
and in later times ns one and the same ; but the difficulty may be 
entirely removed, if the passage be understood-as we have already 
interpreted it-so that the Pharisees are represented as accomplices 
in the murders committed by their fathers; the one killed, the 
others prepared the grave which was to hide the murder in eternal 
oblivion. (~v11E1.Joo,cew to consent, to agree to anything cheer
fully. Acts viii. I, xx.ii. 20 ; Rom. i. 32. It occurs also in the 
Apocrypha, I 1\fncc. i. 60 ; 2 Mace. xi. 24.) 

Yer. 34. After giving utterance to the powerful threatening, 
7ri;Jr; <f,{,y,,T€ a7ro T'Yl• ,cpUTEwr; T'Yl• ,YIEEVIJ'l'J<;, the Lord adds a re
markable declaration respecting the decrees of God. The mission 
of divinely-enlightened men, which brings peace and eternal life to 
those who feel the need of salvation, is an occasion of destruction 
to the insincere and wicked. Christ is set ( even in bis mes
sengers) dr; 7T" T w u i v ,c.:z.l. avaa-Tauiv 7ro)..)..c'Jw ev T,jj • I upa11X 
(Luke ii. 34.) If we compare Luke, the passage is difficult. 
Whilst, according to Matthew, these words were spoken by Jesus 
himself, in Luke xi. 4 9 they appear as a quotation : tita. TOVTO ,ea~ 

71 uo<f,la Tov BEov €!7r€V" a7rOCTT€Aed IC.T.A. But no utterance of 
the kind is found either in the Old Testament or in any Apo_cry
phol book ; and an appeal to a prophecy not extant is by no means 
advisable, except in a case of extreme necessity. Now, a closer 
view of the words in 1\1:attbew shows, that even they cannot be so 
understood as to imply that the Saviour, when he uttered them, 
spoke merely of the future messengers who would be sent forth by 
him-for example, the apostles and disciples; for, ver. 35, men
tion is made of Abel and other ancient o{,caioi. Besides which, 

1 There are, however, some very kindred pasenges; for examp}P,, 2 Chron. xxiv. 191 

which the LXX. render: ,cai /J.-,,.l.u-ruAE (0£0i>) '7rp0• ab-roils wpot:f,tiOai> i'ff'LU'TpllJ,a, 
,,,-po~ ,cl,p,011 ,cai o'U,c liKovuap, ,ca,2 ~,eµ.ap"TUpa..,.o ab,,.oi~ ,cal. obx lnrf1,couua11. As the 
accouut of ZachBl'io.s follows, 2 Chrou. XIiv. 20, it is still a question wheLller the LorJ 
had not the citaLioD of the Old Testament in view, and merely expanded it a little. 
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tbe norist icf,ovd,uaTe hos not its signification, unless we under
stand by Zacharias some just man murdered at an earlier period; 
nnd this confirms tho hypothesis, that the Lord means by those of 
whom he speaks as sent forth, not merely the apostles, but also 
holy men and prophets of the Old Testament sent forth in earlier 
times. Then, if such be the case, the Redeemer does not speak in 
Matthew as an individual confined within the limits of the temporal 
life, but as the Son of God, as the essential Wisdom (Prov. viii. ; 
Sir. xxiv ., comp. the remarks on uocf,ta in the commentary on J oho 
i. 1), who is introduced as speaking in Luke, and by whose inter
vention all prophets and holy men of God, from the beginning, 
have appeared (Wisd. Sol. vii. 27.) So that, strictly speaking, 
there is no essential difference between Matthew and Luke.1 Ac
cording to both, the eternal Wisdom, who in Christ became man, 
declares the eternal purpose (the present tense in Matthew, a?TO<T

-rl>,:>-.w, denotes the pure eternal presence of God. Luke has the 
explanatory future), to send messengers to the people of Israel, and 
predicts the conduct of the people towards them. It is only as 
regards the form that Luke is original. Indeed the interpretation 
of the words has already been given in Matthew, and Jesus himself 
spoken of as the divine uocf,ia. This vary interpretation, however, 
shows the transition to be somewhat irregular. For the expression 
out ToiiTo, which, in Luke, is perfectly harmonious with the con
nexion (the sense being this : "by your conduct ye only fulfil the 
purpose of the eternal Wisdom ; your fathers killed the prophets and 
ye build their tombs, there.fore Wisdom said, &c.") in Matthew 
stands without any true link. Fritzsche (in loco) carries it back 
and connects it with ?TA:T/pwuaTe T6 µ.ETpov, ver. 32. This cer
tainly gives a good sense, but it appears rather a difficult exegesis, 
on account of the intervening ver. 33. It seems to me more easy 
to supply the phrase, el?Tev 17 uocf,ia, a form of quotation which 
Matthew omits in order that J esns may appear without any disguise 
as the speaker. 

But now if the form of the discourse in Luke be the original one, 
it becomes a question why the Lord chose this porticular form to 

l De Wette (in his remarks on Luke xi. 49) hesitR.tf's to e.dmit this; Le think!:!, on the 
contrnry, thnt the expression contains a more recent dogmatic designation, similar to the 
word AOyo~ in John, not suited to U,e lips of the speaker. Bnt if Jesus, in John, cnlls 
himself the truth, the resurrection, the life, wby sllould he not ct\ll himself wisdom ~ 

VOL. III. P 
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com·ey the idea which he wished to express. Probably it wns out 
of regard to the people ; even those who were well-disposed could 
not support the thong·ht thnt the eternal Wisdom spoke in Christ 
(his disciples themseh-es found it difficult to conceive this, John 
xiv. 9) ; nnd therefore he drew a veil over it, which preserved the 
weak from injury, and at the same time did not conceal the deeper 
knowledge from those whose powers of perception were stronger. 
It appears remarkable that the Redeemer (according to Mat
thew) designates some of those who should be sent, ,ypaµµaTE'i<; 
( = O.,.,tliO·) The expression is here used in the good sense, and 

in cont;~t with the Pharisaic Scribes ; we might supply, "I will 
send you men truly acquainted with the ~Tord of God, who a.re that 
which ye ought to be e.nd profess to be." One difficulty remains to 
be obsen·ed; it is occasioned by the word trravpdJa-ETE in Matthew. 
For inasmuch as the Jews did not adopt the punishment of cruci
fixion, it cBilnot be supposed that one of the ancient prophets bad 
been crucified, nor bas anything of the kind been known in later 
times. It is true the instance of Simon (the aSEJ\.cf,oc; TOV twpfov), 
who (according to Euseb. H. E. iii. 32, edit. Stroth. p. 169) was 
crucified, has been adduced. But since bis death took place after 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and therefore after the threatened 
jndgments had been executed, it is hardly likely that reference can 
be made to him. Hence it is in the highest degree probable that 
the Redeemer includes himself in the number of the messengers 
sent from God. And the fact that he represents himself as the 
author of the mission is explained by the twofold relation in which 
he could speak of himself; on the one hand he could speak of his 
eternal ideal existence, end on the other his language might apply 
to his individual temporal appearance. 

Ver. 35. The prediction respecting the treatment of the messen
gers of God is followed by a threatening of punishment. (The form 
alµa lpXETat hr{ nva [Matt. xxvii. 25) denotes the imputation of 
murder.1 Alµa ot"awv or a0wov = .,;?~ OJ· The expression is 
founded upon the idea that the blood is the supporter of the V'VX'lJ, 
Deut. xii. 23.) The phrase 87rw<; h,.0y must not be deprived of 
its peculiar force (as it would be, if taken [e",1:lan"wc;] as signify-

l Luke xi 60, :iJ I has, instead or this, the formula, lK[1JTt:'i11 alµa a7rO 'TiV09, according 
Lo tLe Hebrew C'.J '1.;-
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ing consequence; on the contrary, it has reference to out TOvTo, nnd 
mnrlcs desig1t) ; the difficult idea that God sends messengers, in 
order that they may be rejected, and the rejecters punished, is to be 
explained in the same way as the pnssnge, Matt. xiii. 18, ff., the inter
pretation of which may be consulted. 

The first difficulty in this verse is occasioned by the words Jq, 
vµa,. If vµe'i, be applied to the Pharisees who were actually pre
sent, it does not appear on what ground they were to be answerable 
for all the blood of righteous persons that had been shed ; and if 
vµe'i, be taken ns meaning the whole nation, inclusive of previous 
generations, this does not seem consistent in a discourse addressed 
to a definite number of individuals. The simplest mode of solving 
this difficulty is to consider that Jesus looked upon the Pharisees 
and Scribes as representatives of the whole people, so that the 
entire body is to be viewed in them. Regarding them thus, Jesus 
could with propriety say : ll7TO<TTJi\i\c., 7Tpo, vµiis 7Tpo<f,r/Ta<;, be
cause even the Pharisees, in connexion with the nation at large, 
might have obtained benefit from a mission, whose efficacy extended 
to the whole mass. But, in the second place, the expression tiJCxv
v6µevov E7Ti T?], ry-i}, appears hyperbolical, since the Pharisees can
not be deemed responsible for the murder of righteous persons 
among all nations. Here, however, we must not overlook the cir
cumstance, that in this passage of course no reference is made to 
individuals distinguished by a natural righteousness, such as even 
Pagans possessed, but to men enlightened by the Spirit of God. 
Whatever inclination there may be to follow Justin Martyr in sup
posing an operation of the i\oryo, <T7TepµanJC6, in the minds of such 
men as Zoroaster, Plato, and others, yet we must ever draw e. 
specific distinction between the illumination of wise Pagans like 
these, and the illumination of the indubitable messengers of God to 
his people. The central operation of God upon the human voii, 
was confined entirely to the prophets and wise men in the nation 
of Israel, and hence the guilt of Israel in despising and ill-treating 
the messengers of God, whose vocation to that office had been 
proved by special evidence, might truly be spoken of as equal to 
that which had destroyed the holy ones of the earth. Abel is men
tioned as the first of these holy ones, because he may be viewed, in 
contrast with Co.in ( 1 John iii. 12), as the representative of the 
whole generation of saints. Moreover, it was not unusual with 

p 2 
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the Rabbins to regard the antediluvian posterity of Seth, who took 
the place of Abel, as prophets. (Comp. the remarks on 2 Pet. ii. 
5; Jude ver. 14 .) Now the first murdered saint, of whom mention 
is made in Genesis, is here placed in juxtaposition with the Inst 
instance of the murder of a prophet recorded in the sacred Scriptures 
of the Old Testament-viz., that of Zncl1arias, (comp. 2 Chron. xxiv. 
20.) What is there said of him is quite in harmony with the words 
of Matthew as well as with those of Luke (the latter only has oi'!€ov 
instend of vaoii); it is stated that he was stoned (at the command 
of King Joash) in the court of the Temple (according to the LXX .• 
iv avXf, or/€ov KVpwv.) The 0vutatrr'Y}pwv, of which the Eve.nge
list.s write, is the great altar of burnt offering, that stood in the open 
air at the entrance to the buildings strictly belonging to the 
Temple. The agreement of the words before us with that event. 
as also the use of the aorist (ECf,ovrouaTe), render it in the 
highesl degree probable, that the Lord alludes to that passage 
in the Chronicles. It is, however, a remarkable circumstance that 
the Zacharias there mentioned was not a son of Barachias, but of 
Jeboiade. (l"1"''i;-,-,, in the LXX. 'Iwoa-..) The hypotheses that 

Zacharias hadtwd fathers, a corporeal one and one who performed 
the duties of a father; or that the prophet Zachariah, whose writings 
are preserved in the canon of the Old Testament, is meant, because 
he was a son of Barachias (although nothing is known a.bout bis 
death in the Temple) ; or that originally the reading was v,o .. 
'I woa-. ( according to .Jerome, the Nazarenes adopted this reading in 
their gospel ; comp. my Gesch. der. Ev., s. 77), are all to be re
jected as arbitrary. The only question that remains to be considered 
is, whether the Zacharias mentioned by .Josephus (B. J. iv. 6, 4), a 
son of Baruch, who was murdered by the zealots in the Temple, 
can be the person referred to. The following reasons lead me to 
think this altogether improbable : 1, The name Baruch is not 
identical with Barachias (;,.,::,-,:::)_) ; 2, The Zacharias spoken of by 

J osepbus was not a propltet~;;,nd in the present case everything de
pends upon this point, for the subject in hand is the murder of 
messengers expressly sent to the people by the uorp{a Taii E>eoii; 3, 
Tl,e tense (e<f>ovevuaTE) is not consistent with such an interpretation, 
since e.t the time when Jesus uttered these words, the murder of the 
Zncharias of wl..iom J osepbus speaks was yet to take place. (The 
enallage temporum, which some authors have supposed here, is quite 
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untenable.) Hence, if we simply keep in view the circumstance 
that it was the intention of Jesus to cite instances from the first and 
the last boolcs of Scripture ( nccording to the books in the original 
text), in order to show that this conduct towards the messengers of 
God in the abandoned portion of the race ran through the whole 
history of that race from the beginning (according to Luke xi. 50, 
a,ro 1'aTa/3oXfJ, 1'0<Tfl,OV) ; then no important objection can be urged 
against the reference to the passage 2 Chron. xxiv. 20. The sup
position that Matthew may have confounded the name of the father 
of the person murdered with that of the father of Zachariah, whose 
prophecies are preserved in the canon of the Old Testament, con
tains nothing at which we need stumble, and it is better to adopt 
this than to profess adherence to a forced interpretation.1 

Ver. 36. The Lord declares, that all this innocent blood of the 
servants of God, that has been shed (,rovra rafrra must not be 
taken as referring to the previous denunciations of woe, as is shown 
by Luke xi. 51, in the parallel, where e1'/;'TJT'1J0TJ<TETai is again used) 
shall now manifest its results in this ryevea. (In Luke xi. 50 also, 
the words a,ro T'YJ, ryevea<; ravT'TJ<; are to be connected with e1'/;'1JT'TJ0fJ, 

as ver. 51, but not with E"')(,VIIOfl,€11011 a,,ro 1'aTa/30XfJ<; 1'0Ufl,OV.) By 
. 7e11eti, aih-'T} we are to understand the men living at that time ( a 
nation is never called ryevea in the New Testament, or even in the 
profane Greek literature2) ; these are viewed as ripe evil fruit, as 
persons in whom the sin of the whole body of their ancestors was 
concentrated, and thus called down the great judgments of God. 
There is in this no c;lenial of the fact that earlier generations who 
had died were guilty, or of their being punished also; but the 
growth of sin is asserted-the children of those who killed the pro• 
phets wne matured into murderers of Christ. 

Ver. 37-39. The last verses of this long discourse have already 
been explained in the 1·emarks on Luke xiii. 34, 35. There they 
stood in such 11 peculiar and exact connexion, that we could not but 
consider their position in that passage as the original one. Never
tbeless Matthew also has used them in ,?- most suitable connexion, 
and by means of them be has formed a very fine transition to 

1 Kubn (in 11 treatise on tbc possnge in tbe Jllbrb. f. Tbeol. und Christi. Phil. erster 
johrg. h. 2, s. 34.6, ff.) thinks that the mP-ution of Zncbe.rias, Son of Baruch, is derived 
from tbe 11utbor of tbe Greek Goepel of Motthew, but that Jesus himself spoke of tbe 
ancient Zacharias. 

' Concerning y111a&1 eompl!U'e al■o the remBrks on Matt.xxiv. 3..i. 
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chap. xxiv.; for in ver. 39, mention is made of the return of Christ. 
And although .T erusalem is here accused es the disobedient nnd 
faithless party-whereas, up to this point, the discourse hed turned 
upon the rharisees-the difference only extends thus far, thnt 
instt'ad of indi,;dualities, the theocratic centre, in which they 1·uled, 
and whence they exercised their influence upon the whole world, is 
now spoken of. 

Another jmporta.nt point in this passage is suggested by the ex
pression ov,c 'TJBEA.'T/a-aTe, 1 compared with the kindred passage Luko 
xix. 42, in which the fact of their slighting salvation is ascribed to 
ignorance. If either the one or the other statement were regarded 
as absolute, an inconsistent meaning would arise. Total ignorance 
would exclude _quilt; total want of will would exclude all possi
bility of conversion. But if both representations be viewed rela
tively, they mutually explain each other. No one among the Pha
risees could have continued without some impression of the divine 
dignity of the Redeemer ; but instead of yielding their minds tc. 
this impression, they thrust it away from them; and thus, while 
all deeper and more substantial 1.-nowledge of Christ and of his ap
pointment for their salvation was concealed from them, this ignorance 
took root in the original unwillingness, end therefore was in the 
highest degree criminal. Still, however, under such circumstances, 
there remained a possibility of conversion, since deeper knowledge, 
if once imperted, might yet produce repentance ; hence the dis· 
course is concluded (ver. 39) with a glance at the time when the 
Redeemer, who was mistaken in his veiled condition, shall appear 
in glory, end shall then be greeted by many even among those who 
now rejected him. (Comp. the remarks on Luke xiii. 35.) The 
agreement between this thonght and the foregoing language of ver. 
33 is eo.sily seen, if in ver. 33 we assume the case of obdurate per
severance in the old state of mind, and here suppose a change of 
mind to have taken place ; the truth of both passages is then found. 

l This idea is full of instruction in support of the doctrine of free choice in mo.n, Tbe 
power of tbe Almighly appears like impotence before the obstinacy of the creature, and 
has not\Jing but tears (Luke xix. 41) with which to overcome it. But these very tP-ors of 
puresl love ell:ert the mightiest ene.rgy, for they bend t.lJ.e resisting will intofree affectionate 
syiDpatLy ; and this cannot be accomplished by omnipotence, because omnipotence 
CBDDOl will it. 
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§ H. THE GIFT OF THE WIDOW. 

(Mork xii. 41-14; Luke xxi. 1-4.) 

The following little narrative of the widow, whom Jesus observed 
o.t the treasury, is not merely inserted by Mark and Luke of their 
own accord ; it is highly appropriate to the connexion. Both 
Evangelists give but a few notes of the anti-Pharisaic discourse of 
Christ, before they relate the anecdote of the widow; but these 
brief notes contain the very feature that places the avarice of the 
Pharisees in the most glaring light, viz., that they decoyed away 
from poor widows all they had, under the pretence of religious ob
jects. Immediately after these hints of the Lord·s discourse have 
been given, there follows a description of a widow, who offered her 
all to God from spontaneous love, and this poor woman is com
mended. It was evidently intended that the contrast resulting 
from this juxtaposition of the two characters should strengthen the 
picture of the sinful nature of the Pharisees. They strove, with no
thing but a worldly aim, after earthly possessions, which they often 
appropriated to themselves in illicit ways, and then from these they 
gave a meagre alms to God; the widow loved God with all her 
heart and all her mind, and she offered her all to him. The widow, 
as the symbol of genuine self-denying and self-sacrificing love, is 
contrasted with the Pharisees, the representatives of hypocrisy and 
mock-religion. Now, it is singular that in this interesting and in
structive little narrative the Lord represents the offerings placed in 
the ,yal;ocf,v"J\.a,ciov as in reality gifts brought to God ; whereas it 
seems that these treasures of the Temple were only the property of 
a selfish priesthood, and that therefore it would have been better 
not to have given any encouragement to their avarice by fresh con
tributions. But Christ even }iere views the theocratic institute in 
its actual existence and according to its ideal constitution, which, 
although marred by misuse, could never be destroyed. Accord
ingly, the treasures of the Temple had a worthy designation in 
being devoted to the maintenance of the whole external Temple 
worship, and, in II legal point of view, a contribution to those trea
sures was justly regru·ded as an offering brought to God himself. 
Hence, if the act of the widow be considered only in relation to the 
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inward motive, and not according to the outward appearance, it i~ 
in all respects an illustration of that love which wholly sacrifices it
self; 11nd tl1is is what the narrative was designed to inculcate, in 
contrast with the feigned love of tbe Pharisees. 

The two reports of Mark and Luke are in the main harmonious, 
and, indeed, often agree so exactly (comp. Mark xii. 44, with Luke 
xxi. 4), that a nse of the same Greek text (probably Mark has here 
used Luke) must be supposed. Mark, however, according to his 
custom, has cast his narrative in a somewhat large1· mould, and 
added some single features wl1ich enliven it. (For example, see 
ver. 43, the words -rrpou,ca)\.,Euaµ,Evo,;; TOV<; µ,a8,,,Tct<; avTov.) The 
place in which the incident occurred was the so-called court of the 
women ; there stood thirteen brazen vessels shaped like trumpets 
(those of this form were called r,;-,t:,;u;), into which those who 

visited the Temple cast their gifts. (Comp. Winer in his Reallex.) 
These were distinct from the ,yal;oq>vAatciov strictly so called ; this 
formed a separate compartment of the Temple (;,:,a.,r, comp. Ge

senias sub. verb.), where the contributions of ~~n~y cast into 
the thirteen vessels were deposited from time to time. But as these 
vessels stood near one another, and thus resembled a money-store, 
the E'\"angelists might speak of them e.s such, The poor widow 
(Luke has -rrEVt')(po<; = 7T€V1J<;, .,.:ll,', which does not occur in any 
other instance in the New Tes~;nt) dropped in two of the smallest 
coins (comp. the remarks Luke xii. 59 on the word AE7!"Tov), and 
these constitnted all her property. (Comp. Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, 
where /3/,o,;; occurs in the same signification. Mark explains it, 
-rraVTa aua e1xEV.) Hence it is observed that she gave more 
(7rMiov) than the rich,-she gave ltc rij,;; vuTEp1}uEw<; avrij,;;. This 
expression forms the antithesis to the 7rEpiuuEuov of the rich, and 
thus gains its precise meaning. As it is said, l ,c T7]<; vuTEP1J<TEW<; 

(Luke has v<TTEp7]µ,aTo,;;) e/3aAEv, the statement cannot imply an 
absolute absence of resource, but merely a relative one ; so that the 
sense is-" under the impulse of self-sacrificing love, she gave so 
much of her little property, that she had as good ea nothing 
left, while the rich gave but a little in proportion to their vast 
possessions."' 
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~ 9. PREDICTIONS OF JESUS RESPECTING THE LAST THINGS, 

(Mo.tt. xxiv. I; xxv. 46. Mark xiii. 1-37. 
Luke xxi. 5-38.) 

In regard to the form of the great prophetic discourse of Christ, 
with which Matthew concludes his account of the residence of 
Jesus in Jerusalem before his sufferings, it may be observed, that 
this ago.in evidently betrays itself ns a composition of the Evan
gelist. Matthew has here collected together the predictions con
cerning the Saviour's advent, uttered by him at different times and 
under various circumstances. It is true there can be no doubt that, 
during the last sojourn of Christ in Jerusalem, he delivered an un
usually long discourse respecting the events to be anticipated. It 
was involved in the nature of the case, that the Lord, when about 
to leave his own, would give them some guiding lights as to the 
future; and the harmony of all three Evangelists in their state
ments about the time, local circumstances, and general contents of 
the discourse, is a guarantee for the correctness of their report ; 
but the mode in which Luke (especially chap. xvii.) places ele
ments (occurring, according to Matthew, in this discourse) in 
their peculiar historical connexion with other local and tem
poral relations, renders it in the highest degree probable that 
Matthew here again, in accordance with his custom, has taken 
kindred thoughts, spoken at different times, and blended them in 
the last principal discourse. Still, some passages which we find 
only in Matthew, especially the fine parables concerning the advent 
of Christ (Matt. xxv.), are so exactly adapted to the last days of 
Christ's intercourse with his disciples, as to leave no doubt that, in 
transferring these to this period, he has given a more precise and 
full account than the other Evangelists. And certain as it is that 
here, as in other insto.nces, Matthew has given us a compound of 
different discourses, it cannot be admitted that this discourse, as he 
reports it, is o.n incongruous mass. Schleiermacher (iiber die 
Schriften des Le. s. 217, ff.) has tnken particular pains to show 
that these passages of the great discourse (Matt. x.xiv.), which 
stand in a different connexion in Luke, completely interrupt- the 
trnin of thought in Matthew. This scholnr remarks, in the first 
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place, that 1Vlatt. xxiv. 42 is immediately related to ver. 30, l\nd 
that the intervening verses, received from Luke xvii. 23, ff. into 
1\fntthew. nre not at nil suited to the connexion of the latter Evnn
gelist. The reason assigned for this view is, that, since God com
manded Noah to bnild the ark precisely at the right time, this wns 
just n.s good as if he had revealed to him the day and hour ; o.nd 
hence the admonition to watch, because they knew 11ot the hour, 
was incongruous with a reference to that subject. But it does not 
appear that this remark co.n be subst.antinted ; for the general di
rection which Noah received to build a ship did not by any means 
involve a disclosure of the day aud hour; on the contr11.ry, Noah's 
faith and obedience was evinced by his following the command of 
God, without knowing the day or the hour. In like manner, also, 
the disciples were told that the coming of the Lord was near, and, 
in conformity with this admonition, they were to prove their faith 
by watchfulness. The other observation of Schleiermacher, that 
Matt. xx.iv. 27 does not harmonize with ver. 26, is equally unten° 
able. He is of opinion that the disciples could not be warned 
against going forth to the false Messiah, because Christ would 
come quickly and everywhere at once; but that, on the contrary, 
such a warning could only be founded on the fact of his not hav
ing come. But the description of the ubiquity of his advent is in
troduced here, simply because it contains a sign (not a reason for 
refraining from going forth) of the true advent, according to which 
the appearing of the true Messiah may be distinguished from that 
of pseudo-Christs. And the introduction of such a. sign is quite 
in place here, while the language of the following verse (ver. 28) 
conveys the same meaning-only under the form of another figure 
-viz., that the advent of the Son of Man comes suddenly, and its 
a.pproach is conditional upon the advancing destruction of the 
world. According to Schleiermacher, however, the most remark
able instance of the want of connexion in Matthew occurs in ver. 
29. For, he observes, it appears from this verse that the sign of 
the Son of Man, and the Son of Man himself, should fol!ow that 
7Tapouufa which is compared to lightning; whereas, on the con
trary, ver. 29 would come very well immediately after ver. 24. 
But this remark, like the others, is unimportant; for in ver. 27 
the 7Tapovufa is not spoken of in its historical relation to other 
events, but there is merely a preliminary description of a sign of 
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the true Parousin, whereby it might be distinguished from the 
appearance of fnlso Christe. Hence it is quite consistent tha.t in 
var. 2!J the fuller exposition of the historical circumstances that 
precede the actual Parousio, should follow. In conclusion, it may 
be observed, that even in this discourse, with nil the freedom of it!i 
composition, Matthew discovers the gift of arrangement in the 
order of the thoughts. Proceeding in a strictly logical manner, he 
speaks .first of the political and moral corruption that should take 
place ; then passes on to those commotions in the heavenly regions 
which precede the great catastrophe ; and after giving a description 
of the care exercised by God over his faithful ones at the time of 
its arrival, .finishes with appropriate exhortations. 

In regard to the contents of this discourse, the .first point to be 
briefly considered is the relation of the accounts of the synoptical 
Evangelists to the representation of John in his Gospel. Now, 
although John also speaks of the advent of Christ and the judgment 
(v. 21, ff., viii. 15, 16, ix. 39, xii. 47, ff., xiv. 18), yet in his 
Gospel we do not find any such descriptions of external occurrences 
as might be expected in connexion with the mention of those 
events ; and hence it is undeniable that there is a difference between 
the mode of expression adopted by the synoptical Evangelists, and 
that employed by John in reference to the doctrine of the last 
things. Still, however, it cannot by any means be said, that the 
mode in which the former express themselves differs from the 
general type of Scripture in regard to this doctrine; on the con
trary, very many of the descriptions in the twenty-fourth chapter of 
Matthew have their analogies in the Old Testament (the passages 
will be cited in the exposition of the se;eral verses); and the Pauline 
writings (1 Thess. iv. ; 2 Thess. ii. ; I Cor. xv.) as well as the 
Apocalypse (the latter especially) assume the same view of this sub
ject as Matthew gives in the chapter just mentioned. Now, who
ever believes the Apocalypse to be a writing of John has a sufficient 
security, in the relation of this to his Gospel, for the fact that John 
did not take a different view, in the latter, from that propounded 
by the synoptical Evangelists. But even if it be supposed that the 
Apocalypse is the production of another author ( and this is not 
our opinion), still it must be confessed that the Gospel of John 
affords the only instance of deviation from the general type of the 
doctrine in the Old as well as the New Testament. And since this 
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deviation consists merely in the st1ppression of descriptions usually 
employed, nothing is more natural than to say, that the difference 
of representRtion is not founded in e. difference of views on the pa1·t 
of the writers, much less in any ve.rie.tion of doctrinal teaching on 
the pRrt of the Redeemer, but a.rose simply nnd solely from the 
ter1de11cy of this particular writing. The fact the.t the Gospel of 
John was designed for idealizing Gnostics who were not Jews, is 
quite sufficient to explain this and all other cases in which its pecu
liarities differ from the descriptions of the synoptical Eve.ngelists.1 

In the second place, as regards the contents of the present dis
course, one great difficulty occurring in this section ( especially che.p. 
xxfr.), arises from the fa.et that circumstances which, according to 
the history, are separated by wide interve.ls, appear here to beplnced 
in juxtapos1tJ.on. Obvious descriptions of the approaching over
throw of Jerusalem and the Jewish constitution are blended with no 
less evident representations of the return of the Lord to his kingdom. 
It cannot be denied that those commentators who a.re connected 
mth the ecclesiastice.l system (among whom we must reckon Schott 
e.s the most recent interpreter of this section, particularly in his 
well-known work, comment. in Christi Sermones, qui de ejus reditu 
ngunt, J enre 1820), treat the ideas in this section in e. far less simple 
and straightforward manner than the rationalistic expositors.2) Doc
trinal views lead the former to attempt e. separation of the elements 
that a.re blended in J\,![atthew and the other Evangelists. For ex
ample, Schott thinks the description of the advent of Christ to his 
kingdom begins with ver. 29, £u0e"'r;; o~ µ,e-r?z, Ti}v {h,.,{yiv te. T. A., 
and refers a.JI that precedes to the destruction of Jerusalem. But 
ape.rt from the impossibility of interpreting ver. 29 itself as the 
commencement of something entirely new and different, it is just as 
certain the.t the latter part of the description contains the most dis
tinct references to the present generation (comp. ver. 34) as it is 
that the former part plainly alludes to the last times. Hence we 
do not hesitate to adopt (with F1itzsche, Fleck, Schulz, de Wette) 

1 Fleck, in his work de regno div.i.Do, p. 483, exaggerates the di1ferences, and only 
thinks that Christ may have spoken in the one way or in the other. But there is no 
acw.al contradiction between the synopticlll Evangelists and J obn; the latter merely 
leaves that road which was not intelligible to hie readers, or was not suited to their point 
of view. 

, Concerning tbie doctrine compare the treatise of Baumeister in Klaiber'■ Stud. B. i. 
1n.. 2, •· 210, ff., h. a, •. 1. ff., B. ii. h. 1, e. 1, ff'., h. 2, e. 1, ff. 

3 
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the simple interpretation-and the only one consistent with the text 
-that Jesus did intend to represent his coming as contemporaneous 
with the destruction of J erusnlem, and the overthrow of the Jewish 
constitution. However, this result of the exposition certainly re
quires n closer consideration, with o. view to its being understood in 
its harmony with the whole circle of Christian doctrine. And in 
making such on inquiry, much nssistnnce may be gained from 
observing, thn.l; this proximity of the advent of the Lord to the 
time immediately present is not nt all peculiar to the section before 
us. Besides the passages in the Gospels, most of which have already 
been discussed (Matt. x. 23, xvi. 27, 28, xxiii. 38, 39, xxvi. 64, 
and the parallels), statements of the same kind occur in almost all 
the writings of the New Testament (1 Cor. x. 11.; Phil. iv. 5; 2 
Thess. ii. 7; 1 Pet. iv. 7; 1 John ii. 18; James v. 8; Rev. i. 1, 3, 
iii. 11, xxii. 7, 10, 12, 20), from which it is clear that the apostles 
expected the return of Jesus in their life-time. And as in the New 
Testament, so also in the prophets of the Old Testament, we con
stantly find the idea that the coming of the Messiah was near. (The 
well-known form il1il~ o'i., :i.'i-,i? occurs very frequently, Ezek. xxx. 
3 ; Joel ii. l, i. 15; Isaiah xiii. 6 ; Obad. ver. 15 ; Zephan. i. 7, 
14; Hogg. ii. 7.) Accordingly we may say that the coming of 
the Lord, whether tht: first or the last, bas always been anticipated 
as vividly near, and in no single passage, either of the Old or of the 
New Testament, is it stated that it will delay long; nay, this mode 
of expression is distinctly condemned, for example, Matt. xxiv. 48. 
(The passage, Dan. viii. 9, is the only exception here, but even in 
this case, seventy weeks being given, the metaphorical expression 
appears to conceal from the multitude the actual distance of the 
event.1) Schott, indeed (loc. cit., s. 413), thinks that intimations 

1 The numerical statements in the Apocalypse are not designed to indicate tbe time 
o.t wbicll the last great coto.strophe will take place7 but denote single circumstances which 
will occur as n pnl"t of the catastrophe itself; the whole ApocaJypse represents the Ptlrousia 
of the Lord as immediately nt hnncl-tlintis, as visible to the generation tL.en living. How 
therefore nny culculntions of the time of tbe Lord's advent, which suffice for anything 
more than to meet our subjective nee<l 1 cnn be justified by Scripture1 it is difficult to un
clerstancl. At tUe s11me time there is no more renson to favour o.ny oYersight of tbe most 
obvious signs that the great crisis nppronches, or to cherish the assurance that the Lord 
will not yet come fu1· n long senson. Jli::itory shows tb11.t iu nil times in wllich the con
flict between light nnd tlurlu1ess bus been specially vigorous, there hos a.lso been ma.ni .. 
fesLell in tL.e minds of believers 11 lively desire for the coming of the Lord; n.n<l yet it is 
equally true, tlu1t when l\ crisis lua.s passed, the church bus mmle known R conscious• 
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of the kind nre found in the New Test11.ment; but in this he is mis
taken. He oppenls to pnssnges, such as Matt. xxiv. 48, xxv. 5, 19; 
but these verses do not speak of the coming of the Lord ns abso
lutely distant. hut merely as relatively so, in respect to persons nwait
ing it. And in Luke xx. 9, in the parnble of the vineyard, where 
the long absence of the Lord is mentioned, the 1·eference is not to 
the remoteness of the return of Christ, but to the long period dur
ing which God did not manifest himself to the people of Israel, since 
the time of Moses. Hence the difficulty that occurs here is founded 
in the coll.ective doctrine of Scripture respecting the last things, 
and can only be solved by reference to the nature of prophecy gene
rally, e.s well e.s to the peculiar character of the particular fact in 
question-the return of Christ. 

Now in regard to pro1iltecy generally. we agree with the idea. so 
admirably developed by Hengstenberg (Christologie d. A. T. s. 299, 
tf.), that it is to be viewed as e. spiritual sight. By virtue of this 
sight of the future as something really present to their spirit-(the 
best designation we can give it is that of a perspective sight)-that 
which should occur became actually visible to the prophet!!, but they 
certainly did not perceive either the distance of the event foreseen 
from the present to which they belonged, or the intervals between 
the individual objects beheld. This explains the fa.et, that in the 
prophecies of the Old Testament, the two appearances of Christ 
in humiliation and in glory-although the prophets acknowledged 
both-are not separated by wide spaces, but closely connected. 
The birth of the promised child (Isa. ix. 6, 7) is immediately suc
ceeded by his peaceful reign ; the outgoing of the rod from the stem 
of Jesse is directly followed by changes of nature (Isa. xi. 1-6), 
and so everywhere in the Old Testament, the one appearing of the 
Lord is viewed as only just preceding the full blessing that results 
from the other (Isa. liii., lx. 1, lxi. 1 ; .Jerem. xxiii. 5, ff., xxxi. 
31, ff., xx.xiii. 14, ff.; Ezek. xx.xiv. 23, ff., x:xxvi. 24, ff., xxxvii. 
24, ff.) 

ness tL.e.t conditions connected with the last crisis yet remained unful.61led. Between 
these two forces ( wl.iich may he recognised as already at work in th~ time of the apostles, 
by comparing both the Epistles to the Tl.iessaloniane) a balance has dlways been pre
served, and indifference has been opposed as much aefanatieinn. The circn.mstance that 
Jesus did not deliver LLis discourse in the presence of all the twelve disciples, hut only 
before the three who had made tbe greatest attainments, shows that the more precise 
communications respecting his advent lll'e not designed for all. 
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Meanwhile, during the course of prophecies, we may observe an 
advance in clenrness ; that which in the Old Testament is undis
tinguished-the difference between the advent of Christ in hurni
lirrtion and his advent in glory-appears perfectly marked in the 
Gospels; and again, those things which are represented in the Gos
pels as co-existing, viz., the erection of the kingdom of God and 
the judgment of the world ( these two ore no more separated in the 
Gospels than the first and second advents of Christ are in the Old 
Testament), are in the Apocalypse accurately distinguished. Now, 
as the hypothesis that the precise time when the last great catas
trophies should happen was, and was designed to be, unknown to 
the prophets and apostles (comp. Matt. xxiv. 36; Mark xiii. 32 ; 
Acts i. 7), is in l1armony with Scripture, it remains for us simply to 
say that the lively ardour of their desire for the manifestation of 
Messiah, and their immediate vision of the event, induced them to 
picture it as close at hand. These remarks, however, certainly 
cannot be applied to the person of the Lord ; for although (Mark 
xiii. 32) Jesus says of himself that he knows not the day of his 
coming, this ignorance cannot possibly be regarded as absolute. 
(Comp. the exposition of the passage below.) Hence, in order tu 
justify such distinct discourses as he delivered concerning the 
nearness of his advent, a closer view of the nature of the fact is 
necessary. 

Now, the first reason why the declarations of Christ respecting 
the near approach of his coming, although they were not realized in 
their utmost sense, yet involve no error, is this-that it is an es
sential ingredient in the doctrine of the advent of Christ that it 
should be considered every moment possible, and that believers 
should deem it every moment probable. To have taught it so that 
it should have pointed to an indefinite distance would have robbed 
it of its ethical significance. The constant expectation of the re
turn of Christ is verified by the fact that Christ is constantly comi11g 
with his kingdom; it is relatively true that the history of the world 
is a judgment of the world, without involving the consequence that 
the judicial activity of God, as it is olreody manifested in the course 
of humal'. development, does away with the judgment as the con
cluding act of the whole process. And it is here we find the foun
dation of the principle that great events in history, wherein either 
the fulness of the blessing that is in Christ, or his severity against 
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sin is strikingly mRnifested, mRy be viewed as types of the last time 
-Rs a coming of Christ. To this category, so far RS respects the 
fulness of blessing revealed by Christ, the outpouring of the Holy 
Spirit belongs. (It is obvious that in the language of .John the 
word ifpxeu0ai is used in reference to the manifestation of the Lord 
in the inner world of spirit. Comp . .John xiv. 18-23; Rev. ii. 
5-16, iii. 3. In the last passage the well-known phrase ;,gw m-. 
,c~ is employed to designate a spiritual coming.) And, in re
lation to the manifestation of avenging justice, the fall of Jerusalem 
with the ruin of the religious and political life of the .Jewish people 
may be newed in precisely the same light. This latter event, like 
the flood in the days of Noah and the destruction of .J eruso.lem by 
Nebuchadnezzar, is a cardinal symbol of the approaching separo.
tion of all into two classes-the righteous and the wicked ; and 
hence the Redeemer himself connects the description of the last 
great catastrophe with this fearful judgment. Nor is it at all con
sistent with the meaning of the prophetic representations to regard 
them as restricted in their reference to the one or the other of those 
events-for example, to look at everything as relating only to the 
destruction of .Jerusalem; on the contrary, each single occurrence 
is to be viewed in connexion with the whole. 

Another circumstance, by which the distinct declarations of 
the Lord respecting the near approach of his advent are completely 
removed from the province of error, is the conflict between freedom 
and necessity, which appears peculiarly prominent in this point of 
doctrine. On the one hand, the time of fulfilment is represented 
ns fixed in the counsels of God (Dan. xi. 36 ; Acts i. 7) ; on the 
other, the time• seems uncertain, and open to be deferred or has
tened by the faithfulness or unfaithfulness of men (Habak. ii. 3; 
2 Pet. iii.) This diverse and apparently contradictory mode of 
expression is quite annlogous to the general relation of freedom 
and necessity, according to the aspect in which that relation pre
sents itself in reference to this subject. As everything future, even 
that which proceeds from the freedom of the creature, when 
viewed in relo.tion to the divine knowledge, can only be regarded 
as necessary; so everything future, as far as it concerns man, can 
only be regarded as conditional upon the use of his freedom. As 
obstinate perseverance in sin hastens destruction, so genuine re
pentance may avert it; this is illustrated in the Old Testament, in 
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tho prophet Jonah, by the history of Nineveh, and intimated in the 
N cw Testament by Paul, when (like Abraham praying for Sodom) 
110 describes the elements of good existing in the world as exer
cising a restraint upon the judgments of God (2 Thess. ii. 7) ; and 
2 Pet. iii. !), the delay of the coming of the Lord is viewed as AD 

act of divine long-suffering,1 designed to afford men space for re
pentance. Accordingly, when the Redeemer promises the near ap
proach of his coming, this announcement is to be taken with the 
restriction (to be understood in connexion with all predictions of 
judgments), "All this will come to pass, unless men avert the 
wrath of God by sincere repentance.'' None of the predictions of 
divine judgments are bare, historical proclamations of that which 
will take place; they are alarms calling men to repentance,-of 
which it may be said that they announce something for the very 
purpose that what they announce may not come to pass. This is 
no more pleasing to the natural man than the grace of the Lord 
was to Jonah; but it is not less a divine appointment. Sin must 
be condemned, whether God condemn it by resisting man, or man 
himself condemn it, by receiving the mind of God into himself; 
and while this depends upon the spontaneity of man, the sponta
neity of man does not destroy necessity in. God, but consists in it, 
and by it. All generations, therefore, that have waited in vain, 
since the time of the apostles, for the fulfilment of the promise of 
the Lord's external advent, have experienced it internally, if they 
have spiritually found the Redeemer ; and the hour of death will 
afford every individual a perfect analogy to that which would be 
involved in the visible return of the Lord to each and all.2 But 
to all succeeding generations, the prophecy of the Saviour (like all 
the parallel predictions of the Old Testament prophets) remains 
valid in its full sense ; for, although names and forms may be 
changed, the opposing forces continue the same, 11.lld must at length 
bring the conflict, of which we have spoken, to its climax. Hence 
the prophecies of Scripture that have been, in one sense, fulfilled, 

l Compo.re olso Acts iii. 19, where it is said: " Repent yP-, that the time of refreshing 
mo.y come." 

2 Comp. the words of Hnmnnn in Herbst's Bibi. Christl. Denk. Th. i. s. S5-" The 
deo.th of every mnn is the time when the manifestation of the coming of the Lord is in 
pnl't fullllled to Lis soul. In this sense, it is litere.lly true that the time of the flllfilmeut 
is neu.r." 

YOL. III. 
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still remain IJ.S unfulfilled. The oversight of this circumst1J.nca 
nccouuts for the foct, that many expositors, with a good intention, 
but contrary to tl,e simple meaning of words, would make o. forced 
sepnrntion lwtween events yet future, and that which is described 
as near-the dest1·uctiou of Jerusalem. Such a separation con 
never be substantiated by the rules of grammar; and since the 
whole teaching of Scripture is in harmony with our passage, nothing 
is left us but to justify this form of scriptural representation upon 
deeper grounds. 

In regard to the single tlwuglits in the following prophecy con
cerning the last things, it may be observed, that it is by no means 
the design of the Lord to give a comprehensive survey of all the 
circumstances belonging to his return. On the contrary, in the 
first portion of the discourse (chap.· xxiv.), he only exhibits tl1at 
aspect of the phenomenon which is calculated to excite fear, and 
describes the temptations and wanderings that form a part of its 
gradual approach (it is but seldom-e. g. Luke xxi. 28 ; Matt. 
xxiv. 3 !-that what is consolatory to the saints in connexion with this 
event is mentioned) ; whilst tbe resurrection of the just, the king
dom of God, tbe general resurrection, and the judgment, are not 
spoken of. It is not until we come to the subsequent parables 
(Matt. xxv.) that we :find the more definite statement that the event 
will be productive of happiness to believers, and those living in 
Jove, just as much as it will bring condemnation upon those who 
believe not. And even in these parables the single circumstances 
are not described in distinct succession, but the whole seems rather 
to contain one great image into which all kinds of features are 
compressed. The proper distance between the individual points, as, 
for example, between tbe judicial proceedings of tl1e Redeemer in 
regard to the sheep and the goats, set forth in the last parable, and 
the scenes depicted in chap. xxiv., can only be inferred from the 
minute and amplified representation of the Apocalypse. 

Ver. I, 2. According to the unanimous accounts of the three 
Evangelists, the conversation respecting the advent of the Lord ori
ginated in a definite occasion, which was of such a nature that it 
almost necessarily led to this result. It commenced at the mo
ment when tbe Redeemer quitted the Temple with his disciples, 
never agw.11 to enter it. As he withdrew, the gracious presence of 
God left the sanctuary, and the Temple with all its service, and the 
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wl,olc theocratic constitution nllied to it, was given over to destruc
tion. No circumst!Lnce in the life of tho Saviour could hnve afforded 
n more sensonuble opportunity to divulge the coming calastrophies, 
nud to lenve 11 legacy with his disciples from which they might 
derive hints for their conduct in the threatening crisis. The whole 
of the following discourse is to be viewed in the light of an instruc
tion to the disciples, who, as the appointed leaders of the church, 
needed nn insight into things thnt would happen in the future; in 
order that on the one hond they might not suffer shipwreck in their 
own fuith, and on the other might be enabled to conduct the church 
through the rocky sea. As Jesus and his disciples passed out of 
the Temple, the latter having a presentiment that they should not 
enter it again with him, and looking up with an expression of 
wonder, pointed him to its mighty pile; and upon this followed the 
declaration of tlie Redeemer, that the lofty fabric of the Temple was 
about to foll. (Ver. 1, El;e">.0wv has reference to xxi. 23. l\fark 
xiii. 1 speaks of one of the disciples as the individual who uttered 
the words; probably it was Peter, who [according to ver. 3] with 
John, Jomes, and Andrew, questioned the Lord more ~losely on 
this great event. The Temple as it then stood owed its completion 
to Herod, who had been engaged [comp. John ii. 20], for a long 
time in repairing it. Josephus gives an eh1borate description of 
the magnificence of the Temple. Comp. Winer's Realworterb. sub 
verb. The ava017µ,aTa mentioned by Luke, according to the 
classic signification of the word, were offerings which were given in 
great numbers to the Temple in Jerusalem, and displayed on the 
walls or in the porches and out-buildings [the lntter is the meaning 
of the word olicoooµ,al.] The reading, ov f!J\.E7r€T€ 'TT'avTa TavTa 
in the text of Matthew, ver. 2, is probably inferior to that supported 
by Fritzsche and Fleck, which omits the negative. Only it is dif
ficult to explnin in what manner the ov can hnve got into the 
manuscripts. If it be retained in the text, as Schulz thinks it 
should, it must be taken, like Mntt. vii. 22, as standing for ouxl 
= ~t,.) 

Ver. 3. After this glance nt the structure of the Temple, the Lord 
goes with his disciples, as he was accustomed, over the Mount of 
Olives, to Bethany. On the summit of the mountain from which 
he could see the city nnd the Temple, he snt down in the midst of 
n few of his disciples-those whom he treated with special confi~ 

(.,! ~ 
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dence-Rnd disclosed to them the future in I\ sublime figure. The 
question of the disciples thnt led to these more minute disclosures 
is given with the g,-entest precision by Matthew; Mark nnd Luke 
comprehend the 7rapovuia and the uvvTEAEia, which are both men
tioned by 1\intthew, under the general expression 7ravTa Taiha. 

But this very relation of the reports of 1\iark and Luke to the nc
count of J\iatthew furnishes us with a hint as to the true interpre
tation. The apostles viewed these two great events in immediate 
connexion with the destruction of the Te~ple, and thought of tlie 
one as dependant on the other. Hence their inquiry has reference 
only to two objects. First they seek to know the time of the destruc
tion of the Temple; and secondly they desire e. sign (<F'TJP,E'iov), 

.n'iN), whereby on the one hand they may know the correctness 
of the prophecy, and on the other ma:r-: recognise the proximity of 
the greet events themselves. Respecting the time the Lord only say~ 
that it is very near; but he gives them more than one sign, e.nd thus 
puts them in s position to recognize the gradne.l approach of the 
feet. Now this fa.et includes two distinct parts which, e.ltbough not 
identical, ere so closely connected, that when the one takes place, 
the other does also. The word 7rapovuia is the ordinary expres
sion for the return of the Lord. (Matt. xxiv. 27, 37, 39; I The!'s. 
ii. 19, iii. 13, iv. J 5, v. 23; 2 Thess. ii. 1; James v. 7, 8.) With 
the classic authors 7rapovuia commonly signifies presence ; it also 
hB.S the same meaning a few times in the New Teste.ment in the 
writings of Paul (2 Cor. x. 10; Phil. i. 26, ii. 12, 2 Thess. ii. 9); 
in other cases it is used in the sense of advent, and once (2 Pet. i. 
16) it denotes the incarnation of the Redeemer, as applied to his 
first coming. But it generaJly designates the second coming in 
glory synonymously with e7ri<f,aveia (l Tim. vi. 14 ; 2 Tim. iv. 1, 
8. The same expression is also employed in the passage 2 Tim. i. 
J 0, in reference to the first advent of the Lord), and with a7ro

,ca"A.1nyw (1 Cor. i. 7; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Pet. i. 7, 13; in the pas
sage, Luke xvii. 30, the verb occurs.) In one instance (2 Thess. 
ii. 8) we have the compound expression e7ri<f,aveia -rij~ 7rapovuta~. 

K ow as the prophets ( according to the observation e.lready made), 
did not make any chronological distinction between the coming of 
Christ in his humiliation, and his coming in glory (and this mode 
of tree.ting the subject bas its relative truth, because, having risen 
from the dead, he was exalted to the right hand of God, and rules 
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in his ohnrch 11s the Prince of Pence) ; so in the Gospels the com
ing of Christ in glory is not distinguished from eternity, or from the 
creation of the new heaven and new earth. The Apocalypse is the 
first place in which these events appear in their complete separation. 
However, their connexion in the Gospels is not less relatively true 
than the union of the first and the second corning of the Lord in 
the Old Testament. For such a mighty victory of good over evil 
is represented as to.king place upon the return of Christ at the 
resurrection of the just, and the establishment of the Lord's king
dom, that this period may be considered as a natural type of the 
final complete conquest. Accordingly the question, whether the 
words, avvTeXeta Tov ai,/;,vo<; are to be understood as meaning tbe 
commencement of eternity, or the beginning of the Messianic 
period,1 must be dismissed (as we have already remarked), for in the 
representation of the apostles the two are united and immediately 
~ssociated with the destruction. (In one case only, Heb. ix. ~6, 
the expression relates to the whole time since the appearance of 
Christ in flesh.) The only instances of its occurrence in the New 
Testament, are Matt. xiii. 39, 40, 49, xxviii. 20. The LXX. have 
avvTeXeta tcatpov in the passage Dan. ix. 27, for ill,:,, The other 

authors of the New Testament, to express the same idea-the con
clusion of the al©v ol!To<; and the beginning of the aU,v µe>..Xwv

use the forms i!axaTat i,µepat (Acts ii. 17), i!axaTOt XPOVOt (1 
Pet. i. 20), i!axaTOV TWV i,µepwv (Heb. i. 2), tcatpo<; fu-xaTO<; (1 
Pet. i. 5), €<TX<1-T'TJ i,µepa (John vi. 39, 40, etc.), €<TX<1-T'TJ C:,pa ( 1 
John ii. 18), i,µ,epa op"'fiJ<; tcai a'TT'OKaAu,/rEOJ<; (Rom. ii. 5; Rev. vi. 
17, xi. 18), which correspond with the forms of the Old Testament: 
t:)'l'l';l~j' M'1"1Q1$ (Gen. xlix . . 1 ; Isaiah ii. 2 ; Mic. iv. l), t:)'l'q!I_,!'"! ~i?. 
(Dan. xii. 13), or merely fi?. (Dan. viii. 17, xi. 40) which answers 

to the Greek Te"ll.o<;, Matt. xxiv. 6, 14. The Lord replies to the 
question respecting the time nod the sign of his coming, in such a 

manner, that he describes the approaching commotions as closely 
connected, and does not drnw nny distinction between bis (invisible) 
Parousin ot the destruction of J erusnlem, and the uvTeAEta Tov 

alwvo,; sepc.ruted from it by hundreds of years; on the contrary, 
the advent in its great lending circumstances is immediately ns-

1 It is remni-knble thnt we never find the expression uuv-Ti.\ua Toii K6aµou ; the word 
a1wv inclicn.tes the time of the world, which pnsses RWCI.J, whilst tbe mass of the wol'ld 
r(•mnius. 
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sociated with the present, and this renders the whole description 
graphic without treading too near upon the truth. 

Ver. 4, 5. The Redeemer now proceeds in his discourse, and ex
hibits that m,pect of coming events which was adapted to restrain 
the disciples from prying into the future, with mere curiosity, nnd to 
direct their thoughts to themselves. Jesus shows them that the 
approaching events will be of a very perilous nature, and it will re
quire all the earnestness of faith to guard themselves ogninst felling 
into snares. As the first danger, the Redeemer mentions the fuct, 
that men will rise up who will give themselves out to he the Mes
siah, and will seduce me.ny. This temptation is again spoken of, 
ver. l l, 23, 24 (comp. with Mark xiii. 21, 22; Luke xvii. 23), 
because such phenomena will not only present themselves at the 
beginning of the birth-pangs of the new age, but will recur from 
time to time, till light gains the dominion over darkness. l\foreover,. 
ver. 23, 24 indicate an advance in these sinful phenomena them
selves, for there the Lord speaks of wonders wrought in the power 
of darkness, wl1ich are not mentioned here. A great distinction, 
however, is to be made between the yroOoX,PtCT'TOt and the y-evoo-
7rpocf,;,Tat. Individuals me.y be so ce.nied away by fanatic zeal for 
the cause of religion, as to delude themselves into the belief that they 
a.re messengers of God; such a case appears to be described, Ezek. xiii. 
1, :ff., where persons prophecying out of tlteir own leeart (,~.,~• 

o:::iSo) or men who follow their own spirit (cm-, -,n~ C'~l:,i-,) 
ar; ·spoken ofin opposition to true prophets app~inted by the ~pirit 
of God. But, on the other hand, we may also conceive of wicked 
and conscious deceivers, who bold!)• pervert the faith of the people of 
God in the prophets, and in an expected Messiah, to their own ava
ricious or ambitious aims. It is not improbable that this latter class 
may have means of getting powers ef dark11ess into their possession, 
and thus become so much the more dangerous, because they blind 
the eyes of the unwary by 'TEpa'Ta. Both the yEvOoX,PtCT'TOt and the 
yroo07rpocf,iJ'Tat, however, must always be distinguished from the 
avrlX,PtCT'TO<; of John.1) This epithet does not convey the idea. that 

l I cannot agree with the opinion of Lucke (comp. his remarks on I John ii. 18), who 
tUinks tile idea expressed by the term &.vrixpio-'ToJ in John is different from that con. 
tained in the U.,rnKE.iµ.Evo• of Panl (2 Thess. ii. 1, :ff.) The description of Puul ie quite 
in bnr.mony witL Dan. xi., and does not by Rny means appear to denole e form of evil out nf 
tLe CLurcL. In tLe .Apocalypse, the beast out of tLe see, that opposes every tlliug 
di,·iuf', u.ud il" full of blnA},lirmy, i6 parallel witL Anliclll'i~t. (Rev. xiii. I, ff'.) 
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the person so nnmcd 11nnounces himself as Christ, but indicates 
tlrnt proceeding out of the Church, and forsaking it, he contends 
1tg11irn,t tho whole Christinn principle, and the person of the Lord. 
The VEvo6XPttTTot, on the contrary, ore to be viewed as havi11g no 
connexion with the Church, and merely giving themselves out
either consciously or unconsciously-to be Obrist. Hence Anti
christ is a more daring and fearful form of sin ; inasmuch as it 
denie.~ the idea of Christ itself, whilst the pseudo-christ acknow
ledges it, but seeks to use it for its own ends. The circumstance 
that there is no record of any one having declared himself to be 
the Messiah before the destruction of Jerusalem (Thendas, Acts v. 
36, and the Egyptian, Acts xxi. 38, represented themselves as pro
phets), is to be regarded as showing that the whole prophecy was 
not fulfilled at the time of the fall of the city. It is well known 
that after that event many wretched men played the part of Mes
siah, and deceived credulous persons. I will only mention two : 
in ancient times Bar Chochba, and in modern days Sabbatai Zebhi, 
who, in the seventeenth century, in Constantinople, :finished his part 
by going over to Islam.1 

Ver. 6-8. The Redeemer, having thus described the tempta
tions that will result from the sin of men, proceeds to depict cer
tain terrible physical events. The advent of the Lord appears to 
be a~time of ripeness in evil as well as in what is good (Matt. xiii. 
30) ; everything of a severe and painful kind, that has been poured 
out upon mankind during the course of the world's history, then 
comes forth in its mightiest and most aggravated form. But, like 
evil generally, this form of evil is only the e:z:ternal echo of the 
internal discord and confusion in the ethical world ; it is only on 
account of their having this moral source, and because of their 
possible salutary reaction, that these external circumstances are of 
any importance. The Robbins very expressively designated the suf
ferings and disturbances that will precede the advent of the Lord : 
n'Wil ,l,:in, the birth-pangs of the Messiah; and reference 

- • T - •• : ••• 

1 Comp. Hen.ke's Kirchengeschicbte, Th. iv. s. 3:,g, ff. Von Meyer in tbe Blatt, f. 
liCH.1. Wnbrh. Tb, 7, s. 806, ff., following Peter Beer's history of the Jewish sects, speuks 
of nnotlier me.n of this clP.ecription, no.med Jacob Frank. According to the some autho
rity, Peter Deer, there nre still persons nmong the Chasidim in Russian l'oland, ,\.·110 

exercise u power ovrr their ndllerents, from wbir.h it may be infetTed tlia.t they e.ssum~ 
l\Jes~innic authority. Accounts are given of.fijleen fube l\lt"ssiaLs um'-.lng th~ Jews, since 
tlw time of Christ. 
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is made to this expression in the words apX,~ &,~{vow, Mott. 
xxiv. 8.1 They viewed the universe as revolving end eliciting 11 

higher, nobler state of things from sorrow and pain. The endeavour 
to point out ceses of all the forms of human distress mentioned 
here, as existing in the time previous to the destruction of Jerusa
lem, is really inconsistent; for even if annlogies to e.11 the specified 
phenomena of suffering are found, yet these are not the very things 
prophecied. At the coming of the Lord, all will be repeated in 
the highest measure. The words of the Redeemer here evidently 
show his aim to divert the minds of his disciples from the im
portance which man is so fond of attaching to these external com
motions and troubles. Twice (ver. 6 and ver. 8) he assures them, 
that these troubles are not the end itself (concerning TE"Aoc; = Yi?.• 
comp. the remarks above on ver. I), but only the beginning of 
sorrows,-obviously intimating that what are to follow will be still 
more severe. 

(The words a,coat '1T'OAEµ,<,>v relate to wars that have not actually 
broken out, but the fearful rumours of which keep the mind in a 
state of ajarm. It is better to understand ver. 7 as having re
ference to insurrections, than to take it as descriptive of wars, 
which bad just been spoken of. The dissolution of all political 
order is the main thought of the passage. Bpoeur0ai, instead of 
which Luke has WToeur8ai, occurs in the parallel, 2 Thess. ii. 
2. IlavTa, in Matt. xxiv. 6, is to be ta.ken as standing for Ta 
'1T'aVTa, or Tafrra '1T'a.VTa. The Old Testament affords parallels to 
the contents of these verses, in the passages, 2 Chron. xv. 5, 6 ; 
Isaiah xiii. 13; Joel iii. 3; Zech. xiv. 3. The remark added by 
Luke, xxi. 11, cpo/3,,,Tpa T€ /Cat U''T/Jl,€1,Q, a'TT'' oupavov is introduced 
by Matthew in a subsequent part of the description [ ver. 29], where 
it is more in harmony with the connexion. The expression cf,ofJ'T/
Tpov does not occur anywhere in the New Testament but in this pas
sage.) 

Ver. 9. The Saviour proceeds to specify some of these sharper 
sufferings to be endured by his disciples, and instances, as such, 
personal persecutions and martyrdom. He states that the ground 
of the hatred cherished age.inst them is the no.me of Christ (here 
1tgain IJvoµ,a, like Ot;p, stands for the personality, and the whole 

I Comp. Eisenmeuger's eutd .. Ju<leut!J, B. i.•· 711. 
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noturo of the pcrsonolity himself), so that the divine element in be
lievers, like that which was manifested in the person of Christ him
self, comes into a conflict with the ungodliness existing in the 
world, and its children. As in Christ, so also in believers, that 
divine element can only conquer by death. The observation ap
pended by Luke (xxi. 18), and peculiar to himself, Kat Bptl; EK 
'T']<; KecpaXfj,; vµwv ou µ:;, a'TT'oA'TJ'Tat, cannot have reference to ex
ternal but to internal inviolability; for previous to this, ver. 16, we 
have the statement, Kat Bava'TWUOVCTW el; vµwv. 1 (The same 
metaphor occurs, Luke xii. 6, ff. ; and there also, it does not relate 
merely to the external preservation of the earthly life.) Now, if 
this hatred on account of the name of Christ is represented as quite 
general, µtuovµevot V'TT'iJ 'TT'llV'TCAJV (Matthew adds eBvwv)-then the 
idea expressed is, that mankind, without the spirit of Jesus Christ, 
live in the ungodly element of uKoTo<;, and by this very circum
stance are prevented from recognizing the light of the Redeemer 
that has been received by believers, in its true character. In re
gard to the fuller details given by l\fark and Luke (with slight 
transpositions) respecting the form of the persecutions, and the po
sition of believers in reference to the nearest earthly relations of 
kindred and friendship, we may observe it is probable that they 
were originally spoken in the connexion of the discourse, but that 
Matthew put these thoughts in an abbreviated form, because he had 
already copiously introduced them in the passages Matt. x. 17, ff, 
34, ff. The history of the Churcl1 of Christ, as it has been re-

1 If it be Re.id that the words of Luke are only, 6a11a-rWaova-1v i E 'Uµi;Jv, so that the 
sense is: some would he killed, but the rest would remain unhurt; then an utterly un• 
justifiable distinction arises, o.nd the dead appear to suffer an injury-which cannot 
possibly be the meaning of the passage. On the contrRr}', the words before us represent 
Lhe hatred of the mass at lnrge in its impotence, As nn external force, it can only 
reocll the external mon; the true man remains untouched. In the parallel passages, 1 
Som. xiv. 4~; 2 Sum. xiv. 11 j Acts xxvii. 34, it is said: OpiE EK Tijs KE.tpaAJ}s oU 
'ff"E uei-ra t,-n form which must be regBJ.·tled ns identical witll our own. Grotius, wlio 
renders the form thns: ne bilum quidem damui senties, also points out another inter
pretation of the words in the present connexion ; be says: si quid ipsorum ad tempns 
intel'ire vidctur, non tnm interit qunm apud Deum deponitur, qui cum foenore est red~ 
ditun1s. Accordingly he seems to understand tbe passage thus: " Ye will indeed be 
hated nnd killed, but nothing of you shall perish-ye will receive it nil age.in ut the re
su1Tection." I-Iowever, the iden of preservntion and restoration can only be applied to 
what is spiritunl; for Scripture says nothing nbout n revivification of all t.l.ie purts of tile 
destl'oyccl body; nnd hence we come back to the meaning: ye will suffer no true iujnry 
( uut even tlle slightest); on tlle contl'ory, ye will recei,·e nlh'tt.ntRge from nll tllis, for, hy 
pntieut cndurnncc or sufferings (vf>r. 10), ye will gRin yonr souls . 

.; 
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me.rked in our exposition of those passe.ges, affords numerous con
firmations of this prophec)'. But to what extent persecutions of 
believers to the death will be repeated, when the advent of the Lord 
draws nenr, time must teach. The possibility of such things, ot 
least, is proved by the persecutions of the faithful e.t the hands of 
their snuguinnry oppressors during the time of the French Revo
lution. 

Yer. 10-13. The mournful consequences of these persecutions, 
to the Church, are now minnte)y described. To many they will 
prove a stumbling-block, and will lead them into great delinquencies. 
False teachers will arise, who will seduce many from the Church, 
and damp the ardour of brotherly love. The exhortation to vrro
µ,oVT} ( or persevering endurance in all these sufferings), suggested 
by these thoughts, is expressed ver. 13; affliction is represented as 
that which refines and perfects, so that it is not only the means of 
separating the insincere, but equally tends to purify the life of the 
sincere, and thus conducts them to uwT'T}pla.1) 

That the teachers of error here spoken of (ver. l I) would be in 
the bosom of the Church is not expressly stnted ; and it may be 
supposed that teachers not belonging to the Church will succeed 
in drawing many feeble and half-hearted members out of it, for fear 
of persecutions ; just as the growing avoµia out of the Church acts 
banefully upon the love in the.Church itself (ver. 12.) But, as it 
is not expressly said that they will be out of the Church, the words 
may be taken indefinitely as we find them, 11.nd applied to both 
cases ; so that the general meaning is, that sin and co1Tuption will 
gain greater power through the persecutions tliat result from them, 
and will wound the Church itself in many of its members. (This 
is the only instance in which the verb yuxeu0ai, to cool, occurs 
in the New Testament; it is derived from the metaphor according 
to which love is compared to a fire, Luke xii. 49.) The probabi
lity that such phenomena as those described, ver. 10-12, would 
present themselves before the destruction of Jerusalem, cannot be 
shewn ; the persecutions of that period were not so violent as to 
prevail in driving many away from the faith and from the first glow 
of love. If things of a similar kind did take place, that was only 

I Luke xxi. 19 Le.s, illStead of uwt•u6att, tLe parallel expression K'Tau6a, ,,.;,,, ,J,vx1111, 
tu go.in or win the soul; antithesis to a..,,.o>...l.aa,. Comp. Matt. xvi. 2~, where ~i,pluKuv 
aud uWtuv occur synonymously. Comp. also the passRge Matt. x. 22, where thP. snme 

a 
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11 focLle typo of the decline of the church predicted here, which 
l'm1l (2 Thess. ii. a) designates as the a'TT'ou-rau[a. And another 
proof that this prophecy ulso will come to puss, in far more fearful 
phenomena than those of the period prior to the fall of Jerusalem, 
is furnished by the melancholy foct of the revolution-that the 
Christian religion was formally abolished, and compelled to give 
place to the idolatrous worship of reason. 

Ver. 14. The discourse of the Lord now takes a turn, and we 
have the antithesis to the numerous declensions from the Church, 
that would be occasioned by persecutions and seductions, in the pro
clamation of the Gospel throughout the world, and its vost extension 
to all nations of the earth. And here the divine energy dwelling in 
the word is manifested as infinitely more mighty than all the power 
by which the Church is assaulted from without. (The expression 
EU<L"f'YtJ\,iov -rij<, f3aui)..e[a<, in Matthew specifies the /3aut)..efa as the 
object of the glad tidings proclaimed by the preachers; tl1at mes
sage, however, is to be viewed as combining external and internal 
blessings ; only that here the connexion naturally leads to the spe
cial observation of one of its features, viz., that the proclamation 
would invite men to receive the spirit of the new community of life, 
so that, at the Parousia, when it shall appear in ascendancy, they 
may be received into it.) 

Now, this verse is particularly opposed to that view by which the 
whole of this portion of the discourse (as for us ver. 29), is referred 
to the destruction of Jerusalem alone. For the parallel '7T'CLV'Ta -rtt 

l!01171 prohibits us from applying oltcovµ,€1171 either to the Jewish 
state or to the Roman kingdom; nor can those who support the 
above hypothesis allow that there was a proclamation of the Gospel 
in all the world before the destruct.ion of Jerusalem; while the ex
planation that the announcement was not made to nations as such, 
but to individuals helougiug to them, who came in contact with the 
apostles (so that the sense would be: "the proclamation shall not 
then be confined to Jews, but addressed to members of all nations'"), 
is evidently an expedient resorted to from necessity. According to 
the principle on which our view is founded, the preachiug of tbe 
Gospel in ali the world (as the prophets so ·often declared that the 
word of God should come to the remotest isle,;1) is a true sign of 

1 Comp. Is11inh xix. 21J ff., xlix. 6, Ii. A, h-. 5, hi. 7, 1x. :\ !), lxYi. 19, 20; z, plrnn. ii. 
] l; Zccllar. ii. ll. 



GOSPEL OF ST MATTHEW XXIY. 15. 

the near approach of the Lord"s advent, C1nly that, here--like the 
whole description-it Jeans against a great historical event which 
forms the natural type of the final catastrophe. Hence it is here 
said (with a restropective reference to ver. 6), TOTE .;,eei TO Tl°A.or::, 
so that the end of the alwv ovTo<: is connected with this sublime 
triumph of the divine word over all ungodliness. At the samo 
time, the language before us does not imply thnt every member of 
every nation will be converted to the Church of Obrist, as is shown 
by the words elr:: µ,apropiov waui To'ir:: l!0veui. (The same phrase
ology occurred Mark xiii. 9, Luke xxi. 13, in reference to perse
cutions.) All that is requisite is that the Gospel, as the purest light 
of the manifestation of God, be shown to all ; thus every one is 
placed under the necessity of deciding and taking part either for or 
agai11st it. Hence the proclamation of the kingdom of God is it
self a ,cpunr:: for tbe nations, whereby those who are of an ungodly 
mind are exposed; and this is the precise point expressed in the phrase 
elr:: µ,apropiov airroir::. In the recension of Luke (which here begins 
to differ widely from :Matthew), this idea is wanting; and, instead 
of it, be has introduced into this discourse the thoughts omitted 
by Matthew, respe'cting the support that would be rendered to the 
preachers of the Gospel by the Holy Spirit; Mark also refers to the 
same subject, and connects it immediately with the proclamation 
of the Gospel. Matthew has the words (x. 19, 20), in his account 
of the instructions to the apostles, and although they are by no 
means unsuitable in that connexion, yet it must be confessed that 
the last addresses of Christ, like the great concluding discourses re
ported by John, afford us reason for considering it very probable 
that the Lord then made reference to the assistance of the Holy 
Spirit. Accordingly it appears that Mark and Luke have pre
served, in these passages, true elements of the discourse of Christ, 
which Matthew omitted here because he had introduced them in 
discourses at an earlier period. 

Ver. 15. Immediately after this description of the spread of the 
Gospel through all nations, there follows a very minute representa
tion of the fall of Jerusalem, without any pause being observed, or 
any intimation being given that what follows is to be separated from 
what has preceded. The reference to the destruction of the holy 
city is so obvious that it cannot be mistaken, especially according 
to the account of Luke, which presents much that is peculiar. This 
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blending of the proximate and the remote in one whole can only 
bo traced to the principle we have laid down ( ver. l), as the ground 
on which our view of this section is founded : viz., that the demo
lition of Jerusalem is employed as the nearest point with which the 
lust things-necessarily remaining indefinite in their chronology
could be connected ; ond that, according to the design of the Re
deemer, this event itself was a type of the overthrow of the whole 
state of things obtoining in the al6Jv o{rro<;, including the external 
institution of the church. 

According to Matthew and Mork, the description of the Lord is 
derived from a prophecy of Daniel. This express reference to the 
book of Doniel, will always furnish the believer with on important 
argument for the retention of Daniel's writings in the canon, al
though he may not yet be able, by any historical means, altogether 
to surmount the critical doubt respecting them, which, as it seems 
to me, still remains, even after the most recent and very valuable 
attempt to demonstrate the authenticity of Daniel's prophecies. 1 

It is impossible that Christ should hove employed Daniel, as be 
did here, unless he approved of the importance that has been as
cribed to the book bearing his name. (In the text of Mark, the 
form of citation, T6 p'T}0ev wo Aavi~7\. Tov 7rpocf,71Tov, is spurious, 
and merely interpolated from Matthew; but it is evident that !iiark 
hos in his eye the same passage of DEi.Diel as Matthew quotes.) 
The main passage here referred to by the Lord is the remarkable pro
phecy, Dan. ix. 26, 27, which we find more definitely expressed, Dan. 
xi. 31 ; xii. 11. According to my conviction, this cannot relate to 
Antiochus Epiphanes, but only to the destruction of Jerusalem by 
the Romans. Although the calculation has its difficulties-and these 
not slight ones-( difficulties which designedly exist in all matters 
of reckoning connected with the prophecies of Scripture, because it 
is intended that the time should remain indefinite, and that nearer 
light concerning the future should only be given to individuals for 
special ends) ; yet the reference of the prophecy to this fact is 
throughout so distinctly expressed, that it never ought to have been 

1 It nppenrs to me tbot D11nicl in the Old Testament, critice.lly speaking, stands 
pnrallel with the oeconcl epistle of Peter in the New Testament. ,,'bile it is a ctifficuh 
mntter to prove, in n critico.l and historical manner, that they are the genuine composi
tions of tbe authors to whom they nre ntb.·ibute<l, this may, iu botL coses, be <lone by 
forcible means. l\fennwhile it is sufficient to show tlint the nrguments o.guiust the antheu
ticily nre not uf cifm·,:ed dcsc·ripHon, o.rn.l then the question of nutbenticity, in regar<l to 
these writings, co.nnot be eolvetl iu n historico-critical runnuer. 
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mistRken. And moreover, while this general reference of the pre
cliction blls II firm footing, so Riso the expression, {3oeAvyµa Ti,<: 
ip71µ,<l,un"r:; ( ~ o~W? o,~\'\i'U? ; the expression is best talcen as 
meaning the 1tbomination that follows universal devastation nnd 
destruction ; according to the context, attention is directed to some
thing peculiarly hon-ible taken from the whole circle of the desoln
tion), cannot be applied to events in the time of Antiochus, but can 
only relate to what transpired when the city was demolished by the 
Homans. Now since Jesus applies the passage to this particular 
fact., he here nses the prophetic words in their most literal sense. 
But what occurrence at the time of the fall of Jerusalem is denoted 
by this obscure expression (it is chosen in conformity with the 
LXX. ; the version of Theodotion, which, 11.s is well-known, is gene
rally used in the book of Daniel, has /3oeAvyµa 'TWV €p7JJLWUEWV) 
we ate not definitely informed; and it must necessarily remain a 
matter of uncertainty, because, according to the prophetic ten
dency, the actue.l fact ultimately contemplated, as the immediate 
precursor of Christ's adveut, only had its feeble types in the period 
of the destruction. Two objects, however, must be decidedly ex
cluded; the passage cannot have reference either to the band of 
zealots who caused a massacre in the Temple, or to the Homan army. 
Neither of these have any religious character ; but such e. cha
racter is indicated by the expression {3oe>..v,yµ,a in its connexion 
with To7ror:; ci,ywr:;; and the idea that the passage refers to the Ho
man army is merely occasioned by a mistaken comparison of Luke 
xxi. 20, which should be treated independently, because he gives 
another recension of this discourse of Christ. The expression T07ror:; 

cvywr:; (for which Mark has o7rov ou oe't, that is, uhi nefas est), 
cannot relate to the Holy Land; it can only be applied to the 
Temple, because in the original text the words are ~~~-Z,.31. And 

moreover the expression e<TTor:; (with Fritzsche, I prefer the neuter 
because of the connexion with {3oeXvyµ,a) is incompatible with 
either of the views, that the zealots or that the Homans are meant. 
TLe most consistent hypothesis is, that the profanation of the 
Temple by idolatrous worship is the phenomenon alluded to ;1 but 
as the historical accounts respecting the attempts me.de to introduce 

1 TL.e expression {3al>, .. u-yµ.a is in the highest dPgree favourable to this view. Suidns 
ex.plains it tlu1s: "lriill luSwX.011 ,cal T-i.11 iK-rVTrwµ.a ci116pl6',rou oUT<os iKaJ\.EiTO 7rapd 'Joa,a 
ilaio,;, In the Hebrew also, 7~ is used especially in application to religious impurity, 

"nd ,o•:s-;,:-= are plainly idou. (Comp. Geseuius sub verb.) 
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it [lfford us bnt littlo S[ltisfoctory information, it is difficult to fix 
upon onything specific. According to Josephus (Bell. Jud. ii. 7) 

Pilote ottempted to set up the statue of the emperor, but not in the 
Temple. Jerome (in liis commentury on the passage) says, that a 
statue of Adrian occupied the place of the demolished Temple ; but 
this was after its destruction, whilst here the discourse is concern
ing .occurrences before that catastrophe. Such events, therefore, 
only furnish feeble analogies to that which is the proper subject of 
allusion in this prophecy. Paul (~ Thess. ii. 4) affirms this dis
tinctly and beyond oil mistake, and the possibility of such a fearful 
development of sin in times of external civilization and culture is 
oguin strikingly proved by the French Revolution, with its idola
trous worship of reason. 

A further difficulty is occasioned by the parenthesis in Matthew 
and Murk, o ava,,ywwcrKwv voefrw. It does not appear to me pro
bable that the Lord uttered these words with reference to the 
text of Daniel; in this case something more definite would have 
been added, as, for example, Tit TDV 7rpocf,17Tov. But if these are 
the words of the Evangelist, appended by him in order to direct 
the attention of his contemporaries to this passage, then the ques
tion occurs whether they will not afford a date for the composition 
of the Gospel. It is by no means improbable that if Matthew 
recognized the near approach of the dreadful aestruction of the 
metropolis, in the signs that preceded it, he may have felt it right 
to add such a hint for his readers; this hint, however, gives us no 
premises from which to deduce anything further than that the Gos
pel of Matthew must have been composed shortly before the fall 
of Jerusalem ; the uncertainty as to the particular events to which 
Tuiatthew may have referred in what he added does not permit us 
to fix the time more precisely .1) 

Here the nccount given by Luke is peculiar. As we have al
ready remarked, the interpretation of the words quoted in Matthew 
and Murk, by o reference to Luke, as meaning the Roman armv, 
is evidently forced ; Luke follows another recension of the Loris 
discourse. Still it is not improbable that the ingredients received 
by him are genuine constituent parts of the original discourse of 

1 Hug Ein!. in's N. T. Th. ii. s. 14, goes too fur when he thinks this pussage alforJs 
the conclusion thnt the Romnns must o.lre,a.dy hnve poss~sseU Galilee, nuJ. n1ust ha.Ye 
been on the point of tuking Judren nlso, when l\lutthew wrote these wart.ls. 



G051'.EL OP' 61' MATTHEW XXI\'. 16-21. 

tbe Redeemer. Luke xix. 43, we find the same idea-that of the 
city being invested by enemies, and the siege proceeding against it ; 
but tb11t p11.ss1tge cRnnot be regarded as a post eventum description 
of events that transpired during the siege of Titus, because the Old 
Testament <'ontains representations of a precisely similar kind. 
(Oomp. Isnie.h xxix. 3; Jerem. vi. 6; Ezck. xvii. 17.) Lukexix. 
4.3, not only represents the city e.s bele1tguered, but describes the 
mode of the blockade, throwing up a dam. (XapaE signifies val
lum or agger, an artificial elevation, by means of which besiegers 
endeavour to reach the walls of the blockaded city. Ezek. xvii. 
I 7, the LXX. use the expression xapa,co/30>..la for this form of 
siege. The passage, Luke xix. 44, is the only instance in which eoa
<f,,;,;,.., occurs in the New Testament. It signifies literally [from 
eoa<f,o~] to make equal with the ground, then generally to overthrow, 
to annihilate. According to this wider signification, the expres
sion is extended also to the children of Jerusalem [ Ta TeKVa uov 
iv uol].) 

Yer. 16-2 J . In the following verses the reference to the destruc
tion of Jerusalem again obviously presents itself in many particular 
features. The judgment is described as falling so suddenly and 
inevitably, that the utmost haste is recommended, and this very 
haste, as well as the entire surrender of all earthly possessions 
(comp. the same thought Luke xvii. 32), retains its significance in 
the typical application of thls description to the advent of the Lord. 
The Lord will also preserve believers who yield themselves with 
child-like confidence to his guidance, in a safe hiding-place (comp. 
the remarks on ver. 31), against the universal devastation and 
destruction. (The mountains are mentioned as the places difficult 
of access to troops making an assault, and it must be borne in 
mind that the houses were low, so that the inhabitants could make 
an immediate descent from the roof to the ground, and effect o. 
speedy flight. We have a perfect parallel to this description in 
Luke xvii. 31, which passage treats of the advent of the Lord under 
tlie figure of the destruction of Jerusalem.) The calamity itself 
appears inevitable, but prayer may secure alleviations ; as, for 
example, that the flight may not take place in the inclement season 
of the yee.r. Matthew has the peculiar appendix, µ,,,,o~ ua/3/3&.Trp 
in which we see a true stamp of the Jewish complexion of his Gos
pel; and in interpreting thil!I it must be observed that Jesus uttered 
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these words from the point of view taken by the Jews, without 
declaring their rigid notions concerning the Sabha.tic law to be 
objectively correct. It was not possible to raise their minclii to a 
more spiritual view suddenly; this could only be done gradually; 
and to this end Jesus had not only often healed on the Sabbath, 
but even commanded 11 man whom he cured to carry his bed (comp. 
the remarks on John v. 8), although he left the la.wof the Sabbath 
as 11 whole untouched. In conclusion, it may be observed that 
even this special description of the fall of Jerusalem is not without 
11 glance at the coming of the Lord, as is shown by ver. 21, where 
the term 0'JI.L,frti; µ€f"/a'JI.TJ, as it had not happened since the creation 
of the world, can only have reference to the n"wt)i1 -,1,::::i.n; espe-

- • T - ••: ••• 

cially as it is added, ovo' OU µ.;, "fEV'T}Tat. 

Here again the representation of Luke so decidedly differs, that 
it requires a separate consideration, as a peculiar recension. J eru
salem was named as the besieged city, ver. 20 ; and so also in the 
following verses of Luke the same application of the language is 
decidedly retained, Jerusalem being described, ver. 24, as destroyed 
by Gentile nations. Even the mention of the great period of suf
fering is made in such a manner, that it does not convey so express 
a reference to the coming of Christ as that in Matthew and Mark. 
It is designated (ver. 23) op"/7/ T,jj )..a,jj TOVT<p, and accordingly this 
destruction appears to be merely a judgment upon the Jews. But 
if this should be thought to prove that the account of Luke relates 
merely to this fact, without making any reference to the advent of 
the Lord, such a view is most decidedly opposed by ver. 24 and 
its immediate connexion with ver. 25. In the former the time of 
the Gentiles is represented as being fulfilled, and in the latter the 
U'T}µe'ia of the Parousia are described as altogether beyond mistake ; 
so that we cannot admit any real difference between the state
ments of Matthew and Mark and those of Luke. The points of dif
ference have more to do with merely single features of the repre
sentation than with the matter itself. (Ver. 21, the words i!v µeurp 
aurij~ refer to Jerusalem. The city forms an antithesis with its 
environs [xwpat~.] Those believers who were in the city were to 
flee out of it [and thus it cB.IDe to pass, for the Christians fled beyond 
Jordan to Pella]; while those who were already out of it were not 
to seek safety in it, because the city, with everything in it, was to 

VOL. III. R 
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become the prey of destruction. This is the only instance in which 
the form EKX_rupew ol'cnrs in the New Testament. 

Yer. 22. The destruction of Jerusalem is expressly designated a 
dfrine act ofjndgment (concerning i1eU.1e,,,a-i<;, comp. the remarks 
on Luke xviii. 2, 7] already predicted in the Holy Scriptures of tlio 
Old Testament.) 

The form r.av'Ta Ta. ryrypaµ,µ,eva cannot have reference only to 
the passage Matt. xxiv. 15, quoted from the prophet Daniel; on 
the contrary, it comprehends the entire sum of those prophecies and 
types in the Old Testament, in which the wrath of God against the 
nation of Israel is set forth. Hence we must begin with the curse 
pronounced by Moses upon the people when they would not obey 
the voice of God, and connect with it the threatenings of all holy 
men and prophets in which they denounced punishments upon 
unbelief and disobedience. And even if these had their prelimi
nary fulfilment in many oppressions endured by the nation-as 
may be said, for example, of the destruction of Jerusalem by 
Nebuchadnezzar, and the captivity of Israel in Babylon-yet all 
previous sufferings appear insignificant, when compared with the 
ruin of the city by the Romans. All prior judgments, therefore, 
are types of this last and literal act of divine justice, which followed 
the rejection of the Messiah, the highest and also the final act in 
the manifestation of the grace of the Lord. (Comp. Matt. xxi. 
38, ff., where the Lord, in his parable, connects the judgment with 
the expulsion of the Son.) And this is especially true of the Baby
lonish exile, to which there appears to be an allusion in the words 
of Luke, ver. 24, aixµ,a)..runa871aoVTai el,; '11'aV'Ta 'T4 Wv,,,. The 
carrying away of Israel from the land of bis fathers to Babylon was 
only e. prelude of the general captivity of the Israelites (predicted 
by Moses, Deut. xxviii. 64) among all nations, from one end of 
the earth to the other. Thus the whole world was opened to them, 
excepting only the holy city-the centre of all their hopes and de
sires-this (since the time of Adrian) was closed against them. It 
was accessible to none but Gentiles, who made it a rendezvous of 
their idolatry. (IlaTeID, like K,a'Ta'11'a'TeID, is also used by the pro
fane writers in the sense of contemptuously treading under the feet, 
abusing. Hence it involves the idea of audacity and sinfulness, as 
the only source from which abuse can spring. There is but one 
other instance of its occurrence, in the same signification, in the 
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New Testament, viz., Rev. xi. 2, T"iJV 7ro)\,£v T"iJV luy{av 7raTfiuovu£ 

.!0v'T/ ; nncl this language appears to refer to our passage, thus afford
ing no small confirmation to the view that the words before us, 
while pEiculiar to Luke, really belong to the discourse of the Lord.) 

The final clause of ver. 24, IJ,XP£ .,,.x,,,pw0wu£ t<.a£poi e0vwv, is of 
the highest importance. The main idea it expresses is, that nations, 
like individuals, have n limited time of development, beyond which 
they cannot pass. As Israel filled up the measure of his disobedi
ence and then wes rejected, so also the rule of the Gentiles over 
Israel has its term. It is true, these words do not contain any ex
press information respecting the relation of Israel to the Gentiles, 
at the termination of their power over it ; but this may be gathered 
from other passages. According to Rom. xi., the rejection of the 
Jews is not total, and therefore the fulfilment of the Ka£po'i, e0vwv 

is to be viewed as connected with the reassumption of the Jews. 
And on the other hand, this fulfilment, in relation to the Gentiles, 
is to be regarded as ajudgment poured out upon them for the pur
pose of punishing and sifting them.1 (The prophets of the Old 
Testament speak in a similar manner respecting the nations whom 
the Lord used as scourges to his own people ; for a time they kept 
the ascendancy, and then they themselves were hurled down. See 
Isaiah x. 5, 12-15; Zech. i. 14, 15; Dan. ix. 26, compared with 
xii. ll.) The meaning of the words certainly has its primary 
application to the Romans, as the nation by whom the Lord God 
permitted the Jews to be chastised. But as the destruction of 
Jerusalem ( according to the principle already laid down in our re
marks on Matt. xxiv. 1), was only employed as the nearest great 
event that would form a historical point of support for the descrip
tion of the last time, so also the individual circumstances of the 
former have their further relation to the latter. A more minute 
view of this subject will be furnished in the interpretation of the 
passage, Rev. xi. 2, which is quite parallel with Luke xxi. 24, and 
contains a reference to Dan. xii. 11. 

1 The time of the conversion of the Gentiles is not the period referred to. The Lord 
does not here epellk of the Gentiles so far as they i\)so &re objects of the divine favour, but 
90 fo.r 89 they e.relinstrumentelly employed in the divine government of the world. ( Comp. 
Schott in bis Comm. p. 338. Tbe passages, Jer. X.'"(vii. 7, l. 31, which Schott quotes, 
Rre illustre.tions in point.) Luke xxi, 25 throws decisive. light on the meaning of Luke 
in these words, for after tbe description of the sufferings of the Jews, mention is made or 
the avvox,) Hh,Uu,. 

2R 



GOSPEL OF ST MATTHEW XXI\'. 22. 

Yer. 22. "\Yhilst Luke immediately follows up the description of 
the fall of Jerusalem with the mention of prodigies that would be 
visible in heaven and on enrth, :Matthew (ver. 22-28) introduces 
between these points a more amplified description of tbe distress 
which he had mentioned, ver. 21 ; and Mark inserts a similar para
graph in the same place, only in a fonn somewhat more abbreviated. 
The peculiarity of the ideas is a guarantee for the correctness of 
their position here, with this exception only, that Luke employs 
'Ver. 27, 28 in a more probable connexion than that which they 
have in Mauhew. Matthew xxiv. 22, describes the ln..iyt'> µ,E

,ya""'A.:,7 as so fearful, that in the mercy of God a special curtailment 
would be necessary, forwithoutthis no (ov 'TT"Ma = l,~ ~l,) frail man 
(uapf = ""'tlt':l. certainly signifies mankind generally, but with the 
accessory id;aT of weak, perishable elements contained in the mass) 
would snrrive the woe. (There can be no doubt thet here uwl;Eu0ai 
primarily refers to the outward, corporeal life, so that the sense is, 
"all would be destroyed." But since the subject of discouxse is a 
visitation of divine justice, the corporeal destruction involves moral 
criminality ; the impossibility that the etcMtcToi should perish, in 
thisjudgment of God, is parallel with the impossibility of their being 
seduced [ ver. 24.] Ko)..of3oro, from ,co)..0/30<;, signifies literally 
to mutilate, then to cut off, to shorten. This is the only instance 
of its occurrence in the New Testament.) Now his abbreviation 
of the distress comes to pass Sui TOV'> etcA.EtcTov<;. Hence the ques
tion might be asked, whether the design of the language is to 
represent the etcMtcTo{ as exercising this influence merely by their 
presence, or whether the effect results from their prayer. But 
wherever the etcMtcToi are, they are only to be conceived of as in 
prayer, so that the two senses coincide. Thus we find the same 
idea here as that which obteins in the Old Testament (Gen. xviii.), 
that the saints exercise a restraining influence upon the whole mass. 
And the truth of this idea is easily seen if, instead of the ordinary 
view of human relationships, which isolates the individual me.n, we 
adopt the more profound one, according to which the whole organi
zation of the human race, as well as the collective existence of 
single nations, appear founded upon a vital, mutual operation of the 
individuals that constitute them. For this latter view shows that 
tl1e forbearance of God with the ungodly for the sake of the godly, 
dues not result from an arbitrary decree of God ; but the natural 
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connexion of the spiritual lifo of the mass involves the fnct that 
those individuals in whom the germs of the nobler life are preserved, 
will keep the whole mass together ; if they become the prey of de
struction, all sinks ot once. In the foll of Jerusalem this principle 
was but very imperfectly realised. It is true that the siege might 
have lasted longer, and it might have been carried to such an 
extent that not a single person should have escaped ; but bow it 
can be said that this was prevented for the sake of the E/€A€/€Tot, 

does not appear. For the Christians fled to Pella, and this flight 
was a proof that Jerusalem, with its inhabitants, was given over to 
destruction as incorrigible (like the world before the flood after 
No9.b's removal into the ark, and like the dwellers in Sodom after 
the flight of Lot to Zoar) ; but it afforded no reason to conclude 
that God shortened their tribulation on account of the believers. 
Schott, indeed, thinks (p. 57) that we are not to understand by the 
€/€A.€"7'0£ the Christians, but such Jews as were about to go over 
to the church of Christ. But the relation of the E/€A€/€TO£, ver. 24 
and 31, to the members of the church, renders this hypothesis quite 
untenable. This passage also evidently has its final reference to 
the advent of the Lord, before which the birth-pangs of the Messiah 
will come to pass; these will fall at once upon believers and unbe
lievers, upon the former to perfect them, upon the latter to punish 
them ; but for the sake of believers the Merciful One will shorten 
them. It is not till after this (ver. 31), that believers are separated 
from their connexion with unbelievers, and gathered together in a 
mountainous place (Zoar); then the community of unbelievers hav
ing lost its moral foundation, perishes in irretJ:ievable destruction. 

Ver. 23-26. The physical sufferings are accompanied by further 
sharp temptations ; deceiving and deceived men represent themselves 
as the Messiah and as prophets ( comp. the remarks on Matt. 
xxiv. 4, 5.) The temptation by pretended appearances of divine 
messengers nppears continuous in its operation upon the church, 
which nevertheless progresses in itself. According to this passage, 
it is so severe that even the E/€A.E/€ToL might be deceived, if it did 
not involve a spil'itual contradiction, to suppose that the representa
tives of the kingdomoflight on earth would be overcome by darkness. 
The application of the term E/€A€/€To£ in this passage to any others 
than the apostles and believing members of the chul'ch, is utterly 
untcnnble, for all is addressed directly to the apostles themselves. 
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Hence the words cRn only be taken as meaning o>ITT'E wMvi}aai el 

6vva-rov, vµa<; Kai. 7r6,v-ra<, TOV', hi>..EKTOV', ;-it is only thus 
that the force of tbe admonition can be felt. One remarkable 
point in this pe.ssage is, that a.,,µew and -rl.pa-ra are attributed to 
false prophets. These being signs by which genuine prophets 
proved their authority, unexperienced persons might easily be de
ceived by them. Now, the admission that miracles might be per
formed by false prophets, is an incontestible witness (as we have 
already remarked in the exposition of Matt. iv. 12) that miracles 
cannot prove the truth. The truth can only be proved by itself, as 
the presence of light is attested only by light itself. But the gift 
of miracles certainly shows the connexion of an individual with the 
spiritual world, whether with the world of light and truth, or with 
the kingdom of darkness and lies. The question whether an indi
vidual is acting in the spirit of light or of darkness, cannot long 
remain a matter of doubt to a sincere person ; and, if miraculous 
powers are united with falsehood, this is to an enlightened mind so 
much stronger an intimation to keep aloof. The meaning which 
the Lord here intends to convey is enlarged upon by Paul (2 Thess. 
ii. 9) and John (Rev. xiii. 12, ff.); but without the presupposition 
of a kingdom of darkness and its operations, no idea can be con
nected with miracles ofpseudo-prophets.1 

Ver. 27, 28. A contrast is drawn between the forms in which 
false Christs appear ( iv -rf, epTJµ,rp-iv -rot<, -raµeloi<; are to be taken 
merely as general expressions for the antithesis between inhabited 
and uninhabited, concealed and open2), and the mode in which the 
only true Messiah is manifested. The latter is like an all-illumi
nating flash of lightning, which no one can mistake; it is as easy 
to be perfectly acquainted with it, as it is to be deceived by the for
mer. If the metaphor derived from the lightning may also supply 
another point of comparison,-viz., its sudden, unexpected appear
e.nce,-yet the connexion absolutely requires that the ma.in refer-

i The expression ~,;, "o u", fNIP.•ia forbids the supposition that merely the pretence 
of being able to work mire.clee is inee.nt; it ascribes to false prophets the real power to 
perform them. Paul speaks expressly, 2 These. ii. 9, of the lvlp-yua -..o;:: <ra-rava which 
effects them. 

2 This representation of the ministry of false prophets is strikingly descriptive of the 
spirit thsl inspires them. Inst.ead of the open, tre.nspe.rent spirit of the true Gospel, they 
manifest a spirit of sedition which shuns the light, and is constantly under the necessity 
of biding this or that from its all~revealiog rays. 
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enco should be to its discerniblencss and openness to univcr~rll 
observation. This is contrasted, as the test of the appearing of the 
truo Messiah, with tho pretended Messianic advents of impostors; 
who are always obliged to mask themselves, first in one mode and 
then in another. Now, in what way this can relate to the so-called 
invisible advent of the Lord at the destruction of Jerusalem, it does 
not at all appear; the words have no sense except when applied to 
the coming of the Lord in the clouds of heaven.1 In the text of 
Luke (xvii. 24) this metaphorical allusion to the lightning is 
worded somewhat differently : IJ<nrep ;, auTpa7r"i), ;, auTpa7rTOUUa 
€/C rijs- {m' ovpavov els- T"i)V v7r' ovpavov Mµ7r€£; whilst Matthew 
mentions the regions of the earth : ;, auTpa7r"i) el;epxETa£ a7T"O ava
TOAWV ,ea~ cf,atveTa£ lws- ovuµwv. (With €IC T"7S- and els- TTJV the 
word xwpa must be supplied ; so that the language denotes those 
regions of the heavens through which the lightning flashes.) 

It is probable, as we have already remarked, that this passage 
and ver. 28 do not constitute original parts of the Lord's discourse. 
Luke xvii. 24, the two verses stand in a more exact connexion ; 
and besides this, we have seen that in the whole narrative of Luke, 
to which this passage also belongs, a closer train of thought is to 
be observed, which appears to rest upon accurate historical ac
counts ; whilst Matthew, throughout his gospel, treats the elements 
of the discourses more freely. But ver. 28: 07rou ,yap eav v To 
7T"Twµa, e,ce, uvvaxB11uovTa£ ol a€Tol, especially, does not seem to 
stand in connexion with what precedes it according to Matthew; 
whilst in Luke2 the previous question (7rou ,cupie) renders the pro
verbial sentence exceedingly appropriate to the description about to 
be given of the destruction of unbelievers. Now, as in JVIatLhew 
that coming of Christ, which no one would be able to mistake, was 
described in the verses immediately preceding, the connection may 
appear to recommend the untenable interpretation, according to 
which the 7T"Twµa means Christ himself, nod the aeTot are believers 

l Schott is impnrtio.J. enough to acknowledge the impossibility of Rpplying ver. 27, 28 
to tbe invisible o.dvent of Christ at the destruction of J erusa.lem; but he is i11clinetl (since 
these ve1-ses Bre wanting in Mark o.nd otherwise o.ssociated by Luke) to remove them al
together from thP. connexion of Matthew, so tl10.t ver. 26 shall form the conclusion of the 
prophecy concerning the destruction of Jerusalem, and ver. 29 the commencemeut of the 
prnphecy respecting tlte udvent of Christ. ( Comp. loc. cit. p. 7'!.) 

2 In tlar text of Luke, however, aWµ.a is: to be prefen-ed to the remliug '71"rw'µ.a, which 
hns been dcri,·cd fl'om l\futthew. 
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collected around him.1 But, Rpart from the unsuitableness of tba 
figure, nu parnllel p11ssages can be Rdduccd where the relRtion be
tween the '1,Twµ,a nnd the a1:Toi is viewed in a similar manner. On 
the contrnry, the usus loquendi of the Old Testament (comp. Hab. 
i. 8 ; .1 erem. xlviii. 4.0, xlix. 22 ; Job xxxix. 30) indicates the na
tural ideR of the humiliation and destruction of that which is given 
over to n1in. The only question is how this idea coincides with 
the connexion. According to the context in Lulce xvii. 37, the 
only way of understanding tbe passRge is, to take uwµ,a as meaning 
the J ewisb state, deprived of all life, and the aETol as the Romans 
completely putting an end to its existence (it is not improbable 
that allusion is me.de to tbe eagles of the legions); but both the 
former and the latter point, as types, to tbe last great catastrophies. 
Jn l\fatthew, however, this signification of the proverb is directly 
contrary to the connexion ; hence it must either be said that the 
passage is here inappropriately inserted, or else it must be admitted 
that Matthew and Luke use the apophthegm in different senses. 
In regard to the first of these views, I must declare myself most 
decidedly opposed to it; because it would entirely rob the Evan
gelist of bis character as an author of scriptural writings; and it is 
always observable in bis gospel that where he does not preserve the 
original order, be institutes a new one. Accordingly, I adopt the 
other hypothesis. But there a.re two modes in which the connexion 
with what precedes may be formed. Either aETol must be applied 
(with Fleck, loc. cit. 384) to _the +evoa')(PtUToi (ver. 24), so that the 
meaning is, " where corruption has become general, there men are 
immediatPly found who know how to employ it for their own ends" ; 
or else the ,yap must be allowed to decide for the immediate con
nexion of ver. 28 with ver. 27, and the aETotinterpreted as descrip
tive of the M'='ssiab coming to inflict punishment upon the corrupt 
Israel. The latter view bas the most to recommend it, on accoun_t 
of the ryap, which it is more difficult to connect with ver. 2ti; for 
th.is reason Fritzsche adopts it, only, as we have remarked, in such 
a manner that he applies 7rTwµ,a to the person of the Redeemer
an application which appears to me inadmissible. One thing only 
can be adduced against this view, viz., that the plural (aETol) is not 
;;uitable for the appearing of Christ. But if the Rppearing of Christ 

1 So FriU&che (in lo<.·.) who t.ra.u.sle.telS tl.Je wordei, ubi Messias, ibi bomines, qui Pjus 
po!'-testutiE> f11t1.ari Eint. 
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be underslood us connected with the coming of U'Y"fEAot (and, ac
cording to Mutt. xxv. 31, it must be viewed thus), this difficulty 
is solved. Tbe nobler expression aETdc, = -,u;:i, Isaiah xl. 31, is 

nlso used metuphoricully in the good sense.1 ._. '!'he figure strictly 
required, not eagles, but vultures, because the eagle only devours 
living animals; but the names of kindred animals are not un
frequently interchunged. (Comp. Gesenius in his lex. sub. verb. 

-,u;:i.) 
._.Ver. 29. The correctness of our interpretation of the Lord's 

prophecy respecting his advent, as it has been developed at the be
ginning of this chapter, is not more evident in any passage than in 
the difficult verse that now follows. Whatever other explanation 
is offered, the difficulties are not solved. For if all that is now 
added be referred, like what bas preceded, to the destruction of J e
rusalem, without allowing the description of the Lord"s advent to 
be blended with this; then, in the first place, it does not appear 
how the 8],.,{-.Jrtc, (by which, according to the connexion, we can 
only understand the events described, ver. 21, and not the 
temptation by false prophets, ver. 2-i) can be represented as 
past (comp. µETti T7JV £n,.,[,[,w Twv r,µ€pmv e,cdv6Jv), since the 
destruction itself (the so-called invisible coming of Christ) is 
the 8],.,[-,Jrtc,. And, in the second place, the description of the 
miraculous signs (ver. 2!J), and the details of the Parousia itself 
( ver. 30, 31) are by no means suited to the fact of the destruction 
of Jerusalem. But if a pause in the representation of Jesus be sup
posed (as Schott suggests), and the foregoing part be applied to the 
foll of Jerusalem, while the sequel is taken as belonging to the end 
of the world, then, although the words µ€Tti T7JV 8],.,[-,Jrtv gain their 
right signification, Eu0e6Jc, is inexplicable, and ver. 33, 3-!, refer 
every thing ( 7ravTa TavTa) again to the immediate presence of the 
apostles. The interpretation that Schott (s. qq .) attempts to give 
of €V0E6Jc,, when he compares it with the Hebrew o~r,E), and takes 
it in the sense of suddenly, unexpectedly, is only to b~ ·regarded as 
n shift ; for this scholar himself sees therein a false rendering by 
the unknown trunslator of our Greek Matthew from the original 
Hebrew writiilg. If there appeared to be no choice, I would rather 

Comp. the remo.rk1lble pnssuge Rev, viii. 13, \\"here tht:i term ci.1TJw is applied to Rn 
11.11gt>l. The tP.xt. rte. ulso rends c'i;-')"•Ao'i in the passa:;e. 
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Rdopt the fine conjecture of Weber (conjecturre nd Mt. 24. Viteb. 
1810), that d,Oero<; belongs to the preceding verse, and ver. 20 opens 
with the words, fl,ETtt S~ T1/V 8>,,lyw N:. T. /\.. ; only, the exact agree
ment of the manuscripts speaks too strongly for the integrity of the 
text1) to allow of a conjecture being deemed admissible in this pas
sage. But according to the fundamental view of prophecy that we 
have laid down, this verse coincides with the connexion very sim
ply. The representation of the Redeemer certainly marks a. pro
gression in the several events of the future concerning which he 
speaks, so that the following great signs taking place in the beRveus 
stand in contrast with the commotions on earth previously described, 
and the distress of all nations (according to Luke) is antitheticnl 
to that of the Jewish people ; thus it was proper to speak of these 
subsequent events as µ,e-rtt T'TJV 81\.{yw Twv 71µ,epwv e1t:elvwv. Never
theless this whole circle of events succeeding one another is 
placed within the limit of the unfulfilled present (according to the 
principles already laid down); and therefore d,Oew<; (which Mark 
ex.plains by the words ev l1t:elvair; Ta'ir; 71µ,epair;) was used, quite 
consistently, in its literal sense.~) Haggai ii. 6, in a similar man
ner ascribes the great movements of heaven and earth to the imme
diate present ; be employs the expression ~.,;, to),».;l, that is, after 
a short time, d,Oeror;.) The unity of the wh~le pi~ture (in which 
no divisions whatever can be discovered) is most strikingly obvious 
in Luke, who links the following description to the preceding one, 
where there is the most distinct reference to Jerusalem, merely by 
a 1t:at ecrrai, x..x..i. ~5. According to the tendency of the whole
and the succeeding verses, 30, 31, do not leave a doubt on this 
subject-the crTJfl,E'ia in the sun, moon, and stars, cannot be inter
preted allegorically, as if they represented political or ecclesiastical 
relations and their dissolution ; for political disturbances have 
already been spoken of, ver. 7. Andjust as little is the sense ex
hausted, if the language is understood as referring to ordinary and 
frequently returning phenomena, which were only now and then 
regarded as prodigies (for example, eclipses of the sun and moon, 
or falling stars.) It would be preferable to explain the signs in 

I ThrougLont the whole verse, there is not the slightest differeuce in the critical aids, 
wWcL is seldom the caae in passages of any importance_ 

2 A reference of Ell8itos to the divine cb.ronometry (according to 2 Peter iii. 8), is not 
llert.~ admissible, because the representation ie evidently 11.dapled to th.c ideas of mnn. 
( ComrJ. tl.Je question, Me.Lt . .s:xiv. 8.) 
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the sun nnd moon ns meaning their obscuration during earthquakes, 
by evaporations and volumes of smoke; this is a very extraordinary 
nod terrific phenomenon, and would well correspond with the raging 
of the sea (Luke xxi. 25), which often accompanies earthquakes. 
But the parallel passages of the Old Testament furnish too strong 
indications of another view to allow of our retaining this. The 
Old Testament-which is followed by the New in the idea alluded 
to-never isolates our giobe, as a separate sphere, from the heavenly 
world and its orbs, as the modern philosophy of the earth usually 
does; on the contrary, heaven and earth make up one perfect 
whole. Hence great phenomena on earth have their prior and 
posterior effects in the heavenly world. (Thus it was with the star 
that led the Magi at the birth of Christ.) On this principle the 
prophets predict not merely violent commotions on the earth, but 
with them similar events in heaven; and these are by no means 
viewed as incidentally coinciding, but as necessarily belonging to
gether. The Creator of heaven and earth, in the exercise of his 
sovereign rule, makes the upper and the lower worlds simultaneously 
tremble from their foundations. Among the passages in which 
such celestial phenomena are predicted, Isaiah xiii. 10, xxiv. 23, 
xxx.iv. 4; Ezek. xxxii. 7, 8; Joel iii. 3, 4; Hagg. ii. 7, are spe
cially to be noticed. In the last of these, God promises that at the 
time when he sends the Messiah (whose first and second advents 
are viewed as coincident, according to the usual mode of represen
tation) he will shake heaven and earth, the sea and that which is 
dry. Our passage is in perfect correspondence with this language; 
Matthew and Mark detail the commotions of the heavenly world, 
Luke gives greater prominence to the disturbances on earth. 
Hence the obscurations of the sun and the moon are most correctly 
viewed as extraordinary phenomena in the celestial regions them
selves ;1 and so also with the expression, a.CTT€p€,; 7TEuovvTai a7To 

Tov ovpavov. Nothing is said here of stars falling to the earth, as 
is said of a star, Rev. viii. 1 O, in symbolical language. ll l7TT€tv 

may therefore be taken (RB Schott, s. 78, very justly remarks) for 
E1'7Tl7TT€tv, to sink, to vRnish,2 not that absolute destruction is 

1 The term q,i-y-yo~ is used nmong the Attics, by we.y of distinction, for moonlight. 
q>tlo~ for daylight. But the distinction is not constautly observed. ( Comp. Pessow iu 
tbe lex. sub. verb.) 

2 Compare the pnrnllels in tbo Old Testement, lsuiuh xiv. 12 ( where the king of Bnby-
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meant ; but simply that violent shnkings and fearful commotions 
of the hea,enly bodies will, for a time, withdraw them from the eye 
of man, and veil everything in awful night. This idea is well sup
ported by tbe expression craXeveu-BQ,l, (from craXoi, salum, the roll
ing sea [this passage and that in Luke are the only instances in 
which the form occurs in the New Testament], hence to be moved 
up and down, to be tossed.) Probably the word contains an allu
sion to the parallel in Haggai (o.,ow:-i-1"'\N u_;.,y-,o), although the 
LXX. have rendered it by uelw. • -The only re~itl~ing expression 
in which there is any difficulty is Svvaµ,eti 'TWV ovpavwv. Since 
the stars have already been mentioned, this cannot be understood as 
meaning the heavenly host, the o.,ow:, t,:i~. without tautology. 
The best interpretation is, that ~~v&µ,eti Tsignifies the world of 
angels. (Comp. the remarks on Rev. ix. I.) For cra)l.eveu0ai may 
be applied to spiritual commotion (2 Thess. ii. 2), and the idea is 
so to be viewed that the world of angels, with their dwelling-place 
-the entire upper sphere---shall appear to be moved. Hence it 
is not necessary to take the language metaphorically. But as to 
the remark of Schott, that Svvaµ,eii, in the sense of higher powers, 
angels, does not occur in connexion with ovpavwv, Bretschneider 
(in his lex. Th. i. s. 262), shews that in the Apocrypha mention is 
made of ovpavlwv ovvaµ,ewv (comp. also 2 Kings xvii. 16, accord
ing to the LXX) ; and there does not appear to be any reason 
whatever why that connexion should be inadmissible, especially as 
it is in the highest degree probable that the designation of stars as 
God's host is founded in the idea of the ancients, that the stars were 
animated and inspired by spirits. 

Now whilst Matthew and Mark describe the celestial phenomena 
that will take place before the Parousia, Luke adds an exact ac
count of the earthly commotions that will also precede it. These 
ure designated in opposition to the sufferings endured by the .Tews 
in Palestine, at an earlier period (Luke xxi. 21), as about to come 
upon the whole earth (ri, oltcovµ,W1J), and upon all nations (lf01J'T/,) 
(Matt. xxiv. 30, we find instead, wiicrai al cf,v't,,,a,, riji YYJi.) The 
words of Luke, br, riji 'YY/i crvvo-x,:;, l0vwv EV awoplq, '17XOVi 0aA
CLCTCT'T}i ,ca,l craXov, contain an important reading, which Schulz bas 
even received into the text. The codices A.B.L.M. and several 
lon ia describ..d "" B falling morning still', ..,,,~11, 1,,?.'!'.'• and xu:iv. 4, where the LXX, 

Lave the pbraae .,,..avru ..,-ci &,rrpa "Jl"'i.o-£7'Ta,. 
3 
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others rend TJX,OV,nr,, but the substantive may still be prefernble as 
the more difficult rending. ('A7Topla 11xov<, signifies perplexity on 
account of the rouring of the seu. The meaning is, that the dread
ful commotion of the elements will render men altogether helpless 
nnd bereft of their senses, not knowing what may come next [7Tpou
l'.o,c{a TWV e7Tepxoµevwv. J There is only one other instance (2 
Cor. ii. 4) in which uvvox11 occurs connected with ,capola<,. It is 
derived from the influence of severe anxiety upon the senses, which 
is betrayed by organic compression.) 

Ver. 30. All three Evangelists agree in connecting the Parousia of 
the Son of Man immediately with these a-77µ,e'i,a by a TOTE. But :Mat
thew alone remarks, with reference to the question of the disciples 
(Matt. x.xiv. 3), that immediately before the return of the Lord, 
another special u77µ,e1,ov TOV vlov TOV av0pw7TOV will appear in 
heaven. It is impossible to give a more exact definition of this, 
because there is no other passage where it is spoken of. It is most 
probable that a star is meant (in allusion to Numb. xxiv. 17); so 
that just as before the birth of .Jesus a star was seen, which heralded 
his coming-like the morning star that precedes the sun at its 
rising-a similar sign will appeax before his second advent. How
ever, it is certain ( on account of the article) that a defi,nite sign is 
to be understood, so that the expression cannot relate (as Schott 
thinks) to the signs described, ver. 29 ; and, in like maDDer, it 
cannot be intended to designate an earthly event or an invisible 
occurrence in the church, since the words ev T,j, ovpav,p, which 
cannot be joined to vlo<, Tov av0pw7Tov, are immediately connected 
with it. But all conjectures for which there is no scriptural war
rant (for example, that a cross will be seen in the heavens) nre best 
left in their own uncertainty. The sight of this decisive sign will 
awaken terror in the (unbelieving) nations of the eaxth (comp. the 
remarks on ICD7TTeu0ai, Matt. x.i. 17; Luke viii. 52), ll.Ild they will 
then behold the solemn Parousia of the Son of Man. It is beyond 
all doubt, that the following description neither relates to an in
visible advent of Christ, nor can be taken in any metaphorical way 
whatever. For although lpxea0ai and '71CHv alone might be taken 
so ( comp. t l:;e observations on l\1att. xxiv. 1), no passage can be 
adduced in which the complete phrose, lpxeTat o VLO', TOU av0pw
'71"0V ev vecf,e~at<, µeTa. ovvaµew<, ,cai oog71.,, can with any probabi
lity be thus understood (Comp. Matt. xxvi. 64; Mark xiv. 6~; 
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I Thess. iv. 16, 17; 2 Pet. iii. 10 ; Rev. xix. 11 ; Dan. vii. 13, 
l..l.) Let any one, with an unprejudiced mind, place himself in 
the circle of idens familiar to the hearers of Jesus, and he will feel 
no question that the clouds, in which he promises to appear, are 
literally clouds of light. (Rev. xix. 11 we find, instead of this 
expression, the metaphor of a white horse, denoting swiftness of 
motion and brightness.) These are to form, as it were, the basis 
on which the Redeemer, descending from Heaven, will rest, while 
brightness (Sofa = "TI:::l:l) encircles the whole of the sublime phe
nomenon. According t~ the constant custom, deeply founded in 
the nature of man, all theophania are surrounded with light, in the 
Old Testament as well as •in the New; there is no imagination 
whatever, individual or national, that can conceive of the Deity 
under any other image than that of light. -dvvaµ,i,;, however, is 
not to be taken merely as a synonyme for S/ifa ; in this instance 
it unquestionably has the signification of host (= C.,0Wl"'1 ~~• 
which the LXX, in the passage, 2 Kings xvii. 16, tra~~l;_t; Sv;ci,. 
µ,i,; -rov oupavov), since it belongs to the pomp of the Parousia, 
that the Lord does not come alone, but with the host of his holy 
ones (Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 31; Jude, ver. 14; Rev. xix. 12.) It 
is further to be observed, that, in like manner, according to a con
stant usus loquendi, the Redeemer represents himself in his coming 
as tbe via, TOV av0pw-rrov, not as the Son of God. Here appeal 
might be made, on the one hand, to the general use which the 
Saviour makes of this name, when he speaks of himself; and on 
the other, to pe.ssages such as Dan. vii. 13, 14, which the Lord 
may have had it1 his eye. But there is a peculiar significance in 
the fact, that this name-which denotes the ideal humanity of the 
Lord-is constantly employed in the description of his advent; for 
by this means, we have the most distinct assurance of the reality 
and corporeality of his appearing. The return of the Son of Man 
necessarily presupposes his ascension in a glorified body, and his 
sitting, in this glorified body, at the right band of God. 

Luke makes the transition to the next thought in a very appro
priate manner, xxi. 28. After the impression of the return of the 
Lord upon the (j)v"J\,a,l rij, ,yiJ, has been described, there follows a re
presentation of its effect upon believers. To the former it is the 
essence of everything te1Tific, because of its immediate conuexion 
with the "PW£'> ; to the latter, it is the es1>ence of everything de-
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sired, because it is the commencement of the happiness promised 
to believers in the kingdom of God (ver. 31.) The f3aut'Xda Tov 

Oeou, in relation to the sufferings of the present, takes the form of 
a7ro'XvTpwui<; to the saints. The same term, indeed, applies (like 
uwl;eu8ai, Matt. xxiv. 22), in the primary sense, to release from 
the external troubles of the al6Jv ov-ro<; ; but so far as these are the 
results of sin, deliverance from the former involves freedom from 
the latter. (Concerning the expression, a7ro'Xvrpoout<;, comp. the 
remarks on Matt. xx. 28. There is also mention made of an a7ro

Xt.1Tpwui<; -rov uwµ,aTo<;, Rom. viii. 23 [the connexion relates to 
corporeal glorification, as the deliverance from µaTau5T'TJ,, ver. 20], 
but this also presupposes the a7ro'Xv-rpwut<; of the spiritual nature.) 
Believers may joyfully anticipate this attainment of the final goal 
at the time of the Parousia. ("Apxeu8ai is by no means redund
ant here; on the contrary, the events described are viewed in their 
gradual development, and treated as affording encouragement and 
consolation to the members of Christ"s kingdom. 'AvaKV7T"TEtv was 
employed, Luke xiii. 11, to denote the physical act of looking up; 
here it is a metaphorical expression for a hopeful, confident state of 
mind.) 

Ver. 31. Luke contents himself with indicating the relation of 
the Parousia to the saints; but Matthew and Mark speak more 
de.finitely and copiously on the divine activity by which they will 
be borne away from all danger and trouble. Whilst the appearing 
of the Lord is fraught with destruction to unbelievers, the elect 
will be removed, by a sublime arrangement, from all peril, and col
lected together in one (safe) place. That this passage does not 
relate merely to Palestine, and the believers in that land, is shown 
by the expressions : €/€ TWV TEUuapwv aviµwv (r,;n~-, l':l-iN, 
l Chron. ix. 24; Ezek. xxxvii. 9; Rev. vii. I), and &,.;, J;,;_ 
pwv oupavwv ~W<; liKpwv QUTWV c = :-,~,7-,~ O:'Q~iJ i'1;,tJ?~ 
O.,OW:-i Deut. iv. 32, xiii. 7 ; xxviii. 134. In a similar man

n~1~ J;hn [Rev. vii. I] speaks of the -riuuapa<; ,ywvta-. TT/'> yij,.) 
Both of these phrases denote the widest extent of the earth. Just 
as little can the language mean the diffusion of the Gospel (as an 
invisible collection of the nations), for it is not the heathen, but 
those who are already converted, that will be gathered together. 
(The general proclamation of the Gospel has already been spoken 
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of, ver. 14 .) Nor can this passage be applied even to the genernl 
union of all the saints in the kingdom of God, which would pre
suppose the resurrection. (On that subject, comp. l Thess. iv. 
17 ; 2 Thess. ii. 1, where the &ria-vva,ywy71 of believers with the 
Lord, after the resurrection, is the subject of discourse.) For, in 
conformity with the question of the disciples (ver. 3), the whole 
representation of the Lord refers only to the 7TOTE and the 
crr,µ,eUL of the Parousie.. Hence the picture embraces all that pre• 
cedes that event, up to his appee.ring in the clouds (ver. 30); but 
the advent itself, e.nd the occurrences connected with it-the re
surrection of the dead, the investiture of the living with immor
te.lity, and their removal to tbe presence of the Lord (2 Cur. v. 
4 ; I Tbess. iv. 17),-are left untouched. In the whole descrip
tion, the Redeemer contemplates the moral design to excite holy 
earnestness and vigilance, as well as to afford encouragement in the 
bottle of this life. 

The history of the Jewish doctrines leads us to the circumstance 
which the Redeemer here admits into his description. According 
to the notions of the Rabbins, founded upon passages of the Old 
Testament (comp. Isaiah xi. I~, ff. ; xxvi. 20, xxvii. 13; Ezek. 
xx:xvi. 24 ; Zechar. :x. 8, ff.), before the resurrection of the just, 
all the dispersed Israelites will be gathered together. (Comp. 
Eisenmenger's Entd. Judenth. Th. ii. s. 894, 95.) We may sup
pose the.t the design of this collection is, first to separate them 
from the me.ss of unbelievers, so that they may be removed from 
the punishments that will fall upon that class1 (Luke :xxi. 36, lva 
/CQ.Tagu.,0ijTE f,ccf,v,yE'iv Tavra 7TavTa); e.nd, secondly, to unite 
them more closely together, so that the manifestation of the 
Lord may not be beheld by a few individuals only, but the pri
vilege may be shared in common by the great body of his 
believing people. In relation to the first object, this separation 
e.nd collection of believers has its type in the gathering to
gether of Noah's descepdants in the ark, of Lot's family in Z<?ar, 
and of the Christians of Jerusalem in Pella ( comp. the remarks 

1 The book of the Revelation (xix. 11-21) describes thisjodicial punishment or the 
wicked at the Parousia. The collection of beJievere is not mentioned, but according to 
x,iii. 4.1 it ie presupposed, for in chap. x.x.~ they appear preserved and tuli11g with the 
Lord. The community of believers is the bride (xix. 7), to whom tile Bridegroom comes. 
Tl.te gatilering together of the wicked (Rev. 1<vi. 14, l:i) forms the antithesis to tbut of 
tLe e.aiDts. 
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on Hev. iii. 10) It is only in this view that the following ex
horlations to fidelity ond watchfulness gain their true meaning ; 
for this implies the possibility of escaping the dreadfuJ event8 o.t 
the Parousio, and being protected in the place of safety. As re
gards the angels sent forth with the strong sounding trumpet by 
which the collection is accomplished, it has already been re
marked in the exposition of Mott. xiii. 51, that the expression /J:y

'Y€Aor; is often used in application to human messengers and instru
ments of the Lord. But the words µ€Ta ua">..-rrvyyor; seem to render 
it improbable that we are here to understand cuy'YeMvr; as meaning 
men ; for this mode of speech is never employed in reference to the 
preaching of the Gospel, (comp. Schott. s. l 19.) If there be any 
question as to whether the ua">o..-rrvyf; denotes the power of the 
Spirit by which persons are awakened and brought together for a 
definite object, rather than the communication of a doctrine; then 
it does not appear why this effective energy may not as well be 
ascribed to human individuals who are endowed with the Spirit. 
In the Revelation also ( chap. viii.) the seven angels with tru_rnpets 
may be regarded as meaning personalities who exert upon the church 
a specially powerful, awakening energy (comp. ]Hatt. xxv. 31, con
cerning the angels who accompany Jesus on his return.) 

Ver. 32, 33. Hern Christ concludes the communication of actual 
circumstances connected with the Parousia. In a parable (respect
ing -rrapa/30">..71 see the remarks on Matt. xiii. cl) of a fig- tree-to 
which the Redeemer may have led those around him-be compares 
the course of natural development with the seed of God"s kingdom. 
The sappiness of the branches (a-rra">..6r; literally tender, weak ; this 
is the only instance of its occurrence) is paralleled with what bas 
been stated respecting the near approach of tbe kingdom. (Hence 
the words -rravTa TaiiTa ore not to be applied merely to the con
cluding statements of the Lord, but embrace all that be said in 
reply to the question of the disciples.) Here, the connexion shows 
that we must conceive of the f3aut">o..€{a TOV 0€oii (according to 
Luke xxi. 31) as a state of things, commencing with the rnturn of 
the Lord, wherein good will be predominant even as regards mat
ters of on external nature (comp. the remarks on Mott. iii. 2.) The 
element that operated, after the first advent ( the humiliation) of 
the Lord, in the hidden kingdom of the spiritual life, and could 
only produce comparntively feeble outward effects-because sin still 

VOL. Ill. S 
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hnd the asc-endnncy in the whole spl1erc of its opcrntions-will, nt 
the second coming of Christ, reign t1;umphnntly over the nnturnl, 
as well as the human world. And there is )'et nnother idea com
prehended under the one name, ,Baa-i-X.ela -rov Beov, which, nllhough 
not developed here, is brought out very distinctly at n subse
quent period (in the book of the Revelation)-viz., the l{ingdom 
of the saints upon the renovated earth (Rev. xx.), and the new 
heaven and new earth (Rev. xxi.) The text of Luke somewhat 
differs in this parable ; but tl1e difference is not essentiol. (The 
same parallel is extended to 7rav-ra -ra. o~vopa [ver. 29], and in
stead of i,uf,vew T4 tpv"X."X.a, the expression 7rpo/3a-X."X.ew is used = 
~tt?- [Comp. Gesenius sub. verb.] The words, atp' eaVTWV 

-ywwa-,cetv indicate tl1at independence which can dispense with the 
guidance of another: " accordingly ye con judge from your own 
observation concerning the approach of the kingdom of God.") 

Yer. 34, 35. The use of the second person in the foregoing 
verses, by which the Lord addressed himself directly to the disciples, 
pie.inly showed that the fulfilment of his predictions was viewed as 
taking place in the present; but the following declaration con
veys a still more distinct impression that everything previously 
spoken of (7rav-ra -rav-ra) will come to pass in the life-time of this 
generation (7evea = -,;,.) The statements of this passage can
not be applied either to the church (as the spiritual posterity of 
Christ), or to the people of Israel (as enduring to the end); both of 
tl1ese interpretations are inadmissible, portly upon philological 
grounds, and partly on account of the parallels, Matt. xvi. 28, 
xxiii. 36, in the first of which, the expression ,yevea is circum
scribed by -rw~ -rwv i:J:5e EtTTWTflJV, and µ:i/ 7rapipxea-0ai by µ,;;, 
7rua-aa-0ai 0avaTov. The word ,yevea is not used in tbe sense of 
nation in any one passage, either of the New Testament or of the 
profane writers. If it relates to a particular people, for example to 
Israel, then it signifies tbe members of that people living at 11 par
ticular time. There is only one instance in the version of the LXX. 
(Levit. xx. 18), where ')'EVEa stands for O.V· (Comp. Schleusner 

Jex. in LXX., vol. ii. p. 11.) But if this ;pplication of the term 
to tbe generation then living be retained here, then, according to the 
ordinary interpretation of the passage, it must not be united with 
the reference to the return of the Lord. Hence Schott (s. 131), 
most arbitrarily conjectures that here the discourse suddenly turns 
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hock to the destruction of Jerusalem. Such a turn, when there is 
nothing to occasion it, cnnnot be supposed in any discourse. The 
instances adduced by Schott (s. Ul3) are from the same chapter, 
and labour under the same arbitrariness ; and ns to the observntion 
thnt here the second person is used, whereas ver. 30, where some
thing far later is spoken of, the third is employed (lhfrovTai Tov 
vlov TOV av0pw7TOI.I epx6µevov)-this proves nothing; for the third 
person refers to unbelievers, and the second to believers. The only 
wny of explaining these dif6culties is that over which we have 
already travelled-viz., to view the prophecy as given with a view 
to the immediate present, but in such a manner, that it all includes 
a further reference to the future. 

Jesus (ver. 35) founds the truth of these predictions upon the 
nature of his words generally. They, being imperishable, form the 
antithesis to that which is perishable; whatever is capable of per
ishing, even in the highest and grandest object (heaven and earth = 
the universe), will perish; the word of Christ cannot pass away. 
Here the -word of Christ and the word of God are viewed as per
fectly identical, for the same language was used, Matt. v. 18, in re
spect to the Old Testament as the word of God. And the sentence : 
ol oe "J.hyot µ o v ov µ;, 7Tape71.0corn is by no means to be understood 
as merely meaning that the previous predictions would certainly be 
fulfilled, and that therefo:i:e the word of Obrist is true, for then it 
might be said that all the statements concerning the destruction of 
Jerusalem, having been fulfilled, have already passed away and 
perished ; on the contrary, the language in question traces the cer
tainty of the fulfilment of the prophecies to the eternal nature of 
the word of God, spoken by Christ who is the Word of the Father; 
it follows from the nature of this word that it is ne,er exhausted, 
nnd even its fulfilment does not do away with it or change it, but 
by means of the power that dwells in it, it continually renews its 
youth, nnd retains its force in all circumstances as well as in all 
ages. (John vi. G3.) 

Ver. 36. The foregoing general statement, that the ,yc11ea avT17 
would not pass away till the prophecy was fulfilled ( ver. 3.J.), is now 
more definitely explained by the fact, that it is not designed to 
furnish any exact dotes (i}µepa Kal &pa); these are absolutely 
refused ae impossible. Hence there is uo reason to suppose a con
trn,diction between ver. 34 nnd ver. 3G, assuming which, Schott (s. 

s ~ 
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131) refers. ver. 34, to the destruction of JerusAlem, but ver. 30 to 
the return. On the contrnry, the mode of expression here adopted 
is the only one that cAn be conceived of e.s suited to the circum
stAnces of the cnse. For he.d the Redeemer intended to say that his 
coming wAs yet \"ery distant, such a statement would have entirely 
destroyed the ethical import of the prophecy, viz., the incitement to 
watchfulness which it wAs designed to produce ; and if, on the other 
hand, he had so expressed himself as to say nothing at all about the 
time -when these things would come to pass, this total negativeness 
would have been no less paralysing in its influence. But the re
presentation given by tbe Lord was so formed as to act in a two
fold way ; first, to keep before the mind the constant possibility of 
his coming ; and, secondly, to show the impossibility of fixing upon 
a precise period; the former object was accowplished by ver. 34, 
the latter by ver. 36. 

However, it may be said that ver. 34 does not express the possi
bility, but the certainty, of the Lord's returning in the time of the 
generation then alive. But this very decided form of promise 
(beginning with the phrase, aµ,i]v 'A..byw vµ,'iv) is explained by the 
relative truth which the coming of Christ has in reference to that 
generation in particular, and also to all generations of the world. 
(Comp. the remarks on Matt. xxiv. 1.) The advent is by no 
means to be looked upon as an occurrence happening at a particu
lar time in the remote future, for in that case it would only concern 
the people living at the precise period when it comes to pass, and 
would be of no consequence to previous generations; on the con
trary, it is to be viewed as something extending throughout the 
history of the world, and spiritually near to every one, without 
excluding the fact that the prophecy respecting it will also be 
externally fulfilled in its whole meaning, at the end of the al6>v . 
OVTO',. 

Special notice is due to the peculiar addition of Mark, ovS€ o 
vw,;. The harmony of the manuscripts and versions is a sufficient 
guarantee for its genuineness, but its interpretation is not free from 
difficulty. The first question is, what ought to be supplied after o 
uw,;--'Tov av0p<lnrov, or -rov Beov? The former supplement seems 
to be supported by the juxtaposition with ovSel,; and aryrye'A..ot -rwv 
ovpaJ1Jwv, for these expressions place the creature in contrast with 
the uncreated ; to the former ignorance is ascribed, to the latter 
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knowledge; hence if the Son is represented as participating in the 
former, it seems more appropriate that this should be said of him 
118 Son of Man than as Son of God. But, on the other hand, 7raTr,p 
us the correlate to v[o<;, strongly calls for Tov 0eov to be under
stood, for if 11[6,; did not occur, there can be no doubt that 0eo<; 
would be chosen 11s the antithesis to /1,,yyeXoi and ovod,;. It is true 
it may be said, that in the text of Matthew we find 7ra-njp but not 
vto<;. But the different readings show that tbo expression was not 
deemed quite suitable in this connexion; some have received ovoe o 
via<; from Mark; others have appended µ,ov, which Matthew ordi
narily associates with the application of 7raTTJP to God in the dis
courses of Jesus. Now, although these readings are not genuine 
in the text of Matthew, yet they render it very probable that the 
reading 7raT17p is only founded in the circumstance that ovoe 0 
vlo,; originally preceded in the discourse, but Matthew, from un
known reasons, omitted it. But if the Son of God is here referred 
to, the ignorance of the iJµ,epa and c!Jpa predicated of him cannot be 
absolute, because the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son 
does not permit a specific separation between the knowledge of the 
Father and that of the Son; on the contrary, it must be understood 
as designating the ~evwa-t<; of the Lord in bis position of humilia
tion. Hence, in the parallel passage (Acts i. 7), where the Saviour, 
after his resurrection, declares that it is not compatible with the 
human point of view (ovx, v µ, w v E<TTt) to know the precise period 
of the Parousia, it must not be concluded, from these words in 
Mark, that at tltat time the Lord did not know it. (Comp. the 
exposition of Acts i. 7.) 

All three Evangelists finish this prophetic picture with an exhor
tation to watchfulness ; but in the further illustrations which im
mediately follow the verse before us, they differ so much that their 
representations must be regarded.as independent statements. Mark, 
indeed, does not say anything different from Matthew, but merely 
reports the exhortation to watchfulness in an abbreviated form, 
under a comparison which Mattliew, in the last verses of the chapter, 
gives more at large. Luke, on the contrary (ver. 34-36), has given 
a perfectly independent uccotmt. He first warns against worldliness 
of life (Kpat'TT"a°X.17 literally me11ns a clogging of the head by previous 
µ,e017 ; it 11lso lrns the signification of excessive euting) ; then follows 
un 11clmonition respecting the suddenness of the day ofjudgment, and 
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its destructive charncter to all who live in security1 ; and, lnstly, he 
concludes with an exl1ortation to watchfulness nnd prayer. As the 
objects of prayer, he specifies icaraf;ic.J0ijvai tl.ic<J>vye'iv, and ura0r,vai 
'1µ,r.pou0Ev TOV vioii TOV av0pwr.ov. 'Eic<J>vye'iv, OS we he.ve already 
observed, relates to the idea unfolded, l\iott. xxiv. 31, that the 
saints, after ha,ing been proved, will be withdrnwn from nll the 
calamities which impend at the return itself. But ura0r,vai, which 
has its antilhesis in r.{r.rew (Rom. xiv. 4) denotes recognition a.nd 
acceptance in the judgment. If an af;U)T?J~ of tl.ic<J>vye'iv nnd ura-
8i;vai is required, this, according to the fundamental principle of 
the Gospel, is to be sought, not in a sum of performances, but- in 
f"aith. This faith, however, is to be viewed as R living principle, 
which, springing from the life of the Lord, satisfies him and his 
icp{u~. Luke xxi. 37, :38, furnish historical notices of the Re
deemer·s life during the last days in Jerusalem (how he taught in 
the Temple by day, spent the night out of the city, and again in the 
morning waited for the people); but these have no reference to the 
prophetic announcements. (Respecting ai.,71.tt;e~Oai = l!!i,, comp. 
Matt. xxi. l 7. This is the only instance in the New 'Testament 
where we find op0pit;c.J = C.,:lWi1·) 

Kow Luke xvii. 26, ff., -~_i;ees, in the main, with Mattbew's 
representation (xxiv. 37, ff.) of the conclusion of the discourse con
cerning the Lord"s return. And the exact connexion which the 
passage bas in Luke leaves no doubt as to the fact, that it stands 
there in its original place, l\Iattbew having only removed it in 
accordance with bis custom, and not at all unsuitably, to another 
position. But, on the one bR.Dd, he abbreviates the discourse which 
Luke gives at large, even in such parts as would have been quite 
appropriate to the connexion, (for instance, he omits the example of 
Lot and bis wife, so strikingly as it illustrates the reward of faith 
and the punishment of unbelief [Luke xxi. 28-30, 22]); and 
on the other, be separates wbai would not be adapted to bis design, 
although it belongs to the connexion of Luke (comp. Luke x~i. 
:.13, 37.) 

Yer. 37-39. In the first place, Matthew draws a parallel be-

l Luke here avails Limself of the expressiou -,ra,yl~, snare, noose, which is often usP.d 
r l Tim. iii. 7, ,·i. 9. and in We Old Testument, Prov. ix. 3, xiii. lJ, xxii. 5) for duuger, 
rnin. Tl,e verb KU811µ.a, here denotes the easy, comfortahlc life of mrn indulging in 
~orld}_\· st>curity. 
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twcen the times of the Paronsin, nnd a kindred period in the history 
of the old world-the deluge (Luke xvii. 2fl, 27.) Luke adds 
n second parallel taken from the destruction of Sodom. In both 
cases only a few followed the warning voice of God, and assembled 
in 1t safe mountain-retreat ; the great. mass did not repent or undergo 
any true change of mind, but persisted in the old life of estrange
ment from God. One thing is remarkable throughout the whole of 
this representation, that the contemporaries of Noah and Lot are 
not; by any means, described as wicked and vicious, but merely as 
sensual men. ('Eu0{ew, 7r{ve£v ,c. -r. i\.., and according to Luke 
a'Yopal;ew, 7rw7\.e'iv ,c. -r. i\.. denote only the ordinary business of the 
outward life.) That the vicious will go into perdition is easily 
understood, b!1t the man who, without any glaring evil deeds, wastes 
his life upon external things, fancies himself secure, in this very 
negativeness, from the judgmcnt of God ; he little thinks that his 
whole being is sinful, because it is worldly and alienated from God. 
(James iv. 4-) The discourse of the Lord is directed against this 
carnal security, and not against vice, wbich is condemned by the 
law. 

Ver. 40, 41. This world, full of secure sinners, will be visited by 
tl1e Pa.rousia, and with it the ,cp{ut<;, both of which will brenk in 
upon them with relentless rigour. Good and evil, which coexisted 
and were mingled together, will now be separated; things combined 
in the closest, most immediate relationship, which seemed to belong 
to one another, will now be made known, as in their inmost nature 
perfectly different. Matthew gives the e~ample of companionship 
in t~e labours of the field or in grinding at the mill; Luke (xvii. 
34) adduces the intimate relationship of mnnied persons, who lie 
on one bed, and yet come under the influence of different elements. 
(In the text of Luke ver. 36 is wanting in the best and in the 
largest number of codices, viz., in A.B.E.G.H.K. L.Q.S. Probably it 
has been received from Matthew into Luke. Instead of the futures 
7rapai\.71cf,071ue-rat, acf,e071ue-rat in Luke, Matthew has the present 
tenses, 7rapai\.aµ,/3ave-rat, acf,le-rat. The latter rende1· the descrip
tion more vivid and grnphic. These are the only pussages in the 
New Testament where the antithesis between 7rapai\.aµ,/3avetv and 
acf,dvat occurs. The simplest mode of explt,ining this use of the 
two words is to take 7rapai\.aµ,/3avew, according to Luke xxi. 36, 
in the signification " to receivo and accept as worthy;· " to ndmit 
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into his society," so that it is identical with e,c)..eryew; and ,'ufnevat, 
on the contrary, should be understood as denoting the negative act 
of non-ecceptance.) 

Y0r. 42. Au exhortation to watchfulness is now given as acon
cluding, admonitory thought, drawn from this illustration, nud 
grounded also upon a further reflection-the uncertainty of the . 
period (&pa) when the Lord will come. Here again, of course, the 
conviction, that he will come in the life-time of the generation to 
whom be speaks, is presupposed (as in Matt. xxiv. 34); for what 
force would there be in aI1 exhortation to vigilance, thnt had respect 
to a period of time for beyond the individual life of the persons 
addressed? 

Ver. 4-3-5 l. These thoughts are succeeded in Matthew by two 
other comparisons, which Luke has xii. 36-40; • nnd in this 
instance again we must ncknowledge that the connexion of Luke 
is the original one. For it is altogether improbable that the Lord 
would have frequently repeated these comparisons in such a peculiar 
juxtapos1t10n. Here, as in Luke, the comparison of the ol,cooeu-
7TOT'TJ<: and that of the oov)..oi are blended together, with this differ
ence only, that Matthew gives the precedence to that of the ol,cooeu-
7TOT'r/<:, whereas Luke places it after the other. In regard to the 
import of this mixture, we have already said as much as is neces
sary, in the remarks on the passage in Luke; the only point that 
we now have in view is the relation of the similitudes to the whole 
representation. It is easily seen that the last of the two, which 
Luke also has xii. 42-46 (although in another connexion)
respecting the ooW\.O<; 7TUTTO<; tcai cf,paviµ,o,;; (ver. 45) and the oouXo<; 
«:a.KO~relates to watchfulness (Mark xiii. 34, in his expansion of 
the parallel, draws a distinction between the managing oovXoi to 
whom the Lord commits the eEovuui [Matt. xxiv. 45, and Luke 
xii. 42, view them as superior stewards, to whom the 0epa7rela = 
6epa7rovre,;;-the abstract for the concrete-is subordinated] and 
the 0vpwpa,;;, to whom he gives special prominence as the watcher ; 
comp. Matt. xxv. 6.) The faithful and wise servant watches, arid 
while he considers the period of the Lord's advent uncertain, deems 
it equally possible that it may come in his own time. The bad 
eerv11.Dt (who is a.Ieo the µ,wpa,;;, Matt. xxv. 2) negatively fixes the 
time of the Lord's coming-he thinks it yet distant. (Concerning 
XPovit;w comp. Luke i. 21, xi. 45.) This procrastination is tho 
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strict unfoithfulness of the servant; -nnd the TV'TT"'TEtv ,c. r. 7\.. is to 
be regarded as its consequence. Ver. G J, this is designated by the 
term {J7r/,,cpiut<;, because the XPovtl;ew contradicts the relation of 
the oov7\.o<; to the Lord. The true servant desires the return of Lhe 
beloved Master; the wicked one, who in reality belongs to another 
(the world), wishes it to be deferred, because he dreads it. Where 
there is tho glow of ardent love to God, there is a constant expec
tation of the coming of the Lord; although in the course of the 
Christian conflict, the delay is often too long even for the sincere 
heart (comp. the remarks on Malt. xxv. 7.) vVe have already 
observed on Luke xii. 46, that Matthew appears to have preserved 
the true rending in u7ro,cpirwv ; Luke has the more general term 
/z7r{un,,v, which is not so _adapted to the connexion in Luke, where 
{J7r/,,cptut<; is the very subject of discourse. 

The second comparison-that of the ol,cooeu7r6T7J<;-involves 

greater difficulty ; it does not appear to suit the connexion. Igno
rance of the time when the t.hief would come appears to be the cir
cumstance that prevents the master of the house from watching ; 
now the whole description is designed as an exhortation to vigilance, 
and therefore it might be argued that the watching thns recom
mended would be facilitated if the time were known. But the more 
specific reference of the ol,cooeu7r6r7J<; and KA.E7T"T7J<; has already been 
developed in the exposition of Luke xii. 30 ; in this comparison the 
intention is to represent the other aspect of the Parousia, its rela
tion to the unbelieving world, while that of the oov7\.oi describes its 
relation to believers. In so far, however, as the disciples by no 
means appear as yet entirely excluded from the worldly principle 
and its influence ; this aspect of the Parousia also has an applica
tion to them. For whilst the parable of the servants gives a direct 
v.dmonition as to watchfulness, the same thing is indirectly urged 
by that of the hou~eholder. The day of the Lord"s coming must 
be unlmown to believersl in order that desire may be kept constantly 
awake; unbelievers also are subjected to the same uncertainty, in 
order that judgment may suddenly surprise them in their careless
ness; but this carnal security, while it forms a temptation to be
lievers, on the other serves to excite their watchfulness by the con
trast which it presents. Thus, as the whole Christ is set for the 
foll and rising of many, so also is his Porousiu. (Instead of the 
gener11l terms 7roiq, cf,v7\.a,cf,, or C:,pq, [Matt. xxiv. 010-1-1], Mark 

2 



282 GOSPEi. OF ST MATTHEW XXJ\'. 4:J-f>l. 

xiii. 35, hRs the expressions, oyJ, '? µ,eu-ovv,cr{ov, '? a,).,e,croporpruviar;, 
-t, r.prut This distribution of the night into four vigils is the more 
popular form. Comp. tbe remarks on l\fatt: xiv. 25. .dixoroµ,tiiv 
literally signifies to divide into two pieces; but here, ou account 
of the following words, which are not compatible with the iclen of 
death, the meaning is, to punish severely, to hew, to lash. Mlpor; 
n8lvat -- p~ry i'J~- Comp. Rev. xxi. 8. Concerning ,c).,av8µ,or; 

nnd Ppv,yµ,-0,;; o6ovTruv comp. the observations on Matt. viii. 12. It 
does not appear that the words can be understood here as denoting 
eternal perdition ; they merely designate exclusion from the king
dom of God, which begins with the advent of the Lortl, and the 
torment that results from tbe consciousness of having deserved it ; 
for the further discussion of the subject comp. the exposition of 
Matt. xxv. I 2-30.) 

The following three parables are found only in Matthew ; Luke 
merely bas an analogy (Luke xix. 11, ff.) to the second, in another 
connexion. It is unquestionable that they were all spoken in the last 
period of the Lord's ministry, since they have such distinct refer
ence to the return ; but whether they immediately followed the con
versation on the :'\fount of Olives (chap. xxiv.), cannot be affirmed 
with certainty. However, the three-parables stand in such close con
nexion botb with one another, and with what precedes, as to render 
it very probable, that they were at least delivered not long after the 
discourse respecting the return (chap. xxiv.) For the two first
that of the virgins and that of the servants-contain admonitions 
to be watchful and faithful in expectation of the speedy return of 
the Lord ; and this exactly agrees with the immediately foregoing 
language. Both comparisons represent the blessing attending tme 
devotedness to the Lord, and the curse resulting from a divided 
mind. But, in order to understand these two parables, it is in the 
highest degree important to mark their relation to the tltird. Now, 
whilst the two first are, so to speak, co-ordjnate, the third appears 
to be designed for quite another point of view. This is shown, in 
the first place, by the form of transition (ver. 31, lfrav o~). which 
introduces something new and differnnt; -whilst the second parable 
is connected with the first by a cfJu-7rep ,yap, and the first with 
chap. xxiv. by a TOT€. Then, in the second place, the expressions 
-rrap8lvo,;;, oovXor;, plainly indicate a special relationship to the Re
deemer; in both the first and second parables, the reference is not 

3 
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to men without <listinction, but to the cl1ilclren of the kingdom, 
concerning whose vigilance and fi<lelity judgment is pnssed. In 
tho third, on the cotJtrary, nil nations nppcar before the judgment
seut of Christ, with the exception of true believers (7ravTa Ta 

J!0v17, ver. 32.) And, finally, in the last parable, the goo<l, in 
common with the bud, are represented as perfectly unconscious of' 
their relation to the Lord (ver. 37, 44); whilst, according to the 
two others, both parties appear to net with a consciousness of this 
relation. These important points of difference forbid the supposi
tion that all the three representations relate to one and the same 
fact; but they are explained in a simple manner, if-in accorcl
unce with the Jewish views (comp. Bertholdt christ. jud. p. 176, 
sqq.), which the New Testament confirms-we distinguish the 
general judgment of all nations and individuals (associated with 
the general resurrection), from the kingdom of God and the resur
rection of the just. The establishment of the kingdom of God is 
connected with a sifting of those who belonged to the earthly 
Church (comp. Rev. xx. 4, the preliminary judgment); all who 
stand that trial are members of the kingdom, and participants in 
the marriage of the Lamb, but those who cannot endure it, although 
they oertainly are excluded from the kingdom of God, are nut yet 
eternally condemned. The final decision respecting them takes 
place at the general judgment of the world (Rev. xx. 12.) It is 
true that these two periods are not distinctly sepamted in the whole 
of Matthew's representation ; on the contrary, they prophetically 
coincide; the only place in the New Testament where we find the 
order of succession plainly marked is in the Revelation ; but the 
twenty-fifth chapter of Matthew nevertheless contains sufficient in
timations to render it quite clear thnt it is founded upon the same 
view of the future. 

The ordinary interpretation of this chapter-according to which 
the same thing substnntially is conveyed by all the three represen
tations, viz., that the good will be rewarded nnd the wicked will be 
punished, ancf hence the subject of discourse is merely the general 
topic of the final account that all must render-has some truth in 
it, inasmuch as ull the positions of men have a similarity to one 
nuother, and therefore the different metaphors may be used for all 
relations. But this general applicability of the parnblcs must not 
lend us to overlook the immedinte and sp<:cinl references that pro-
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sent thAmselvcs in each one. (Comp. the further particulars iu the 
remarks on 1\lfntt. xxv. 14, 31.) 

Yer. 1-1:3. Tlie external form of the pRrnble of the ten virgins 
is to be explained from the customs of the Jews. The bride
_groom, accompanied by his friends (viol, Tov vvµ,cf,wvo,:;, or cf,l">..ot 
T. v., John iii. 29), fetched the bride from the house of her fother. 
The b1ide wns surrounded by her companions, who went to meet 
the bridegroom as he approached, nnd then accompanied her with 
torches to the house of th~ bridegroom, where the marriage-supper 
was prepared.1 According to the usual· figure, the Lord now 
represents himself as the Bridegroom who comes to the earthly 
Church, as the bride, that he may conduct her to his dwelli11g. 
As the angels accompany the Bridegroom (ver. 81 ), so the 7rap0e
voi, who await the delayed arrival of the Bridegroom, ure dis
tingui,,;hed from the bride.2 Thus the sense of the parnble as a 
whole is eosily gained; the only question is, bow far the single 
features are to be observed. The only fixed rule by which we can 
be guided in tbe matter is the appropriateness of the reference, and 
this rule, when applied without an)'. force, presents so many inter
esting points of relation in this parable, that it must be considered 
one of the finest in the Gospel. For the more numerous the points 
of comparison that a parable affords without any unnatural or forced 
interpretation, the greater is its perfection. 

Now, in the first place, e.s regards the 7rap0evot, we may remark 
that the expression certainly bas o. special reference, which is best 
perceived when the following parable of the Sov">..ot is placed in con
nexion with this. The terms 7rap0evot and Sov">..ot do not by any 
means designate all members of the Church (Matt. xxiv. 4 5, the Sov">..ot 
are expressly distinguished from the 0Epa'TT'Ela, who are neverthe
less to be viewed as members of the same community-the family 
of God), but only those among them who stood in a position like 

1 Comp. Je.l.in's Hebrew Antiquities, _Part i. B. 2, ~ 179. The Re.bbins e.lso made use 
of tl.iis custom in similar comperieons. (Comp. Wetstein e.nd Ligbtfoot on the pe.ese.gc.) 
1 Macc. ix. 37, :ff., there is a description of an oriental wedding. 

2 In tbe Cod. D:, and several &atboritie&,-for example, the Syriac version· and the Vul
ga1e,-ef1.er the word.ii; i,EiiXBov ~:s O.-rrdJJ'Tf'J'1tll Toil 11uµ.cplou (ver. I), we have also, Kal 

77/o;; vUµ.g,YJ-.. However, this reading rests upon a false view of tbe compariscn; it was 
tLougbt that where tbe bridegroom we.e, tbere tbe bride also must be. But, according to 
orie11te.l custow, tbe bridegroom came to fetcb the bride, and tbe maiden• conducted her 
lo meet llim. 
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that of the apostles and disciples generally towards the person of 
the Lord. But even among thm1e, n distinction may be observed 
between those who1,1e relation to the Lord is chiefly that of passive 
love, and others who are characterised by greater activity; among 
the twelve, the former case is represented by John, the latter by 
Peter. It is true that, in so far as no member of the true Church 
is without both the one and the other characteristic, both compa
risons admit of 11 perfectly general application ; but we must not, 
on this account, overlook the special reference to particular ten
dencies in the Christian life (comp. the exposition of Luke xii. 
35.) The number ten, which Lulrn xix. 13 specifies as that of the 
servants also, appears simply to contain the idea of a limited body. 
According to the Jewish custom, ten form an assembly (',;::r~), and 

hence it was very natural to fix upon this number. (Passages in 
Wetstein in loc. state, that it was usual to -choose just ten brides
maids. But Jahn loc, cit. remarks, that it was customary to have 
as many as seventy; of course this only extended to rich families.) 
The intensity of chaste love to the Lord, which was represented by the 
virgins, well accords with their awaital of the bridegroom's delayed 
approach. Whilst the 8ofiXot are busily at work, and engaged in a 
variety of concerns, the 7rap0evot wait for the beloved, that they 
may meet him. (Comp. the remarks on Luke x. 42, concerning 
Mary and her relation to Martha.) The fact that they are all cha
racterised as virgins is a proof that the antithesis cf,paviµ.ot and 
µ.wpal is not t.o be taken in the sense of good and wicked, for the 
idea of gross transgression is incompatible with love to the Lord. 
The foolish virgins o.re merely to be viewed as representing minds 
who seek tho.t which is pleasing and sweet in the service of the 
Lord, rather than follow him in right earnest, and hence forget to 
labour after thorough renewal, and to build in the right way upon 
the foupdation that is laid ( I Cor. iii. 15.) The parable describes 
this lukewarmness in their nature by saying thut they neglected to 
take any oil in their vessels. (Ver. 4, D..atov does not seem coc
sistent with Xaµ.7raOE<,. But it is explained by the form of the 
ancient torches. They frequently stood in a wooden stick, n vessel 
being let in n.t the upper end, containing a wick, whi0h burnt with 
oil or pitch. [Comp. Jahn lac. cit.] This contrivance united the 
peoulio.ritics of the torch and the lamp.) The parables explained 
by the Lord himself (Mo.tt. xiii.) are proofs that we need not be 
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nfraid of going too far, if we take the single fentures of tbis compn
rison into account as strictly illustrative. According to the pe1·
voding scriptural symbol, the oil designates the Spirit; the virgins 
were not altogether destitute of this higher element of life ; their 
hearts glowed with love to the Lord, which impelled them to go 
out and meet him ; but their faith had no root except feeling, it 
had not snnctificd all their dispositions aud faculties, nnd hence, 
when feeling was no longer sufficient, and nothing but thorough 
self-denial could avail then1, the flame of their love died owny. The 
se~ere discipline that wos necessary is expressed partly by the long 
delay of the Bridegroom's arrival, and partly by the representation 
thnt it wns night. This induced slumber, in which (referring to tbe 
immediately preceding description, Mott. xxiv. 42) the virgins must 
be regarded as o~ercome by temptation. (Ver 5, vvo-T&,w is the 
feebler expression, which signifies to nod the head from sleepiness ; 
1ea0roo.w is the strict designation of deep slumber.) It might indeed 
appear that, in this case, sleep did not indicate a negligent state of 
mind, since all, even tbe c/>poviµ,oi, fell asleep ; but, on account of 
the immediately foregoing and express admonition to watch,-which~ 
according to Mark xiii. 3 7, was addressed to all,-this is hardly to 
be admitted ; especially since this admonition is again prominently 
noticed, Matt. xxv. 13, in tlrn winding-up of the narrative. On 
tbe contrary, the description becomes much more striking if the 
meaning is understood thus: " the Bridegroom delayed his coming 
so long, the.t e.t last even the wise virgins slept... This gives great 
point to the warning a,ypV'TivE1,TE. However, the words µ,Jo-'TJ<; oe 
vvKTo<; ~pav,y1J ,ybyovEJJ, ver. G, show that there were watclters in 
the Church ; although here these are not so decidedly distinguished 
from tbe virgins as in Mark xiii. 34, where the 0vpwp6<; is charged 
with the special duty of watching. The perplexities occasioned by 
the surprise of the Lord's arrival discover the difference between the 
slumbering virgins. Tbe wise ones, who have in every respect com
pletely gi~en themselves up to the Lord, are able not only to rouse 
tLemselves at tbe summons, but to rekindle tbe glimmering torch 
into a vigorous flame. This the foolish ones cannot do, because 
they luck the inward supply of tbe Spirit. They therefore seek spi
ritual support from the wise; but in this critical moment each one 
must stand alone, and hence they are directed to the 7rw">-ovvTE<;. 

It is perfectly uaturn.1 to take the sacred Scriptures nnd their authors 
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ns furnishing the cxplnnntion of this feature in the pnmblc; to these 
the foolish virgins ure reeommemled to resort, thnt they mny fincl 
counsel nnd strength in the distress of their souls. But before the 
extinct life cnn be quickened again, the Bridegroom comes, and 
those who nre not ready see themselves shut out. According to 
this connexion, it is clenr that the words DUil oloa vµas (ver. 12) 
cnnnot denote eternal condemnation, for, on the contrary, the foolish 
virgins are only excluded from the marriage of the Lamb (Rev. 
xix. 7) ; hence they must ~ viewed as parallel with the persons 
described, l Cor. iii. 15, whose· building is destroyed, but who are 
not thereby deprived of hnppiness. These virgins possessed the 
general condition of happiness, faith (from which they cried KVptE, 
,cvptE, &voigov -f,µ'iv, ver. 11); but they lacked the requisite qualifi
cation for the kingdom of Goel, that sanctification which proceeds 
from faith (Heb. xii. 14.1) In the concluding verse (ver. 13) the 
words ev v o via, TOV av0pw7rOV lpxeTat should be removed ; • they 
have probably been inserted from paraJJel passages, such as xxiv. 4-!. 

Ver. 14-30. The external form of the second parable-that of 
the servants-presents no difficulty.2 The &v0pc,:nro<; a7roo17µwv 
(Mark xiii. 34 bas a,7ro017µ0,, the antithesis to lv017µ0,-this is the 
only instance in which the expression occurs in the New Testament), 
according to Luke xix. 12, is an EtJ"/EVTJ<;, descended from a family 
of distinguished rank; he is here represented as travelling to a ais
tance to receive a kingdom there (a type of the installation of 
Christ into his heavenly dominion), but upon bis return, bis nearest 
subjects, the citizens of his own city (7roX'iTat) will not obey him. 
It is quite clear from the parallel in Luke, that the ten ooiiXoi 
(Luke xix. I 3) do not mean all men, or even all Christians indis
criminately, but such as possess a distinct qualification for the 
guidance ancl government of the Church. The mass under this 
guidance are the 7roX'iTat. Matthew designates the endowments 
bestowed upou the ooiiXoi by the term TaXavTov, Luke by µva. 
This variation merely expresses the freedom exercised by the re
porters of the parables of Jesus, in regard to non-essential points. 

1 An interesting interpretation of tlie pnrnlile of tbe ten virgins is given by l.\Ieyer in 
the Blii.tt. fiir hoh. WnJ.rh. Th. 7, s. 2-17, ff. 

2 The trnusition lua7np ytip wnuts the correspondiug member of the sentence. 
Accordiug to Mnlt. xxiv. 37, we rnny supply oVTw~ fa-Tai Kai tJ -rrupovaia TOii uloii TOV 

d:..,8pW7rou. 
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The sum entrusted to the servants is here perfectly uniruportnnt ; 
all that is intended to be shown if', tlJRt the reward of the servant 
depends upon the tf.<c which he mukes of what is committed to his 
charge. The oovMJt are represented as the active members of the 
community, who, with the gifts conferred upon them, carry on the 
external operations for the promotion of the cause of their Lord ; 
and the parable is designed to describe the opposite cases of fide
lity and unfaithfulness. Hence the talents entrusted signify the 
general gifts of nature, so far only n11. these form the condition of 
endowments ";th gifts of grace. This is referred to in the words, 
ver. 15, EKOAT7"<f' KaTa Tt}II iofav owaµ,tv, soil. lowKe. For he who 
is without any natural abilities, is not fitted to be n powerful instru
ment of grace; and a general application of the parable may be 
made, in so far as it may be said that every one is entrusted with 
something, for the right nse of which an account will be required. 
But this application of the comparison is not identical with its ori
ginal reference. According to the very close association with 
chap. xxiv., the withdrawment of the Lord after the distribution of 
the gifts, and his return after a long absence (µ,e-ra XPovov 7ro"A.v11), 
in order to hold a reckoning ("A.o'Yov uV1Jalpew = rationem con
ferre), relates to the disciples, whom the Lord, when he departed to 
the Father, invested with spiritual gifts, that being left to them
selves they might administer till bis return. Hence the whole con
nexion here also requires the assumption that a return nt the time 
of the apostles is spoken of, so that the words µ,e-ra '}(POVov 'TT'o"A.vv 

primarily refer to the expectation of the apostles. As regards the 
circumstance that the apostles were left to themselves after the 
withdrawment of the Lord, it may appear that this stands in oppo
sition to such passages as Matt. :xxviii. 20, "I am with you al way, 
even to the end of the world." But this constant spiritual presence 
of tbe Lord in the minds of his people is often concealed, and im
possible to be traced; it is never destructive of free choice, and 
hence does not exclude faithfulness and unfaithfulness. And as 
to tbe later generations of ooVMJt, who did not see the Lord in the 
body, their endowment with powers from above, of the use of which 
an account will at length be rendered, must be regarded as meaning 
the first living manifestation of Christ in the mind, in the times of 
abandonment to the prosecution of trusts intended to test the zeal 
of man for the 011.use of the Lord. The return of the Lord is the 
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period or reckoning with the oovXoi, involving rewarcl for the faith
ful, nn<l punishment fur the unfaithful. The faithful are clescrib('d 
ns those who have increased whnt wns entrusted to them; that is, 
with these spiritunl powers of Christ, they have cnrried on hi8 
sublime work in his spirit and nature. 

(The expressions employed to designnte foithful labour are ina
/:;Ea-0ai [Luke xix. l O has 7rpoaEp"fal:;Ea0at] and 'TT'OtE'iv. Tbe lnttPr 
nnswers to the Hebrew ;,u.,y and ',:v~. in the signification " to 

ncquire. Compare GescnTi;;s in his L~x. under i1ID:V and ',ye. 
For KEpoalvEw, to make gain, to obtain advantage, Luke xix. 13, 
J 5, uses 7rpa"fµ,aTEVEa0ai, Ota7Tpll"fµ,aTevEa0at, which does not oc
cur in any other instance in the New Testament ; it is the liternl 
word for trade and money tranf',actions, and has even passed into 
the later Hebrew. [Comp. Buxtorf. lex. p. 1706, sqq.J Thus the 
parable is founded upon the supposed case of a merchant ; an idea 
similar to that which occurs, Matt. xiii. 45. It is represented as 
the reward of these faithful labourers, that they will be called to a 

• higher sphere of operation adapted to their desires. The earthly 
relations of the kingdom of God, upon which the oovXoi spent their 
toils, a.re contrasted, as the oXvya, with the 7roXXa,, that is, the o.ffairs 
of the kingdom when it shall be me.nifested in its heavenly, victo
rious form. Luke xix. 16, 19, we find a more particular state
ment; the metaphor being adhered to, ten and five cities are speci
fied as the reward.) 

The manner in which the parable speaks of the third servant is 
peculiar; without having gained anything he brought back what 
was entrusted to him. It is evident that the design is not to de
scribe a man entirely fallen from the faith, nn apostate ; but one 
who, although he has not dissolved his connexion us a servant, or 
squandered his talent, yet from false views of his relation to the 
Lord has not used it to bis advantage. Hence he is called, ver. 
30, oovJ\.o~ aXPefo~; so that he is regarded as u oouJ\.o~ of the Lon.l, 
hut one who has not done his duty. His false view of the Lord 
consisted in overlooking his love, ond supposing in him un inexor-

11 n.Lle legal rigour.1 (Instead of aKX'YJpD~, ver. 2-!, Luke xix. 21 
has avaT'T/PD~, austerus, which does not occur any where else in tl,e 

1 il.1.aaKop'1rit:u111 ver. 24 cmtl 26, is not to be understood ns synonymous with a-rrel

puv; it iR better to tllke it=- :-i:~ 1 in the sen!ie, to purify by means or t\ winnowing 
1,;l1uvel. 

VOL. Ill. T 
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New Testament. Luke somewhat modifies the compnrison, by 
speaking of R a-ovoapiov [sndarium] in which the money wns hid; 
l\fntthew represents it as buried in the earth. The talent rendered 
that impossible which might have applied to R minR,) By this view 
of unfaithfulness, a remarkable contrast is formed between this 
parable and that of the virgins. \Vhilst the guilt of the foolish 
virgins proceeded from thoughtless presumption upon the kindness 
of the master, this oouM', failed through nn unbelieving assump· 
tion of his severity, so that the two comparisons are complements 
to each other, and describe the two leading temptations of believers 
in their relation to the Lord, to nbuse grace, or to exclude them· 
selves from access to it by false legality. 

One point in the rebuke administered by the master to his diso
bedient servant (ver. 27) requires specinl notice, viz. the remark, 
eOEt G"E /:1aA-Ew TO ap,yvpiov µ,ov TO£', Tpa7TE/;frat<,. (Tpa7Te:t;fr,,,, 
from Tpa7Te:l;a, which Luke has here [xix. 23), the banker's table. 
Tcuco<,, interest, profit. Instead of EKOJJ,ta-aµ,'T}v in Mntthew, Luke 
has mpaEa, which is commonly used in reference to money, in the 
sense of exigere, extorquere.) We cannot regard these words as 
n perfectly idle sentence, for they furnish an appropriate thought. 
The fearful servant who dreaded his master, had evidently refrained 
from laying out the property committed to him, in the way of inde
pendent activity for the interests of his master, because he was 
afraid of losing it; that is-to drop the metaphor-the dangers con
nected with activity for the kingdom of God on earth, on account 
of the manifold temptations and opposing forces of the world, keep 
many persons, who lack faith in the help of God, from going be• 
lievingly to work according to their abilities. These timid natures, 
who are not adapted for independent labour on behalf of the king· 
dom of God, are now advised at least to associate themselves with 
persons of greater strength, under whose guidance they may apply 
their gifts to the service of the Church. The first thing mentioned 
as the punishment of total unfaithfulness is the loss of the gift en
trusted, which is then committed by the command of the Lord to 
the servant who was endowed with ten talents. The rule that fol-, 
lows (ver. 29) in_connexion with this proceeding, bas already been 
explained in the remarks on Matt. :ii:iiL 1~; its recurrence here in 
e.n entirely different connexion cannot be considered strange, when 
it is remembered that the idea it contains is of such n nature, that 
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tho Redeemer could employ it in the most multifarious applica
tions. The fundament11l idea of the rule-viz., that goodness iA 
blessed by the certainty of still richer benefits being afforded to 
him who receives it into his heart, while it is the curse of sin that 
it makes even poverty poorer still-is perfectly applicable here. 
Whilst blessings are heaped upon the faithful, the unfaithful man, 
stripped of all the gifts conferred upon him, is cast out into dark
ness (ver. 30.) Here again, the immediate reference is not to 
eternal condemnation, but to exclusion from the f3aaiXda, into 
which the faithful enter. The degree of guilt in the case of the 
unfaithful, affords the possibility of their being awakened to true 
repentance. The /3aat°Ada is viewed as the region of light, which 
encircles the darkness. And in reference to this point, the meta
phorical language of Scripture is very exact in the choice of ex
pressions. Concerning the children of light who are unfaithful to 
their vocation, it is said that they are cast into the u,coTo<;; but, 
respecting the children of darkness, we are told that they are con
signed to the wiip aU,vi,ov ; so that each one is punished by his own 
opposite. 

As regards the points of difference presented by Luke, in this 
parable of the ooii°Aot, we may remark, first, that they consist in the 
conduct of the accessory party of citizens, who would not that the 
lord should reign over them. Whilst the one ooii°Ao<; represents 
an inactive member of the body of Christ-the Church-who failed 
to perform his duty, these citizens are open rebels, and hence their 
lord orders them to be killed. It is evident that this penal pro
ceeding is essentially distinguished from the reproof administered 
to the one servant. According to the connexion in Luke-as we 
have already observed-the wo°A'iTat signify the Jews who engaged 
in a hostile opposition to Jesus, and, in the wider sense, all real 
enemies of Christ. In the second place, the two narrators differ 
in the circumstance that, according to Matthew, the distribution of 
the talents was unequal, but the profit realised upon that which 
had been received was equal; whereas in Luke, on the contrary, 
every one receives the same, but the amounts gained are different. 
It certainly is a superficial mode of interpretation to explain away 
these points of variation, as features of no importance ; there is no 
doubt that they have their distinct applications. However, I can
not agree with Sohleierme.cher (comp. the remarks on Luke x;x. 

T ~ 
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I I, ff.) in the opinion, thnt they render tho pnmblcs spccificnlly 
different. The representntion of lVlatthcw expresses the idea. that 
the Lord himself distributes gifts differently even nmo11g his dis
ciples, while lie assigns to one n greater, to another o. smaller, 
sphere of operation ; but that the Redeemer only looks at the ap
plication which each one makes of what is bestowed upon him. 
Luke, ou the other hand, shows how equnl degrees of endowment 
on the part of the Lord may result in inequality, by means of the 
different degrees of activity on the part of men. Now, as the ten• 
dency of the whole parable is to describe the influence of human 
fidelity in the kingdom of God, the representation of Luke, which 
places this most prominently in view, deserves the preference before 
that uf J\fatthew. 

Yer. 81-46. By means of the third and last comparison re
specting the coming of the Lord-as we have alreo.dy remarked 
on xxv. l-we now obtain the proper data from which to fix the 
meaning of the two preceding ones. The form of transition, .. 1hav 
oe, indicates something different e.s the subject of discourse in the 
similitude that follows; hence it cannot be admitted .that (as 
Schott thinks, loc. cit. s. 168, ff.), both in the foregoing parables 
and in the words now before us, the reference is to the last judg
ment. This learned man has, indeed, given a triumphant refuta
tion of the hypothesis that the comparisons relate to the destruction 
of Jerusalem; to which event we cannot refer o single feature 
throughout the whole three, and which can only be brought into 
-view, in so far as the description in the twenty-fourth chapter re
presents the coming of Christ as connected with it, although not 
identified with it. But according to the view he maintains, that all 
three comparisons have reference to the lust judgment, the third 
cannot be shown to have any peculiar character, the o[,caioi and the 
aoi,coi of whom it speaks being me.de perfectly parallel with the 
faithful and unfaithful servants. If, however, the third parable 
treats of something different from the previous ones, this cannot be 
auything else than the judgment of unbelievers, while, in the two 
thaL precede, the subject is the sifting of believers. It is true tho.t 
if we understand the persons judged, in the parable of the sheep encl 
the goats, to mean e.11 men without exception, the expression wavTa 

Ta e0V'TJ suits this view very well; but then, in t!te first place, it 
does not appear wl10 the aoeMf,oi XptUTOU h,.axiuTot ( ver. 4 0) 
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nm. If the nssemblnge consists of nll men, then it follows of ne
cessity thnt believers themselves must be comprehended under 
that designation; but it is evident that in these words they ore 
distinguished from the ol,catot and the &oi,cot. In tlte second place, 
nccording to the above interpretation, the fact that all the ol,catot 
could say, ,c{,pte, 'TT'OTE ue dooµev 'TT'EtvwvTa "· T. J\.., ver. 37, is in
explicable. Believers would know that the Lord regards what is 
done to his brethren as done to himself. If it be said that this 
is the language of humility, we must oppose such a view, for 
Cln·istian humility is by no means to be conceived of as devoid 
of consciousness. It knows what it does, and it consists in this
that it does not acknowledge its works ns its own, but as the works 
of God in it. (Such was the humility of Paul, who boasted : " I 
have laboured more than ye all," but adds, " yet not I, but the 
grace of God that is in me," I Cor. xv. 10.) And, lastly, the 
hypothesis that all men, even believers and perfectly just men, are 
here to be understood by the term o{,caiot, is directly contrary to 
the doctrine of the New Testament, that believers shall not come 
into judgment (comp. John iii. 18, v. 24; l Cor. xi. 31.) 

Nor is there any more ground for the opinion, that, in the 
parable of the sheep and the goats, merely Christians, without un
believers, are meant. For, in addition to the arguments adduced 
in refutation of the view just considered-all of which apply to this 
as well-to take the expression 'TT'avTa Td. l0VTJ as referring to the 
Christian Church, is utterly unsound. It is, indeed, said that it 
denotes the Church of the Lord collected out of all nations; but 
it is impossible to show that an expression, the fixed meaning of 
which is so different, can be employed in this sense. Hence, the 
only alternative is to understand the term as denoting all men, 
with the exception of believers-t/1at i·s, all uubelievers; and 
this interpretation being adopted, the parable preserves its own 
internal harmony, as well as its true position in relation tu 
those which precede.1 The expression 'TT'avTa Ttt f0VTJ then per
fectly couesponds with the Hebrew O~i1'i] ',5, in opposition tu 

the people of Israel. The collective body of believers is now 
viewed as Israel. These do not come into judgment et all, but 

l Tbis eensc of the 11nrnblo has nlren,ly b~en vc•ry ju:--lly Rckuo"le<lge<l by Keil (in l1i~ 
fl.11(\ Tzschirner'a Annkklcn, B. i. s, 3.) 
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11t the resurrection of the just enter into lhe joy of the kingdom of 
God. Those who ore idle and do not practise fidelity to their faith 
ore separ11tcd from the kingdom of God ; but this act of separation 
must not be confounded with the general judgment. Accordingly 
the a&X<f,o{ of Christ (ver. 40) are easily distinguished from unbe
lievers who 11ppear in judgment; tbe aO<i)uf,ol are believers; and 
because tbe o{,cawi receive them (oex€a-8ai), they receive the re
ward of prophets, righteous men, or believers. ( Here compare the 
exposition of the whole passage, 1v[att. x. 40-42.) There is a 

meaning in the profession, '7!"0T€ Se (T(i erooµ,ev, when it is taken as 
the language of unbelievers; for even the obcaioi among them must 
be viewed as excluded from the higher consciousness wrought by 
the spirit of Christ; the power of love was active in their hearts, 
without their being themselves conscious of what they did. Now 
if this comparison be taken in connexion with the foregoing ones~ 
it will be seen how well, according to our interpretation, they com
plete each other. In the two first parables the sifting of believers 
is represented in conformity with their two leading dispositions, the 
contemplative and the practical ; then this is followed by the judg
ment of the mass of unbelievers; the former is to be viewed as 
tuking place at the resnrrec.tion of the just, the latter at the goneral 
resurrection of the dead. These two matters make up the whole 
of the Redeemer·s beatific and punitive procedure at his coming.1 

It is true this explanation of the third parnble appears to give 
rise to other difficulties which do not press upon the first-named 
hypothesis. For, according to our view, unbelievers (the ot
,cawt) would be received to favour, whereas, Heb. xi. 6, it is said 
that "without faith it is impossible to please God," and Rom. iii. 
28, "Man is justified (alone) by faith." And furlher, good works 
would be presupposed in unbelievers, whereas "whatsoever is not 

I The remarks of De Welte, in opposition to this interpretation of the third compari
son, as applying only to the judgment of non-Christinns-that is, those who are not the 
subjects of true regeneration-have not convinced me of its unsoundness. On the con
trary, J twnk the only thing that has led this scholar to reject my exposition is the un
historical assertion., that Matthew makes no distinction between the millennial and the 
eterw,I reigns of Christ. If it be considered that thi• distinction was a genere.l Jewish 
idea, it cannot he understood how Matthew could be free from it, eopecie.lly when we 
take into account the way in which, as De Wette allows, the whole representation of 
Metthew is modified by the national element. And if Mntthew observed thio distinction, 
•he relation of the tllree parables cannot well be determined in any other manner tbA.n 
tlrnt in which I have attempted to define it. 
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of foith is sin" (Rom. xiv. 23.) But according to the ideas un
folded, Rom. ii. 14, ff., iii. 21, it is by no means consistent with 
Scripture to view the non-Christian world as absolutely excluded 
from good works, or from that faith which alone can produce good 
works; on the contrary, in all nations there are noble minds who 
follow out their knowledge with great fidelity, and are to be regarded 
as righteous persons. Only the degree of knowledge and faith in 
these non-Christian devout men must be estimated as very subor
dinate, and hence the point of view which they occupy, as such, is in 
reality nothing but susceptibility for the operations of the grace of 
God in Christ. Now if, in the providence of God, they do not 
experience these operations on earth, we cannot on this account con
sider them excluded from happiness; what they here desired with
out receiving it, they will realize hereafter. The only persons shut 
out from salvation are those who, in the full enjoyment of all the 
actings of grace, without any desire after God, or any :fidelity to 
their knowledge, waste the gifts entrusted to them. 

Ver. 31-33. The Parousia of the Son of Man at the judgment 
is here described just in the same manner as Matt. xxiv. 30. The 
prophetic form being adopted, the several circumstances at and 
after the advent of the Lord, although not exactly interchanged, 
are not pie.inly and chronologically distinguished. No precise 
account of the order is given till we come tu the Apocalypse, and 
the de.ta there supplied are the guide by which the elements in 
these passages must be separated. In the same way we may ex
plain the circumstance that Matt. xxiv. 30 does not differ at all 
from this description of the appearing of the Lord at the general 
judgment,_ although its primary reference is to an earlier period in 
the revelation of his glory. (Just in the same manner the prophets 
of the Old Testament immediately connect with the appearing of 
the Messiah all those effects of his work which would only be un
folded in thousands of years.) Instead of the &-y,ye)\..ot that here 
form the retinue (Matt. xxiv. 30, the ovvaµtc;) of Christ, who is 
described as the Sovereign, in Rev. xix. 14 (comp. this with ver. 8 
and Jude ver. 14), the /i,yioi are mentioned. Now as our passage 
also (ver. 40) intimates that these will be present, the expl'ession 
&,y,ye)\..o,; is probably to be taken here in I\ comprehensive sense, so 
us to include also the just made perfect (Heb. xii. 23.) (Compare 
Zech. xiv. 5, where the description of the ndvent of the Lord repre-
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~ents the O.,U,rtj? as nppearing with him. It is true thnt, nccording 

to the modern· hcbraism, this term is understood to mean the 
angels, but it is II question whether it does not contnin on intimn
tion of the iden 1lint those men who were glorified in ancient dnys 
will be with the Messiah, and will appear with him. The LXX. 
render the passage 7rav'TE<; ol li,yioi. In regard to the form of this 
similitude, it may be observed that it is but imperfectly worked out. 
ln reality it combines two compnrisons which cross each other. The 
Hedeemer is first compared to a king, who sits upon a throne and 
pronounces judgment; and secondly to a shepherd who divides the 
,;beep. The a<f,opll;eiv im·okes the idea of the Kplveiv-the separa• 
tion of elements, mingled up to that time, into the two classes, good 
and bad. The metaphor of the sheep and the goats is found iu the 
Old Testament (comp. Ezek. xxxiv. 15, ff.; Isaiah xiv. 9); and 
indeed it is a common Old Testament idea, that the right is that 
which is approved and loved, the left that whiob is rejected. 

Yer. 34-36. In the first place, the U1taioi are commended by 
the king, and represented as heirs of the kingdom (Matt. v. 5.) By 
the divine kingdom, we are here to understand the perfect state of 
the creation, called in another place (Rev. xx.i. l, ff.) the new heaven 
and new earth. There the characteristic of the f3a,nXda -rov 
eeov, tbe dominion of the will of God, which extends by degrees, 
will be completely perfect (l Cor. xv. 27); for the very last mani
festations of evil will be destroyed, and the harmony disturbed by 
sin will be restored. Hence the relation between the kingdom of 
Christ on enrth and Lhis eternal f3aa-iXela Tov 7raTpoi; is as follows: 
in the former, although that which is good prevails, yet evil is 
not entirely separated ; in the latter the influence of evil is perfec_tly 
annihilated. Here a difficulty occurs, on account of this /3aa-iXda 
being represented in our passage as prepared for the KA'T}povoµ,oi 
( Rom. viii. 1 7) from eternity ( 'YJ'Toiµ,aa-µ,EV'TJ am> 1ta-ra/30Xi]i; KOa-
µ,ou.) Comp. Matt. xiii. !35; Ephes. i. 4. Similarly, ver. 41, the 
7rup al,wvwv is described as prepared for the wicked. (The reading 
o •7rn{µ,aa-ev o '1r<Vr'TJP µ,ov muet yield to the ordinary reading ; but 
it makes no difference in the sense, Lecause 'YJ'Totµ,aa-µ,evov can only 
Le explained by supplying vrro 'TOV 7ra-rpoi;.) But in the latter 
ease the a?To KaTa/3oXiJ<; Koa-µ,ou is wanting, and this is 11 circum
stance that must not be overlooked. Often as the election of 
b~lievers i!' represented in the Kew Testament ns eternal and depen· 
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clant upon the predestinntion of God, it is never said of the wicked, 
tlmt they are prcdestinatecl as such. 

We lmve fully discussed the relation of the important doctrine con
nerning the divine determination to the worlds of evil and of good, in 
the expcsition of the principal passage that treats on that subject 
(Hom. ix.) Here therefore we only offer the following remarks. Ac 
cording to the nature of the opposition between good and evil, which is 
only relative, no one is out of God or besides God, but only through 
God and in God. Hence the doctrine of Scripture-which proceeds 
from the deepest knowledge of divine things-traces what is good 
in the creature to the only eternal Good, and accordingly teaches a 
predestination of the saints; for he who is good and happy can 
only become so by God's will and choice. This divine choice, how
ever, does not destroy freedom, but establishes it ; although the 
rigl,t of election, the power to choose evil, is done away by grace, 
and this want of ability to choose is identical with true freedom. 
But the case is different with evil. God, who is entirely free from 
evil, determines no one to evil; to deal with evil is the prerogative 
of the creature. .Hence sin, proceeding from the creature, has not 
the characte1· of being absolute. After evil has come into action 
through the creature, its punishment may be ascribed to God, but 
God can never appoint even the wicked themselves to wickedness. 
The Holy Scriptures, indeed, in perfect harmony with this, teach a 
praedestinatio sanctorum (although without gratia i1Tesistibilis), 
but they say nothing about a reprobatio impiorum. He who 1s 
happy is so through God and through God alone; be who is 
unl1appy is the.sole cause of his own misery. 

The works of love performed by the 8{,caiot are now mentioned, 
ns the proofs by which they evince their calling to the kingdom of 
God, (Comp. such passages in the Old Testament1 as Isaiah !viii. 
U, 7; Job. vi. 14, xxii. 6, ff., where also eternal life is connected 
with works of love.) These, ns works of true love, presuppose 
living foith; for faith nnd love are ns inseparable as fire and 
w11rmth ; the one cannot exist in its real nature without the other ; 
1111d if they ever nppear isolnted (1 Cor. xiii. 2), the object always 
is to give prominence to the true clmrncter of the one or the other. 
Accordingly the reference is not to external actions of charity-

1 From these 6ources the snme view has al~o been i-eceht>d by the Rnbbins. Compar& 
J.-dkut Rub. fol. 4.~, rplicunrp1e hospitalitntf'm libenter exereet, illins est p•n·Rdisus. 

3 
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these may be lp,ya ve1'pa ;-the subject of discourse is the living 
effluence of the inward tide of love. It is in such love that godli
ness consists, for God is love. 

Yer. :37-4.0. The ignorance of the devout men respecting their 
works is humility, but not Christian humility, which cannot be 
conceived of as unconscious, because the Christian life, in its per· 
fection, presupposes the highest consciousness. Such passages as 
Matt. vi. 3 cannot be applied here, for they do not commend the 
absence of consciousness, but merely discountenance any appropri
ation of works as our own. The dialogue of course is to be regarded 
as the form of the similitude, but it has its truth inasmuch as tlle 
interior nature of man will manifest itself, at the judgment, in its 
proper character and will, as it were, utter a real language. To 
those who have been actuated by a hun1ble childlike love, there will 
tllen be a disclosure of the living connexion that subsists between the 
Redeemer and his people, so that what is done to his brethren is 
done to him. (The expression fU"pol, as we have already shown, 
in the remarks on 1'1:att. xviii. 6, is applied to believers, partly in 
reference to the world and its persecutions, and partly in reference 
to regeneration. But here eMxurTor;; is employed in opposition to 
µhyar;;, and among the aoe)t.,cf,0£ themselves, great and little are dis
tinguished, as Matt. v. 19. The distinction is designed to point 
out in a striking manner the difference between the act and the 
recompense; love exercised towards the least of the brethren is fol
lowed by the richest reward.) Tlle brethren are represented as pre
sent (TOV"Tc.>V TWV aoe)t.,cf,o,v) and as distinguished from the ol-
1'a£0£ to whom the language of the Judge is addressed. Hence the 
scene may be described as follows: those who are judged stand 
before the Bpovor;; of Obrist, on the right and on the left; then by 
tlw side of the Judge, and therefore not appearing injudgment, stand 
believers, who do not come into judgment, but in and with Obrist 
judge the world (I Cor. vi. 2.) 

Yer. 41-46. The very same criterion by which eternal life is 
secured to the f,{,ccuoi, forms the reason why the liSucoi are con
signed to 1COMr:nr;; alwvwr;;. As he who can love has the power to 
receive love, and love is happiness and eternal life itself, so the 
privation-0f love ie misery and incapability of happiness. Accord
ingly the punishment here spoken of is not arbitrary or positive; 
the punishment of lovelessness is association with the loveless alone, 

2 
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in that state of discord in the external as well ns the internBl life, 
which constantly proceeds from the absence of love. And hence 
tho H:6?...autr; aldJ1Jtor; is not identical with exclusion from the marriage 
(Matt. xxv. 13) ; on the contrary, the expression denotes eternal 
condemnation. Nor can the strictness of the antithesis be sub
jected to the slightest exegetic alleviation, on• account of the term 
f;wi] alwvior; ; for the observation of De W ette,-tbat if a strict anti
thesis were intended, annihilation must have been specified in oppo
sition to life,-is sufficiently refuted by the fact that here the predo
minant idea expressed by the word l;wi] is not that of existence, but 
that of holy and happy being. And in regard to the view founded 
upon the antithesis between good and evil generally,-that good 
alone is eternal and rests in the being of God himself, whilst evil is 
an accident, having nothing substantial in its nature, and therefore 
the consequences of evil which is temporal, can only be temporal
we allow that these ideas certainly are not devoid of truth. But at 
the same time, it must not be overlooke.d, that the mode of represen
tation adopted in the Scriptures nowhere favours the hypothesis of 
the a7roKaTauTautr; Twv 7ravTwv by any positive declarations, and 
hence in the exegetic examination of this question-which at last 
resolves itself into the view taken of free choice and its relation to 
divine agency-it is best to adhere to the mode of expression which 
Scripture itself bas selected. However-, the doctrine of H:6?...auir; 

alwvtor; is not to be sought in every place where the punishment of 
sin is mentioned; this has been done long enough. Throughout the 
New Testament, redemption is the object kept in view, o.nd hence 
the Lord, here as always, concludes his discourse not with condem
nation, but with eternal happiness. And with a glance at this, we 
will pass on to the consideration of that gospel of love, which the 
disciple of love has bequeathed to us, wherein the secret things of 
God, and especially the profound counsels of bis grace are disclosed. 
The eternal Word proceeding from the bosom of the Father, in 
order that he might bring the happiness of eternal life to those who 
were lost, fathomed the gulf of all sin and suffering, sealed the 
bond of"peace with his own sacred blood, ancl thus found an eter
nal redemptionfor all. 
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EXPOSITION 

OF THE 

GOSPEL OF JOHN. 

INTRODUCTION. 

§ 1. OF JOHN PERSONALLY. 

AccoRDING to the evangelic history, the two celebrated brothers 
among the twelve apostles-John nnd James-were born in Beth• 
saida1 in Galilee. Zebedee and Salome were their parents / the 
former supported himself by fishing in the neighbouring sea, but 
he does not appear to be further mentioned in the Gospels as of 
any importance spiritually. Salome, on the other band, was amongst 
the women, who in outward respects imparted help to the Saviour 
from their own resources, and whose affection towards him whom 
they had learned to honour as the Messiah, was so great that they 
did not forsake him even at his cross (Mark .xv. 40.) By this 
pious mother the first germs of religion may have been dropped into 
the heart of the 11ori. The parents of John do not appear to have 
been altogether poor ;3 the acquaintance which· he himself bad with 

l The Hebrew nnme of the place is M:!.,.~ M.,,?., answering to the German Fiscllhaus 
(Fish-house,) 

2 The admission of 11, rel11,tionship between the family of John Wld that of Jesus, ;,. 
indeed 11,pocryph<Ll (Thilo Cod. Apocr, vol. i. 363), but yet it throws light upon many 
things, for example, the otherwise extraordiuary net of the dying Saviour in com
mending Mory to John, Salome must have been the daughter or the sister of 
Joseph. 

3 The fishing on the Galile<Ln Sea oo.nnot possibly have <Lllowed the acquisition of 
much we<Llth. Lucke appears to deduce too much from Luke v. 10, when he umhr-
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the High Priest (not merely with his servants, John xviii. 15) in
dicates a certain responsibility in the family from which John hnd 
descended. 

Meanwhile this is a very unimportant circumstance, nud we cnn 
in no wise infer from it any splendid training which he may have 
enjoyed, and which seems betrayed by the subsequent l)ent and the 
peculiar activity of his mind. The appearance presented by our 
Evangelist is to be accounted for purely by his elevated calling, 
which was to attain its most happy and complete development under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit. This his vocation to act for lofty 
divine ends, first disclosed itself in conjunction with the Baptist. 
In him the Evangelist rightly recognised the first rays of the 
nppronching sun, and while he was attracted by their lustre, the 
light whose power they displayed, led him to the fountain itself 
from which it gushed forth ; John ea.me by means of the Baptist to 
Jesus. (John i. 35.) John soon belonged, with his brother James 
and Peter, to the Lord's most select and confidential circle; but he 
alone rested on the bosom of Jesus, on which account he is com
monly called brurrTJ0to<;. 

The relationship of Christ to James is not precisely known ; but 
what we learn of Peter is quite adapted, on account of the contrast 
with John's mode of thought and disposition, to place this latter 
evangelic character in a clearer light.1 In Peter, manly force 
and fiery ardour predominated; while John appears like a virgin
nature, gentle, tranquil, wrapped in himself. Ardour continually 
brought Peter forward as the spokesman of the apostles, so long as 
the Lord was with them on earth, and after the Lord's ascension 
to heaven, as the representative and disputant on behalf of the 
infant Church; while John neither travelled much, nor addressed 
large masses of people, nor converted great numbers, but rather 
reposed in quiet and retiring activity-so long as the Lord continued 
his work upon earth, leaning on his breast--and after he returned to 

stands the passage as if the fs.miliee of John and Peter were in partnership, so o.s to 
ce.n-y on tLe trade of fishing on o. le.rge scale. The expression, ~uav ,cou,wvol -r~ 
l:.i.µ.wvL certainly ce.nuot be rPndered, "they were friends, companions of Simon," Tllf, 
tlu.tivr requires tl.ae translu.tion, u thf>y werP. in association with Simon,'" namely, in 
ti.ieir business; but there is nothing to ehew that this association was a permanent one. 
Tlte simplest plan is to understand the words ae meaning that they were at t..l.u1t tiwo 
carrying on the 6.sl.iing in combination, pE>rhape ouly for n few <lays. 

1 Compare the Comment on M11lt. zh·. 28, ff'. 
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the l◄'utlter, listening wiLh an open spiritual ear to Iii:; secret revo
lutions. 

It may therefore be said, thnt whilst Peter loved Jesus more than 
the other disciples did (John xxi. 15)-tbnt is, whilst in him the 
nctive energy of love possessed greater fnlness-J esus loved John 
more than he did the rest ; tbut is, the susceptibility to the powers ol' 
the upper world-the neg11tive, passive capability oflove-presented 
itself as predominant in John. Accordingly, whilst the activity of the 
practical life devolved upon Peter n.s bis appointed occupation, John 
was the apostolical representative of everything sublime in the 
mystic and the intellectual. He wns not called first to cut the way 
with the sword of the Spirit, as Peter and Paul, but to conduct 
those churches which had been founded, which were growing 
and developing, into the depths of the inner life, and to unfold 
to them the treasures of knowledge. Grotius meant something 
similar to this when he termed John </Ji">..ot7J<rovr;, but Peter </Jt">..o

XPt<TTor;; only, in these terms, be did not exhibit so much John's 
susceptibility of love-the maidenlike feature of bis character-us 
his affection for the human person of the Sn.viour; whilst Peter 
loved not so much his person as bis office and function. Nice as 
this distinction is, I do not think it altogether true, since a stronger 
impulse of love plainly manifested itself in Peter, even tow11rds the 
zierson of ,Jesus; only, this disciple never betrayed so much woman
like susceptibility as we discover in John. 

Much, however, of the information which the Gospels supply con
cerning John, certainly slands in opposition to this viuw of his 
cltaracter ; so that we might believe this tenderness of love and 
intenseness of nature to have been founded not so much in his 
calling and natural disposition, as in a work of grace within him. 
But while it is undeniable that the power of grace purifies and 
transforms the sinful peculiarities of man, it is quite as certain that 
it does not substitute opposite characteristics for the natural dis
position. It by no means converts the tender, gentle soul into a 
Luther, and changes one full of energy and force into a Melancthon ; 
but it sanctifies and perfects those natural abilities of man which in 
their first germs are imparted by God. 

Hence it certainly cannot be supposed that John, before his 
second birth, possessed an ordent aspiring temperament like Peter's, 
for out of this, such a nature as J olm's pever could have been 

VOL. III. L' 
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formed; nor can nnJthing nmounting to proof be deduced from 
those pesseges which ha'\"'e been appealed to in support of such 
an assertion. The main passage is Luke ix. 54, compared with 
1\1:ark iii. 17. According tlJ the first passage, both the sons of 
Zebedee, John and James, said (when the inhabitants of a Samari
tan town would afford no shelter to Jesus), '' Lord, if thou wilt, \HJ 

will command that fire fall from heaven and destroy them, as 
Elias did." Jesus, l10wever, rebnked them and said, 'Know ye 
not of what spirit ye are the children ?" In the other passage, 
both brothers are called viol /3povT'YJ<;, indicating a character likely 
to utter such expressions as that which bas just been adduced. 
But, in the explanation of Luke ix. 54, it has been shown, in the 
first place, that no connexion subsists between these passages, while 
the epithet viol f3povn7<; points out nothing censurable, but de
signates the new name,-that is, the new nature of both Zebedee·s 
children; e.nd, in the second place, that the ebullition of anger agains~ 
the Samaritans affords no evidence of a peculiarly vehement tempera
ment, but merely indicates a momentary exchange of the spirit of the 
Old and New Testaments, and of their relative positions. Keeping, 
then, in view the character of John, as it so frequently oppears
affectionate and intense, yet without feebleness or effeminacy-this 
occurrence will not lead us into any error as to its essent}nl 
tone. We do not regard the passages Matt. xx. 20, ff., or the 
parallel, Mark x. 35, ff., as affording any more evidence than those 
quoted above with respect to the aspiring tum in J olm's disposition. 
According to Matthew, the mother asks with the two sons; accord
ing to 1{ark, the sons aloue ask for two places of_ honour in the 
kingdom of the Lord, at his right hand and at his left. 

It is probable that the propensity, naturally cleaving to every 
man, to become eminent and e-xaltecl, on this occasion was stirring 
in the minds of the two disciFles; but yet, according to the context, 
this certainly was not the radica.l principle of their inner life, and 
the motive of their request; for the Lord did not rebuke ambition 
and want of purity in this request, but merely their ignorance of 
the greatness of what they asked. " Ye know not what ye ask," 
suid Jesus, "and what would be the consequence of that which ye 
desire." It is also more than probable that the inmost meaning of 
this petition was, that they might ever be, and might have the power 
of remaining, in immediate nearness to him whom they loved with 
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nil tlieir soul. (The some view has alrendy been indicnted in the 
Commentary on the passages quoted.) It is obvious that it was 
not so much what the two disciples asked, as the manner in which 
the Ten expressed themselves in reference to this (ver. 24), that 
gnve rise to the subsequent address of Jesus (Matt. xx. 25, ff.), and 
the words in which he ponrtrnys dominion in the kingdom of God 
nre intended rather to furnish the Ten with a description of the na
ture of such dominion than to reprove the sons of Zebe<lee. They 
express the sentiment : "It is well to strive after dominion in the 
kingdom of God, since no one rules there but he who is most 
humble and most lowly; if, therefore, the two disciples seek for 
·themselves places of dignity in the kingdom of God, they desire 
that which presupposes the deepest humility and the purest love.'" 
Accordingly, we can only infer that, while John participated in the 
general sinfulness of human nature-which is evident of itself-he 
was endowed by God with the greatest loveliness, in order to exhi
bit in him, tluougb the transformation of his nature by the regene
rating power of grace, that very engaging aspect which has always 
excited the admiration of the Church. 

With regard to the later circumstances of John's life, it appears 
from Gal. ii. 9 that he spent a considerable time in Jerusalem, and 
a recent tradition 1·eports that he lived there until the death of :Mary, 
the Lord's mother-who is said to have died in the year A.O. 48-
iu order that be might completely fulfil the charge of the d)•ing 
Saviour to take care of his mother. If this information cannot be 
regarded as founded in history, still the date certainly approaches 
very closely to the truth, 

Many of the journeys attributed to John are not recorded, nor 
does his character rendet· it likely that they eve1· were taken. \Ye 
only know that, probably when the apostles ceased from devoting 
their chief attention to the Israelitisb people, John went to Ephesus, 
in Asia Minor, where Paul had laboured before him. 1 His resi
dence in this important city of the old world is perfectly demon
strable from history. 

After Irenreus, who received the most certain information on this 
point from his teacher Polycarp, the immediate disciple of John, 

l Although the seconu Epistle to Timothy dc,es not refer to Johu, aud Timothy then• 
nppenrs quite by himsf'H, yet it is probnble that John went for the fil"9t time to F.phesu~ 
tiLortly Lefore 1he destrurtion or Jermmlem, at the clost, of Nero's reign. • 

l' :..! 
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it is related b)· Clemens of Alexandria, Eusebius, Jeromc-, &c. 
,John lived there till the time of Trajan, towards the end of the first 
century, and attained the greatest age of all the apostles. Fo1· a 
long period, his grave was shewn there as a sacred relique.2 Pro
bably it was there that he composed bis writings (comp. § 4 in this 
Introduction), which in their contents and form are suited to the 
8tate of things prevailing in Asia Minor. It is only with respect 
to the Revelation that the assumed banishment of the Evangelist 
to the Isle of Patmos occasions any difficulties; these, however, can 
be considered and solved only in the connected inquiry respecting 
the authenticity of that writing. Among the incidents of John's 
life that have been reported, is the account of the Evangelist's pre-· 
servation in boiling oil, which Tertullian ( de praescr. haer. c. 86) 
communicates, and which is doubtless to be ascribed to legends. 
The circumstance that J olm had no hard sufferings and persec.utions 
to endure-like the fact of his not dying a martyr-is traceable to 
the peaceful, purely inward character of his course of life ; and in 
this respect, o.lso, a distinction might be established between the 
characters of Peter and John (comp. John xxi. 18-22.) The in
tenseness and power of his work as an apostle remove all objections 
to the credibility of what Clemens of Alexandria relates (quis div. 
salv. c. 42) concerning the admonition to the young man among 
the robbers, and of the account given by Jerome (vol. iii. 814) 
respecting the exhortation to love into which the disciple of love 
compressed everything desirable. 

With respect to the account of the meeting between the Evan
gelist and Cerinthus (Euseb. H. E. iii. 3, 28, iv. 14), I entirely 
concur in the view taken by Lucke (Comment. Th. i. s. I 9, in the 
second edition, which I always quote), viz., that there is no admis
sible ground for considering the story untrue; on the contrary, 3 
Epis. John ver. 10 appears suggestive of the key to John's con
duct towards that heretic, and even this, when rightly understood, 
contains nothing conlradictory to the mild character of the Evan
gelist. The bias under which this was for a long time viewed as a 
fabrication proceeded simply and solely from that weakness and in-

1 Comp. Iren. adv. he.er. iii. 1-3; Eueeb. H. E. iv. 14, v. 20; Clem, A. qnie dives 
so.lv. c. 42; Hnron. ad Galat. voL iii. p. 314. 

2 Euseb. H. E. vii. 25 p. 4M, edit. Stroth. 
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difforence with respect to heretics which persons had accustomed 
themselves to regurcl as toloration ancl kindness. 

§ 2. OF THE GENUINENESS 01" THE GOSPEL BY JOHN, 

The Gospel of John possesses, with .respect to its genuineness, 
stronger testimonials in history than any other writing of the New 
Testament, or, we may soy, of the whole of antiquity.1 For, even 
if other writings also of the New Testament con exhibit testimo
nies to their apostolic origin just as olcl ancl as numerous, still the 
Gospel of John has tltis advantage, that its author lived a longer 
life than the rest of the apostles, while he dwelt and labourecl for a 
considerable period in one of the most flourishing communities of 
the ancient Church. John, as we have already remarked, lived in 
Ephesus, and there he died during the reign of Trajan, at the end 
of the :first century of our era, about a hundred years old. 

We know from the letters of the contemporary Pliny,2 to what an 
extent Christianity prevailed at that time in Asia Minor ; every
where in the cities there were numerous bodies of believers, 
and even in the rural districts the Gospel had made considerable 
progress. 

Accordingly, John, the last witness of the life of the Lord re
maining on earth; must have been held in the greatest esteem by 
the numerous Christian flocks; his writings must have been fre
quently read, and thus it must have been rendered next to impos
sible that. a supposititious writing should be attributed to him, and 
especially one of such importance ns the Gospel of John, without 
immediately calling fort.h the liveliest opposition. History, how
ever, knows nothing of contest against John's Gospel. Eusebius 
(Eccl. Hist., iii. 25) enumerates it with the three :first Gospels 
among the Homologoumena, and the oldest teachers of the Church, 
as early as their time, acknowledge it as a genuine m~nument of 
John. Irenams says that several old teachers gave him informa· 
tion concerning John and bis Gospel. 3 He doubtless intended 

l Comp. Co.Imberg ,.liss. <le nntiquissimis patrum proe,·ungelii JoanDei auBu,··ri~ lt>s
timoniis. Humb. 1822. 

2 Comp. l'lin. Epist. x. 97. copied in my Mon um. hist, eccl., ,·ol. i. p. 2~, If. 
3 Comp. my Gesohichle der Evnngelien, s, 210, ff. 
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among these persons, in the first pince, l'olycerp, bishop of 
Sm~-rne.. who had known John personally; nnd, secondly, l'apins 
of Hicmpolis in Phrygie.. It is •true Eusebius (Eccl. Hist., iii. 
3H) declares that the latter hnd not known any of the holy npostles, 
but it is pin.in that Eusebius had misunderstood the words of 
Pnpias, as we have already fully pointed out.1 It is true that 
direct quotations from the Gospel of .John are not ndduced in the 
fragments of Pe.pias, no1· does Eusebius (iii. 39), who had read his 
writings, inform ns that Pe.pie.s cited.John. But it does not thence 
follow, the.t the bishop of Hierapolis could not have known nny 0 

thing of the fourth Gospel; on the contrary, Eusebius makes no 
remnrk as to whether the teachers of whose writings be gives intel
ligence knew certain other writings, oi;- did not know them, ex 0 

cept in instances where uncertainty existed concerning their origin. 
This, however, was not the case with the Gospel of John, and he 
therefore maintained perfect silence as to this w1iting, o.nd as to 
their use of it. 

Besides these oldest witnesses, we find the writing of the Evan
gelist .J obn acknowledged o.nd used by very many others, nnd that 
in the most diverse districts and regions. .Justin Mnrtyr had it in 
his collection of 1\1:emorabilia,2 Clement of Alexandria used it a1:1 a 
genuine apostolic writing; so did Tertullian in Carthage and 
Irenreus in Lyons ; nor was it less known and used by the Syrian 
and the old Italian churches, in the primitive canons of which~ in 
connexion with the other Gospels, that of .John also is found. 
This general harmony in the acknowledgment of .John's Gospel is 
not, however, confined to the members of the general Church, but 
those who belonged to the sects e.Jso used the writing as authentically 
Rpostolic ; the Gnostics, for instance, and the Montanists, nnd 
even Pagans (e. g., Celsus) regarded the Gospel of Jolm as 11n 

acknowledged fountain of Christian doctrine. Among the former, 
it is true that the J\Iarcionites, just as the judaizing sects, did not 
uu John;· this, however, was not because they doubted its authen-

1 See OJshausen"a Gt,nuineneas ofWritiugs of N. T., p. 100.-TB, 
2 Comp. my G .. schichte der EvllDgelien, •· 288, ff, What Crednerbaa adduced against 

this ( Beitrage zur Einl. Holle, 1832) ia so utterly improbable, and so completely un
fuundPd, that uo one has acknowledged it. l Comp. Liicke Comm., B. i. s. 29, note.) 
.1 usrin Martyr, Recording to Credner, WllB indeed acquainted with our four Goopela (yet 
br allows tliis to be doulitful with respect to that of John), but seldom or never uaei.l 
tbt-m ! Accor•Jing lo Lim, Justin only made use of the Petrine Gospel. 
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t1mty, but, on the oontrary, because they acknowledged it. They 
did not believe that John was to be numbered with those apostles 
who l111d properly apprehended the Gospel; the former (the Mar
cionites) considered only Paul-and the latter (the Ebionites) 
admitted only Matthew-to be the genuine apostle. Thus the 

• vory opposition of these sects to the use of John's Gospel is a con
firnmtion of the evidence for its authenticity. The remarks which 
Bretschneider1 has opposed to these historical facts, are partly of 
no importance, and partly rest upon misunderstood passages of the 
Fathers; and upon this subject I have enlarged in my work, to 
which frequent reference has already been made (s. 242, ff.) 

The only trace of a contest respecting the apostolic origin of 
John is afforded by the Aloginns ;2 an insignificant sect, which 
rose in opposition to the Montnnists. Their opposition, however, 
is perf.ectly unimportant, because they rejected the genuineness of 
the writing without any historical ground, and merely on polemi
cal accounts. Their whole appearance and operations were, more
over, of a trivial character, and no person of consequence belonged 
to them.3 

These feeble opponents of John in antiquity, have, however, 
been succeeded by some in the most recent times, who have pro-

. duced remarks of a much more shrewd and substantial nature 
against the writing under consideration. These require a short 
notice; more especially because they, for the most part, rest upon 
correct observations,-from which observations, however, false con
clusions have been deduced. We notice here only the work of 
Bretschneider, already alluded to, because it is the most acute of 
those which have been penned against the genuineness of John's 
Gospel.' 

1 Comp. his probnbilia cle evnngelii et epiStolarum J oannis Apostoli indole et origine. 
Lips. 1820, p. 211, sqq. 

2 Comp. my Geschichte der Evo.ngeliea, s. 2~5, Jf. 
3 Gieseler refe,·s to tllis sect. See Translation of bis Church History, by Dr David

son, .-ol. i. p, 150. Clark's For. Liby.-Tn. 
• \Vhile Ilretschneirler hns declnred himself overcome by tLe weight of the argument::s 

rnhlucecl ngninst bis probabilities, de Wette recently i-epeuts bis objections to tLe o.utbeu
ticity; to slly noLliiug of the posith·e lnuguo.ge used by Strauss. De Wette mn.intuius 
(s. 8) thut un apostolic disciple composed tbe Gospel from the communications of au 
t1postle, only with the un8ho.ckled use of his own mind; and thB.t in truth this Wa.8 E\ 

disciple of the Ernngelist John. l\Jennwhile, all that is urged ugllinst John bimseL 
might bo ~;nitl with <'qnnl propriety ngninst n 1liscirle or liis, f.upposing him to lunt> lHnn 
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The most imporLnnt among all the remarlis which hnve been 
directed against the Gospel of John by this scholar, is that tlw 
Saviour, ncrordin.tJ to tl,e ,·epi-esentation of the fo1l?'th Gospel, 
appears to br a pe,jectly diJTere11t person from that which lte is 
described to be in the tliree other Gospels. The difference between 
the Christ of John and that of the three synoptical Evangelists is,• 
in fact, very great. If we compare the Saviour according to John's 
portrllit with that of the three other Evangelists, in the :first de
scription bis form is as it were etberial, and encircled by enchant
ment. Everything in him is spiritual and profound. His dis
courses A.re replete with genuine Mystik and Gnosis.1 All that is 
partial, narrow, merely national, is at a distance. In the descrip
tion of the synoptical writers, on the contrary, Jesus appears in a 
popular aspect, teaching in the mode commonly practised by the 
J ewisb instructors, acting in a manner entirely national. With all 
the richness of thought in the discourses of Christ, yet most of 
them, as given by the three :first Evangelists, want that peculiarity 
which we term Gnostical Mystik in the noblest sense of the words. 

It is true we find also among biographies of human individuals, 
e. g., in that of Socrates, a similar variation. Plato gives him n 
more spiritual aspect tho.n Zenophon does ; but the difference be
tween the two representations does not stand out so forcibly either 
in this instance or in any other, and did we recognise nothing more 
than that which is human in Christ, it might in fact be scarceJy 
conceivable bow one amongst bis disciples could give a picture of 
his form so entirely different from that drawn by the others. But 

o true disciple of Joh:,, and acknowledged by him as such. For, according to de 
Wette's lax views, there would be no difficulty in admitting that the apostle himself 
committed all the errors through which that writer hos been induced to fix upon a dis
ciple of the apostle e.s the author of the Gospel. At the same time, de Wette himself, 
at the conclusion of tLe pe.ssage to which· we have alluded, admits the unsatisfactory 
nature of sucb internal eYidence as Le adduc~s; while, on the other he.nd, be acknow
ledges tl.JP. incontrovertible character of the opposite t-xternal evidence. " The recog• 
nition of Jolin wi the author of our Goepel, even after the most violent assaults, will ever 
continu~ prenlent in the Church." I am of tl.Je same opinion: the most hostile attacks 
upon the truth can ouly place it in a more triumphant light. 

1 The author's own explanation of these terms (pllge 17) is " a more profound, essen
tial knowledge of God." The Mystics and Gnostics professed an inward direct appre
hension of the truth in its own purity. See Soamea's edit. ofMosheim, vol. i. p.117, ff, 
,rnd p. 245, For a full description of the Gnostics, see Gieoeler's Eccl. Hiat., translated 
by Dr Da,,idson, vol. i. p. 134. Clark's For. Lib.; a.loo, Nellnder"• <Jen. Ch. Hiot, trnne
loted hy Prof. Torrey, rnl. ii. p, 42, ff. Clllrk's For. Liby, 
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this phenomenon becomes intelligible to him who believes that in 
Christ the fulness of the Godhead itself was manifest, while the 
perfect model _of all human beauty and moral greatness was dis
played ; then if we connect with this the supposition that all the 
disciples of Christ-and among them the Evangelists-possessed 
different personal endowments, it becomes evident how variously, in 
the different mirrors of their minds, the same elevated, opulent form 
would present itself, while the individuals were not in a position 
each to catch all the rays that issued from the sun of their spiritual 
world, and unite them into one image. It was reserved for the pro
found, inwardly-bent intelligence of John to absorb even the faintest 
gleam, and thus to form the most spiritual representation of the 
Saviour. Each of the others apprehended one portion of bis great 
work, all of them, however, taking rather the external view than 
the internal. 

To this internal evidence we may add the external argument, tl11J.t 
John's design in writing was quite different from that of the three 
first Evangelists, and that the persons for whom he wrote were alto
gether different from those whom the other Evangelists addressed 
(which subject is more particularly discussed in the immediate se
quel), and on this account his description must naturally appear 
very different from theirs. Further, while it is shewn that the dif
ference between the description of Christ given by John and that 
given by the three first Evangelists, does not form any ground for 
doubting the authenticity of John-but on the contrary goes to prove 
the sublime character of the appearance which Obrist presented to 
him, and the greatness of the gifts with which the Evangelist was 
endowed-just as little question of the authenticity can be founded 
on the remark tltat tlte discourses i·n Jolm could not !tave take1t 
place.1 Even if this rnmark were substantiated, it would afford no 
testimony against the genuineness, since in the apostolic Matthew 

1 The inapplicnbility of the mythicoJ hypothesis to John's Gospel, nfter the general re
mo.rks shewing it to be inudmi~sible with refPrence to the evangelic history as a wUole 
tin the Oommeut., vol. i. 3rd edit.), requires no further demonstration. All that is 
tbere adduced only serves to o.ccumulnle evidence in favour of John; since he was from 
the beginning an eye witness even of the most secret o.nd momentous circumstances in the 
life of the Lol'd: since he took clmrge of the mother of Jesus, n.ud from her mny h,n-e 
lenrnccl nccurntely all the incidents of his !Jistory in childhootl ( tLe fuct thnt he t.loes 
not contradict the statements of Mo.tthew nnd Luke, is moreo,·er to be Yiewed as a con
fll'tnntion of them, becnuse ho must ho.ve known them); since, fiunlly, he lived the loug-e~t 
or t.he npostles, nm\ wrote his Gos11f'l 1lt R time whon Christinnity hnd 11lready spreutl 

2 
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we meet with discourses framed by the EvangeJist himself; if oi:Jly 
the spirit who inspired the Holy Teacher animated him wlio formed 
the dis0ourses, such freedom in tl1c t1·eatment of them can be no 
dispnrngcmcnt. In the case of John, however, the fact itself is not 
established ; this view is arrfred at only by means of the false sup
position that the discourses in John are too profound, too tho
roughly digested, to have been delivered to the disciples, 01' by any 
means to the people. 

Jesus, however, intwntionally spoke much that certainly was not 
in its full sense understood by those around him; but the Holy 
Ghost was to bring all that he had said to the remembrance of the 
disciples, in order that an object worthy of invcstiga.tion to study 
might be bequeathed to them for a later period, when they and the 
Church should have ma.de further attainments. If, therefore, I am 
not at all of opinion that John noted down those discourses which 
he has recorded word for word, a.nd from these notes inserted them 
in his work ; I still believe that the discourses of Christ given us 
by John are related substantially as the Saviour delivered them. 
They in nowise resemble the style of Matthew, but ii.re confined so 
strictly to the historic occasions which called them forth, and are 
so completely finished off as little wholes in themselves, that every 
thing seems to me indicative of their originality.1 With the main 
arguments which we have thus referred to, may be coupled some 
subordinate observations of Bretscbneider-such as, that the author 

through all tLe regions of the orbis terrarum, ond that not in a sequestered corner of tbe 
enrth, hut in Ephesus, one of the gree.l centres of business in that de.y. 

1 Liicke thinks (s. 103) ther,> cnn be no mistake in Lhe opinion, "tbnt in tile dis
courses of Jtsus related by John, t.Le reflection of John's mode of speech o.nd thought, 
or the reproduction ofl!is mind tbrougll the medium of a subsequent development, makes 
itself me.nife.st.,. If this be unde1'Slood as referring merely to the form of the discourses, • 
I perfectly ossent to it; I.Jut the cor,Leuta tllemselves appear to me too peculiar to ho.ve 
s11sto.i1u:·d an a.Iteration in passing through the mind of John. Yet even as it re.9pects 
tiJe form, there ure important passo.ges, such as Matt. :Ii. 27, 28, which sound quite like 
J ol.w's, wLile John vi. 1, ff., and xii. 1, 1f, come very near to the repreeento.tion in the sy. 
1101,tical Gospels. The principal cause of the difference between the discourses of Jesus 
in the synoplical Gospels and in that of John must doubtless be sought in the varied 
i udi ,·ul wtl characteristics of Lhe reporters, which were variously attracted by d ifl'ereut 
c!i&cou.rses of Cl,rjst. In Christ all forms were united, but each one recounted only that 
wllicll entered most deeply into his own heart. The nffinity between the mode of speech 
nod represent.ation in John's Epistles 1t.nd Lhe.t in the Gospel, is se.tisfacLorily explained 
by tL.t> susce11tible cluu.·o.ct.er of John, who knew how to make tbe eeutimenLa and Rpirit 
of bis Di, inc !\fasLPr all 1,is own. 

3 



INTHOVVCTIO:S, 

Lotrnys here ancl there Ll1at lw is no eye-witness, appears not to he 
n nutive of Palestine, for he makes incorrect statements respecting 
the last Passover, and so forth. 

All these objections, however, have been cleared up already, in 
the spocinl refutntion of Bretschneider's hypotbesis,1 and the sub
stance of them is considered in the exposition, as the several pas
snges occur which have reference to the matter. 

Finally, as to the integrity of the Gospel, this also has been 
disputecl; for the concluding chapter is contested with plausible 
nrgumonts; and, besides this, single passages are asimiled, such as 
John v. 3, 4, vii. 53-viii. 11.· We reserve the explanation of 
these paragraphs also until we come to the interpretation of the 
1rnssages udduced. 

§ 3. OF THE DESIGN OF JOHN'S GOSPEL. 

In the numerous and important disquisitions concerning the 
object pursued by the Evangelist John in the composition of his 
Gospel,2 it is abundantly evident that a sufficient distinction has 
not been made between principal and subordinate designs. In a 
writing of the compass which John's Gospel embraces, an author 
may obviously keep in view and prosecute several objects at the 
same time; while he nevertheless ordinarily directs bis attention and 
his aim, from the beginning to the encl of his work, towards one 
thing only as strictly speaking the main purpose,-tbe subordinate 
designs presenting themselves in single passages rather than in the 
whole. Accordingly I now recognise as the chief object of the 
Evangelist, that which he himself states (John xx. 31), viz., to 
place before the eyes of the world the life of Christ the Son of God, 
neither for the Jews alone FLS Matthew, nor for the Gentiles alone 
as Murk and Luke did, but for nll those, nmong Jews and Gentiles, 
who possessed the ability and the disposition to engnge in the deeper 
speculations respecting divine things, and whom we will designate 

1 Comp. Herusen iiLer die Autheulie <les Jobnnnes Schleswig, 1323; n11tl especiu.lly 
L. Ue.teri Comment11tio criticu, in qu11 EvaugeEum JoRnnis genuinum esse ex com
pnl'ntia quotuor Evangeliorum uurrntionibus de ccena ultiwn et d~ 111tssione Jcsu Christi 
ostenditur. Turici. 1~28. 

2 Comp. Li.ir.ke iiber di~ Geschicltle of tht" snmr, ~- 142, ff. 
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by an appellation, comprising both the true and tl1e folsc in their 
tendency, \'iz., (i11osticisi11,9 Mystics.• 

Depth of mind prepared the Evangelist to meet the lofty pre
tensions of these men. Ou the one hand, he could appreciate whnt 
was pure in t.he attempt to penetrate to a deeper ncquaintO:noe with 
the reality of divine things; while, on the other, he knew tl1e specu
lative character of this attempt, and the dange1· of error close at 
hand with which it threatened mankind. He knew further in whnt 
e1Tors these Gnosticising Mystics were already more or less involved, 
and saw himself in the position _to meet these errors in all main 
points, by profound, unmingled truth ; and accordingly it was 
necessary so to shape his labours as an author, thnt the polemic 
element in his writings should be accompanied by doctrinal ste.te_
ment. The affectionate, mild disposition of the beloved disciple 
not only left no trace of acrimony and bitterness, but ev~n shrunk 
from personal and direct attack. The simple representation of the 
true, eternal Mystic and Gnosis (i. e., the deeper, substantial, 
divine knowledge, in opposition to the merely notional), rightly 
appeared to him the most suitable agency by which be might refute 
all false gnosis, and at the same time-while drawing to this know
ledge, by means of its own beauty and glory, all those noble minds 
of whom there were doubtless many amongst the Jewish and Pagan 
Mystics-he might disengage it from all false images of this kind. 
We may therefore leBJ:n from John what is the purest, noblest form 
of Christian polemics; it is that which contends against its opposite 
rather by means of the power attending a disclosure of the truth in its 
beauty, than by positive assault; and this accomplishes much more 
than is effected by the latter method, because positive attacks gene
rally call forth and embitter what is sinful in man, while the mere 
unveiling of the truth makes common cause with what is good in the 
hearts of the edv,~rsaries themselves, and thus enlists them among 
its friends and defenders. 

If, however, agreeably to what has been stated, I recognise, as the 

1 Comp. Shreckenburger's Beitr. zur Einl. ins N. T., s. 60, ff., and St.eudel's Aufsatz 
iiLer de.s verh3.ltniss d ... s J ollennee zur Christlicben Gnosia, in the Tiibinger Zeitschr . 
. J ehrg.183&, b. 1. Some of the Fe.then, adopted the same view-viz., lrena,ue, Epiph1miue, 
and Philastrius ; only they confined tlle.ir attention too muclJ to one or nnotl.Jer Gnostic 
sect-w Cerinthus, the Nicolaite.ns, or Lhe Marcionites. Jn tl1is sense, Irenmus, over
looking tlie Gnostic elemenLB wl.Jicb existed already ii! tL.e time of John, snys, (nclv. 
lrner. iii. 16) tl1a.t .John wrote providens blMphe1nas Gnosticorum 1·eg11l1\f,. 
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m11in object pursued by John in the composition of his Gospel, 1i 

doctrinal nnd polemical nim against a tendency of mind widely pre
vailing nt the time ; I cannot r:onfine my thoughts, either with 
lrenmus (ndv. haer. iii. 12) merely to Cerinthus and his adherents, 
or with Epiphnnius nnd Philastrius to the Nicolaitans or thP
Murcionites, or even with some of more recent date, e.9. B. 
Grotius and Herder, merely to the Sabi ans, the disciples of John ; 
while at the same time I cannot exclude either of the latter two. 
For the expressions of the Evangelist respecting the Baptist (John 
i. 3) evidently raise a polemical opposition to the erroneous opinions 
of the Sabians concerning their master. J. D. Michaelis, Storr, 
Hug, &c., certainly took the most correct view, when they main
tained thnt John had in his eye these and the rest of the Gnostics 
in apostolic times. These learned men, however, appear to have 
formed too severe a notion of the controversy, overlooking the fact, 
that the Gospel is just as much

0

an invitation to the true Gnusis as 
it is a refutation of the false, and the former almost to a greater 
extent than the latter. This is more than self-evident in the repre
sentation which they give. Just in like manner it seems to me that 
Kleuker"s theory of e. reference in John to J udaists, who enter
tained corporeal views, rests upon an exchange of the negative with 
the positive character of his Gospel. Corporeal ,Judaism is certainly 
refuted by the spirituality of the Gospel, but a direct reference to 
this antithesis does not exist. The peculiarities attached to the 
language, and to the choice of matter, throughout the entire writing, 
indicate a pervading reference to personn[ities of a Gnostic form, 
and on that very account I do not hesitate to consider this the main 
object of the Gospel before us; without, however, wishing to exclude 
special references, in single pnssnges, which point in a particular 
direction, as, for example, in the case of the Sabinns. 

Connected with this main design of the Gospel, there appears to 

be another of a more incidental character, viz., tbat of supplying 
the deficiency in the three first Gospels ;1 a design spiritual in re-

l As to tile filling up of tile synopticnl Gospels by John, I quite agree with the senti
ments expressed in 1-Iase's Leben Jesu (s. 181, note 3.) Eusebius remarks (I-I. E. iii. 
24, edit. Stroth. p. 155) thnt Jolln wisl.ied merely to give O.Jl account of the first year of 
Christ's ministry, since the other Evangelists bud commenced their history with the im
prisonment of the Baptist. But the mention of the imprisonmeut is merely apreliwiulll'y 
( comp. the Comm.), not n ch1·ouologicnl circumstance in the nnrrution of the syuopticul 
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lR.tion to its tendency, ns well ns material in relation to the occur
rences and discourses. Clemens of Alexnndria (in Euseb. H. E. 
Yi. 14) attaches importance only to the former, while Eusebius of 
Cresnrca regards only the latter; both, however, must be united in 
order to point out with accuracy the charncter of John in his rela
tion to the three first Evangelists. In order to depict the form of 
Christ completely, it was not sufficient to pourtray him in the spi
ritual manner of John's representation; to know nll that was worth 
knowing of the Saviour, many material additions were also neces
sary in the way of incidents and discourses. Yet we cannot regard 
this latter object, even with both its parts in cornbinntion, as the 
purpose in the composition of the Gospel, because occnsionally 
something is related that has been already touched upon by the 
other Evangelists ; and further, because deviations from the RC· 

counts of the synoptical writers o~cur without being reconciled. 
(Comp., for example, the history of the resuITection, according to 
John, with tbe narration given by the other Evangelists.~ Both 
the facts just mentioned would be inconceivnble if John hnd written 
his Gospel for the express purpose of completing the three already 
in use in the Church ; moreover, in this case there would hardly be 
such an entire absence of allusion to the synopticnl authors as we 
find to be the case; but the circumstance is perfectly consistent if 
we grant that John bad in his eye the existing representations of the 
life of Jesus in connexion witli his main object.1 And, moreover, 
tbe supply of deficiencies was in part a matter of course ; for John's 
peculiar turn of mind, as weU as the difference between his design 
and the wms of the other Evangelists, necessarily Jed him towards 
a different point from that to which they had directed their labours. 

wriLers; besides which, John gives us information concerning the Inter part of the life 
of Jesus, ond indeed enters fur more into details respecting it than the three first 
Evangelists. 

1 After renewed consideration, I prefer this mode of understanding the relRtion of 
John to the synopticel Evangelists before the.t proposed by Lucke. For t)lis scholar (s. 
102, If.) is of opinion that John presupposes the oral Ernngelical traditions, but not our 
written Gospels. Since, howe\'er, according to tbe testimony of history, these c.lid exist 
hefore the composition of John's Goepel (how Jc,ng before it matters not to this question), 
it appears inconcei,·able that John should not hRVe become ncquainted with them, in n 
city like Ephesus, where everything we.s concentrated; but if he knew them, he could not 
Lave a.voided mentioning them. The instances adduced by Lucke are not of such e. ki nil 
"-' to render it imJ.>ossible to admit e. knowledge of our ee.nonicel Gospels 011 the part of 
John, if we once e.llow that the strict de•ign of the apostle we.e not the filling up of the 
£i~·noptice.l Vi'Titings. 
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\Vilh this supplementnry position of the fourth Gospel, I nm 
nlso inclined to connect its cltro11ological cliaracter. (Comp. 
tho remnrks in tho Comm. Introduction, § 7.) It is obvious that 
to give accurate elates, to separate one part from the other, or to 
furnish minute informalion respecting tbe feasts which Jesus ob
served in ,Jerusalem, was unimportant so far ns the main object of 
the Gospel was conc::erned ; for the Gnostics were accustomed to re
gard such externnlism ns little and trifling. If, then, we would 
associate the chronological character of the Gospel with its chief 
design, we must maintain that it was just on account of this Gnostic 
neglect of chronology that John was careful respecting it. Now 
this relation between the two things can scarcely be shown to be pro
bable. But the explanation of the regard which John paid to the 
chronological part becomes the more natural if it be admitted thnt 
he did not find in the synopticol Gospels those particulars concerning 
the Lord's conduct at the feasts in Jerusalem by which the time of 
his public ministry is measured. The Evangelist has supplied this by 
no means unimportant defect, so far, at least, that we are in a posi
tion in some measure to fix the term of Christ's ministry; although, 
indeed, we must then abandon the arrangement of the individual 
facts related by the synoptical writers within the periods between 
bis journeys to the feasts. 

In accordance with the resting-points suggested by John himself, 
we have (in order to facilitate the view of the whole) divided the 
Gospel into three nearly equal parts. The first part extends as far 
ns chap. vi. 71, to the journey to the Feast of Tabernacles ; the 
second reaches to chap. xi. 57, the last journey to the Passover, 
and comprehends a period of six months; the third to chap. xvii. 
26, the history of the sufferings, and includes six days. The com
pnss of the first part is not precisely determined,1 on nccount of the 
uncertainty attaching to the passages chap. v. l and vi. 4 (comp. 
the interpretation there given.) At any rote, however, two Pass-

1 Several of the Flltbers, e. g. Irenarns (i. 3, 3, ii. 20, 22)i Ckmens of Alexandria 
(Strom. i. 174), Origen (de princ. iv. 6), Tertullinn (ndv. Jud. c, 18), allow the ministry 
of Cbl'.ist to hnve extended only over one yenr. But, in coming to this conclusion, they 
nppear to hnve followecl not so much what is intimo.tecl in the Gospels, os prophetic pus. 
snges of the Old Testoment, e. g. the pnssnge in Isninh lx. 1, 2. (Luke iv.18) and Danie!'s 
seventy weeks. A strange contrnst with tLis view is formeJ. by the entirely uufounJed 
ossC'rtion that Cl..idst attnined the nge of fifty yenrs ! (Comp. Iren. ii. 22; Euseb. H. E. 
iii. 23.) 



l:STHODUCTIOI\, 

over fe11sts are spoken of, which Jesus tttteuded during his ministry, 
before the Feast of Tabernacles ( vii. l, ft), and, accordingly, the 
first period inclndes at least more than a year and n half, and per
haps more than two years and a half. This last supposition is et 
all events the more probable. 

§ 4. TIME AND PLACE OF THE COMPOSITION. 

As to the place where John may have composed his Gospel, no
thing decidedly certain can be determined ; but the later history of 
the Evangelist leads to Epl1es11s, where---as we know-he took up 
his permanent abode in Asia Minor. On the one hand, the con
jecture that John composed his Gospel in this famous commercial 
city of the old world is confirmed by ancient tradition, while Iremeus 
(nclv. ho.er. iii. J) and Eusebius (H. E. vi. 8) mention Ephesus as 
the place where the Gospel was composed. On the other hand, the 
design of John's evangelic history, to which we have referred, is also 
entirely in favour of this city and its neighbourhood. For it was 
just in and around Ephesus that the Gnostic tendency p1·evailed, 
and must have pressed itself upon John's attention, as a phenomenon 
of importance to the Church ; the wants, therefore, of this locality 
satisfactorily explitin the form of representation which he adopted. 

From the Gospel itself, we only further learn that it cannot have 
been composed in Palestine, and for natives of Palestine ; for 
Jewish manners and customs are treated as unknown, and are ou 
this account explained. (Comp. John ii. 6, 13, iv. 9.) Another 
traditional staotement, that John's Gospel was written in the Isle of 
Patmos, is supported only by doubtful testimony, e. g. the writing 
of Hippolytus " on the Twelve Apostles," which is spurious. The 
synopsis of Holy Scripture ascribed to Athanasius represents John 
os merely inditing the Gospel in the island, and says that it was 
published by Ga.ius in Ephesus. (-Comp. Li.icke's Comm. Th. i. s. 
J 20.) Hence the statement that Ephesus was the place of the com
position gains from tbis only greater probability. 

As to the time of the composition, the Gospel itself furnishes 
nothing whatever that can determine it. An appeal has indeed 
been made to chap. v. 2, in proof that Jerusalem was yet standing 
wLen John composed the Gospel; but the words fun ~e e11 Tot~ 
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'Iepouo).vµot<; may just ns well be applied to A. recollection of 
the st11te of the city and its environs, or to the destroyed city 
itself, where in fact the KoAvµ/3'1]0pa was still remaining. We 
therefore only 11rrive at 11 determination of the time by means of 
J obn's rel11tion to the synoptical Evangelists. According to the fore
going paragraph it is already clear that John must have written 
Inter than the first three; and this is also confirmed by the tradition 
of the ancient Church. (Comp. Clemens of Alexandria in Euseb. 
H. E. vi. 14, Epiphanius haer. li. 19.) We are thus already brought 
beyond the time of the destruction of Jerusalem ; for since the 
first Evangelists wrote immediately before this catastrophe, John 
certainly must have composed bis Gospel after the same. Tradi
tion supplies nothing more definite in reference to the time of the 
composition ; for the accounts of Epipbanius (haer. Ii. 12) and of 
Suidas (s. v. 'IwaVV7J<;)-tbat the writing was composed in the year 
90, or at least, according to the latter, in the year 100-although 
they cannot vary much from the truth, yet are of no value to 
us as means of proof; partly because they are not harmonious, and 
partly because they belong to a period far too late. 

There is therefore only one remaining circumstance by which 
to determine the time, viz., the relation of the Gospel to the other 
writings of John, e. g. to the revelation, in which we recognize an 
authentic document of John's. The contents, no less than the 
form of the Apocalypse, indicate that its composition was earlier 
than that of the Gospel. I place it ( as will be seen hereafter, when 
the subject is further prosecuted, and the reasons which actuate me 
are detailed) between the death of Nero and the destruction of 
Jerusalem. Between the composition of the Apocalypse and that of 
the Gospel, however, a period of some length seems to have elapsed, 
as a considerable increase of facility in writing Greek is exhibited 
in the Gospel; consequently we cannot be far from the truth in 
placing the composition of the Gospel between the years A.D. 80 and 
90. 

The mention of the relation between the Gospel and the Apoca
lypse leads us to the language and style. of the former writing. It 
need hardly be mentioned, that the origiual language of the Gospel 
is Greek ; the view taken by Grotius, Bolten, and Bertholdt,1 that 

1 Bertboldt admits with Bolten errors in the translation from the Aramaic, in John's 
Gospetl, without, however, nllowing that tl.ie Gospel was originally written eulirely in Ara• 
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it w11s originnlly written in Ammnic and then lrnnslated into Greek, 
is to be regarded as sufficiently refuted. ,vith regard, however, to 
the Greek in the Gospel as compared with the style of the Apoca
lypse. we may remark that it evinces a much greater degree of abi· 
lit)·. The language of the Apocalypse is full of hnrsh nnd even 
obnously incorrect forms of speech; in the Gospel, on the contrary, 
there is nothing of the kind, the language is easy, free, and ready, 
nnd has only the general Hebraic complexion of the Hellenistic 
dialect, and that not in the degree found in Mntthe,v. 

Nothing is simpler thnn to ascribe this increased fluency to 
longer practice, which must have enabled John to clothe the abun
dance of his sublime ideas, more and more naturally, in the garb of 
the language which circumstances must have induced him to use. 

On comparing the language of John with the style of other New 
Testament authors-e. g. that of Paul-one thing presents itself as 
specially charncterisiug the former, viz., the use of a number of 
words which require, in order to be correctly understood, a know
ledge of what is peculiar through the whole writing. To this class 
belong the words M-yor;, <f,wr;, U/€0TO<;, 'W1], a"><.,,,0e1,a,, xaptr;, 1€0Uµ,or;, 

µ,ive,v, ,ywwul€€£v, &c. These expressions are employed by John 
in a profound and spiritual sense, in which they are not otherwise 
applied. The Evangelist certainly has not invented words of his own 
and applied them to the designation of his own ideas ; it must, on 
the contrary, be admitted that the Lord himself, in his discourses, 
expressed the depth of his knowledge by means of these and similar 
terms; and that John so profoundly apprehended the precise ideas 
conveyed in them, that he conld use them with the point and 
definiteness of meaning characteristic of his language, which here, 
as always, is to be considered the outward expression of the writer's 
inward life. This peculiarity in the language of John is closely 
connected with auotl,er. The sententious, parabolical, and figura
tive style prevailing in the three first Gospels, as also the dialectic 
in the compositions of Paul, to a great extent disappear in the lan
guage of our Evangelist ; John's thoughts are characterised by the 
greatest simplicity, combii)ed with a metaphysical spirituality; they 
carry in themselves a perspicuity by means of which they are to be 
apprehended without proceeding from the point of view that reflects 

me.ic. He thinks that only the diP.gese• from wllicb John elaborated bis work were 
~:ritlcu in AramRic. 
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the naked iden. Drawn out of the depth of meditation, they are 
yet for removed from the obscurity and confusion of mysticism; 
expressed in the simplest language, they unite the profoundness of 
the genuine mystic element with the clearness and acuteness of the 
truly scholastic. Where, indeed, the organs of contemplation 
slumber or are undeveloped, there John's depth, with all bis perspi
cuity, may appear like obscurity; for such a medium of vision, 
however, the Gospel of .John was not written; the synoptical writ
ings ore more adopted to it. 

With these two peculiarities of John a third is necessarily con
nected, viz, that we do not discover in him that absence of com
ment which so distinctly marks the childlike mode of statement 
adopted by the other Evangelists. John perpetually hovers with 
his own consciousness over the facts related, and the discourses re
ported, examining them from his own point of view; hence the 
copious explanations and remarks on the words of the Lord, which 
be draws from bis own subjective experience, and which, in a man
ner peculiar to himself, be contrives so to blend with the discourses 
of the Lord that it is often difficult to point out with certainty the 
line of demarcation. Observations of this kind, however, only 
serve to shew the reader that John bas passed beyond the child
like point of view ; they never attain a character by means of which 
the purely objective nature of historical narration would be de
stroyed or annulled. 

Among the modern authors who have penetrated more deeply 
into John's ideas, Seyffarth deserves special mention, in his Beitrage 
zur Specialcharakteristik der Johanneischen Schriften (Leipzig, 
1823.) We shall, throughout the Exposition, take notice of his 
views. With respect to the grammatical peculiarities, Li.icke should 
be consulted in preference to all others, in his Comm. Tb. i. s. 125, 
ff. The work of Schulze ( Schriftstellerischer Charakter des Jo
hannis, Leipzig, 1803) contains miscellaneous collections which 
must first be digested. 

§ 5. LITERATURE. 

Among the Fathers, the labours of Origen, Chrysostom, 11nd 
Augustine on the Gospel of John are preserved to us. Fragments 
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of lost p11tristic commentaries 11re collected in Corderii Cntena. pa
trum in ev11ng. Joannis. Antwerp, 1630. Besides the interpretl\
tions of the Reformers, Luther, l\ielancthon, C11lvin, o.nd Beza, the 
following-in connexion with the general works already mentioned 
in the first volume1-which have resulted from labours on particu
lar points, are worthy of special notice : Lampe Commentariue 
exegetico-analvticus, Amsterd. 1724, 3 voll. ; Mosheim's Erkliirung 
des Johannes: published by Jakobi, Weima.r. 1777 ; Tittmann 
meleicmata sacra. Lips. 1816; Lticke's Commenta.r tiber das Evnn
gelium Johannis. Bonn. 1820-24, 2 voll. 2d edit., 1833; Tho
luck's Oommen tar zu dem Evangelio J ohannis, l st edit., Hnmburg, 
1827, 5th edit., 1837; Klee's Erkliirung des Johannes, Mainz, 
1828 (the latter work is suited to Catholic divines) ; Matthrei's 
Auslegung des Johannes, Gi:ittingen, 1837. The first volume con
tains only the first fourteen verses of the first chapter. On the 
doctrinal system of John we have, in addition to the disquisition by 
Grimm (Jena, 1825), only Neander's Darstellung im A post. Zeitalt. 
voll. ii. 

1 See Olsbausen's Biblical Com.mento.ry on the Gospels, Dr Loewe's translation, vol. 
i. p. 80, ff., Clark's For. Liby.-TR. 



I. 

PART THE FIRST. 
FROM THE BEGINNING OF CHRIST'S MINISTRY TO HIS JOURNEY 

TO THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES. 

(John i. 1-vi. 71.) 

§ 1. PRO<EMIUM. 

(John i. 1-18.) 

On comparing the commencement of John's Gospel with that 
of the other Gospels, we find the peculiar character of the former 
evangelic history presenting itself in a manner not to be mistaken. 
The Procemium contains, as it were, the quintessence of the whole 
work, in the ideas as well as in the language and form of represen
tation. For, while Matthew and Luke proceed from the genealogy 
of Jesus, and the history of his childhood, John so completely pre
supposes the acquaintance of bis readers with Jesus, according to 
his earthly personality, that he speaks of him, and of the sublime 
character of his work, without even having mentioned his sacred 
name. It is true, he immediately names the Baptist, but in such 
a way that he introduces him as a really known personality. John's 
profound representation proceeds from the eternal, original exist
ence of the Word with the Father.I Mark"s commencement has 
only an apparent correspondence with this. 

This Evangelist also, it is true, presupposes the genealog~al 
notices, and the history of the childhood in J\'Iatthew and Luke, as 
known ; he, however, opens bis Gospel not with the eternal existence 

l Yet John was by no melLDS wanting in ne.tionalily. Comp. the trenLise by Baue-r 
(Zeitecbr. ftir spec. Tbeol. Ersten Bandes 2tee Heft. s. 1~8, ff.). iiber dE"n a.lttestament
lichen Hintergrund im Evnngelium des Jobannf's. 
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of the Son with the Father, but with the beginning of Christ's 
official work on enrth. The mode in which John opens his Gospel 
is exuctlJ adapted to its ussumed design. Those readers who had 
a Gnostic bias would assuredly feel themselves attracted from the 
very commencement., and incited to· further perusal-so completely 
do the sentiments of the Proremium break into their circle of ideas. 
Its genuineness and internal correspondence with the whole cannot 
therefore be doubted by any one who possesses the general qualifi
cations for perceiving the oneness of a writing in all its parts. This 
same effect which the Procemium must have had upon the Gnostics 
of the apostolic time, bas been produced through the course of the 
Christian period, and still exercises its influence in the present clay, 
opon all those who long after a deeper and more essential know
ledge of God. The unfathomable depth of the words acts as a secret 
charm upon the mind of the enquirer ; we cannot refrain from look
ing into them in order to descry the bottom and comprehend their ex
tent. As, however, they conduct us to that which is original, neither 
the one nor the other is to be found, and the enquirer is compelled to 
turn from the external words into himself, and into the depth of his 
own mind, 11nd thus to climb· from the knowledge of himself as 
well as from the revelation of the Deity in bis own heart, to the 
original source of all revelation. It is in connexion with this 
inward experience that the enigmas in the mysterious commence
ment of our book are first solved; and to seek the solution of the 
latter without the former would be a vain effort. 

As a peculiarity in tbeform of the Proremium, it may be observed 
that it is composed of simple, short, condensed propositions, with
out conjunctive particles. Ver. l-5, only ,cai occurs-from ver. 6, 
only iva is found-and in ver. 12, oJ occurs for the first time. In this 
short, concise style-next to the richness and depth of thought
the great difficulty of the Procemium mainly consists. 

As to the composition of the Procemium, it by no means con
sists of an unarranged mass of thoogbts, but is pervaded throughout 
by a close connexion. This connexion is indeed hidden, and at 
:first sight it appears· as if only ver. 1-5, 11 and 14, belonged 
strictly to the course of thought, ver. 6-9, 10, 12, 13, 15-18, 
being adjUI1cts; and it is certainly true that in the verses firtit men
tioned, the main points of the Proremium are expressed. The man
ner in which the1:1e are related to the subordinate parts is first dis-
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covered when we recognize that the commencement of John's 
Gospel contains ns it were u history of the Logos, i. e., of !.is several, 
gradually advancing forms of manifestation. This view being 
-taken, the whole gains life, and the connexion presents a distinct 
aspect. The first four verses contain a pure description of the essence 
of the divine Logos, drawn forth from the depths of meditation. He 
is eternally with God, and is himself God, organ of the creation of 
all things, source of tbe life and light of men. He is not all this, 
however, as merely enclosed within himself, but, on the contrary, he 
,·eveals himself (ver. 5, cf,atvet) continuously, although the dark
ness did not apprehend him. This fifth verse furnishes, in the very 
idea of cf,awet, a general and comprehensive description of the work 
of the Logos, so far as it respects the incarnation, which, indeed, is 
also a shining of the light in darkness. In order to distinguish the 
incarnation of the Logos as the point of his activity in humanity, 
from his previous activity, and at the same time to shew what the 
grace of God has done to assist men in receiving the Logos, he 
mentions the witnesses of the coming light, the prophets. As such, 
the Baptist only is named as a kind of representative of the pro
phetic order, because he closed their line, and presented the most 
recent exhibition of the prophetic character. The Evangelist then 
proceeds to say, with a reference to the mistakes of John's disciples, 
that the Baptist was not himself the Light, but merely a witness of 
the light which was then about to come into the world (ver. 6-9.) 
True, cont.inues John, v. 10, the light of the Logos had always been 
active in the world, but the world had not recognized it. 

Now, however (at the Incarnation), he came to his own, i. e., to 
th!) people of God chosen by him (ver. 11.) As regards the 
mass ·even of these, they certainly did not accept him; but yet there 
were some who did accept him, and these received through him the 
regeneration; he made men spiritual, while he himself became flesh 
and dwelt amongst us (ver. 12-14.) This· is then confirmed by the 
testimony of the Baptist himself; in the Incarnation o. higher form of 
the revelation of the Logos presented itself than in the great previous 
revelation through Moses (ver. 15-18.) In· opposition to this view, 
Bleek (Stud. und Krit. J o.hr. 1835, h. 2, s. 414, ff.) is induced by the 
worcls, ,jv Epx6µevov (ver. 9) to understand the Incarnation even in 
this ninth verse; and Liicke, in his second edit.ion, accords with 
him; Tholuck, however, on the contrary, has justly opposed them, 
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and declares himself in favour of that view of the connexion wbich 
has been given abo'\'e. For, according to Bleek's hypothesis, in the 
first place-, the connexion between verses 8 and 9 cannot well be 
established ; in the next place, by means of various phrases, the 
same thing-Yiz., the Incarnation of the Logos-would be expressed 
four times (ver. 9, 10, 11, 14), which is in itself improbable; and 
especially the words iv T'f' Kouµ,'I' ,jv arc not suited to the idea 
of the lvuiipKwuic;-they point to the more general activity of the 
Logos before the Incarnation. 

In order, then, to understand the Proremium, a closer considere.
tion of the leading idea in the termM),yoc;isnecessary.1 We submit 
in the outset that what gives the term a strange aspect is, that it evi
dently is ,wt the idea of Divine speech itself which strikes us; for 
since speech, whether inward or audible, is the customary mode 
in which the human spirit manifests itself, humun speech is also 
naturally attributed to God as the perfect Spirit. But that which 
strikes us, is the circumstance the.t the Divine Word is here treated 
of as nn Entity, a Person. 

Now, that deeper knowledge of God which apprehends him not 
as a mere abstraction, but as a living Being, clearly recogwzes 
that the original Word of God must be an Entity. For, from the 
womb of iife, only life and being can go forth; moreover, the ori
ginal word, or original thought of the eternal God, can only be the 
consciousness of himself, which is as eternal as God, and which as 
perfect consciousness is quite equivalent to God. The original 
word of God, therefore, is the entity of God, completely homoge
neous with himself. But just because the deeper knowledge of 
God lies so far from the reach of those who are estranged from hitn, 
not only bas the revelation of this idea been in multitudes of cases 
misunderstood by men, but it was only by degrees that the idea. 
itself could be disclosed to them. The O.]d Testament writers 
do, indeed, acknowledge the idea of the Divine speech, and in like 
me.nner tLe plurality of persons in God. But tbe Word itself no
where appears as a personality; it is merely referred to as an activity 
of God. Even in the remarkable passage, Psalm xxxiii. 6, where 

1 Compe.re my Festprogramm, Ostern 1823, iiber Heb. iv.12, 13-wbich contai11s a de
~e\opmeut of the idea of the Divine speech-printed in my Opusc. Theo!. (Bero!. 1833.B) 
p. 1.25, sqq. CoDJp. also Deub's Abbandlung iiber den Logoa. In Ullmann's and 
Umbreit"• Stud. Jahrg. 1838, h. 2, •• 350, ff. 



GOSPEL OF JOHN I. l. 321) 

the Word is placed in connexion with the Spirit, although, in 
looking buck from the New Testament point of view, we recognize 
the eternal Word, yet, even in this passage, the idea of the per
sonality is not definitely expressed. The same holds good in 
l'egard to the echoes of this doctrine among the Hindoos and 
the Persians. The Hindoo Oum and the Persian .fiom and 
Hanover/ appear more as spiritual effects produced by the power 
of the Original Being than as personal existences. In the New 
Testament itself, moreover, the Divine speech (P9Jµa -roii E>eoii) up 
to this point appears merely as Divine activity, whether the term 
be intended to designate a single operation, or the activity of the 
Divine Being collectively. (Comp. Heb. iv. l 2, xi. 3.) It is 
only in the language of John that the idea of the personality of the 
Word is definitely expressed. (Comp. I John i. l; Rev. xix. 
13.) The other writers use for the same sublime personality an
other name ;2 he is called o vlo,; -roii E>eoii, as born from the being 
of God ; o vio<; 'TOV av0prfnrov, = w.:i~ ""I:!. (Daniel vii. l 3), as the 

model of humanity. In one instan~J o;ly-viz., in the profound 
Proverbs (comp. chap. viii. 22, :ff., with xxx. 4)-the idea of the 
Logos, which is there introduced under the title of TVisdom, ap
pears in a kind of transition from the general impersonal concep
tion to the personal. Still, the term " TVord of God" for the idea 
is wanting; in the passage, Prov. xxx. 4, the idea is expressed by 
the New Testament term, " Son of God." It is very remarkable, 
however, that although the Apocryphal Writings do not in reality 
go beyond the description of Wisdom in the Proverbs, knowing 
nothing of the appellation " Word of God" ( comp. Wisd. of Sol. 
vii. Jes, Sir. xxiv.), and at the utmost only presenting the personal 
acceptation of Wisdom somewhat more distinctly than it oc
curs in the Old Testament ; yet in the Targums (the Chaldee 

1 Compare the collected quotations in BB.umlein (Versucb. Uber den Logos, Tiibin• 
gen, 1~28.) The Oum comprehends Brnhmo, Vishuoo, ond Seeva, and is everything in 
t4em j be is the pu1·e mo.nifestntion of Eroh.ma, but impersono.Hy. Hom corresponds 
verbally with Om or Oum. I-le is cnlled an effect of Ormuzd, and is consequently of a 
more derived no.ture. Honow:r, a.go.in, is the eft"ect of Hum, anU o.ccordingly stu.nUs in a 
position n degree lower. Among the Chiuese, Tao would answer to the Logos. (Comp. 
Baumlein, s. 30, ff.) 

2 So Seyffnrth correctly (loc. cit. s. 51.) This scholo.r, in 1Wother place (s. 63), 
erroneously intimates the.t in John O vlO~ 'T"oii 0toU ie tbe Logos clothed with the 
uapf. ( Comp. John i. 14, 18.) 

2 
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translations of the Old Testement) which, however, were in 
part written before Christ, and in the Cabbalistio Writings, the 
personality of the ,vord of God appears wrought into the most dis
tinct form. This idea of the ,v ord of God as a personality 
shews itself in them partly in the fact that, in many passages, they 
directly put :,,:,-, .,., N.,'O.,'O for iliil.,, und partly in the circum
stance that th;y ~ud

0

ersta~d-·" w orl of God" llS identical with the 
Shechinah and the Messiah.1 

The term Schechinah designates the revelation of God in the 
entire fulness of his life and being ;2 this was considered as ap
pearing in the Messiah, and in him necessarily understood ns per
sonal. How the Chaldee Paraphrasts arrived at this profound 
idea is not evident; but we can scarcely err in conjecturing that 
the essential knowledge of God, as possessed by enlightened men 
among the .Jews-which had been communicated, by way of tradi
tion, from generation to generation-had descended to these per
sons; and therefore they were not the first who formed these ideas, 
or even the only persons who at that time cherished them, but are 
merely to us the earliest who have definitely expressed them. For 
ell the books of the Old Testament are much older than the Tar
gums, and hence they contain the doctrine still more in the germ. 
Through the same medium of tradition, doubtless, Philo also re
ceived the idea of the real, personal Word of God; in whose 

l Comp. On.keloe on Numb. xx.iii. 21: ,·erbum Jehovae ndjuvat illos, et Schechina 
regis illornm est inter eos. Also Zobar, fol. 237, on Genesis xlix. 10: N omen Schiloh 
(i. e., Messiae) hie scribitur M~ (cum Jod et He), nt signi6.cet nomen supremum 
Schechinae. (Comp. Bertholclt Christo!. Juel. p. 130, eqq.) The kindred expres
sions ~~, :i.r-, :,~~' -i"~ c:?, also occur. In Exodus xx.xi.ii. 20, 23, however, 
C""!'5 is nsl?d inverseJj,, in reference to tLe concealed, invisible God, wLile the po.rt moni• 
f.,,;~d ( consequently bis Son) is called '""'Mt<, "hie back." In Isaiah lxiii. 9, the Re
vealer of God is termed c•?~ 1~?~· The Cabbalists speak of a grent and a omall connte
nane.e of God, an open and a closed eye (comp. Tboluck, •· 60), in order to point out the 
relation bet we.en the bidden and the revealed God. 

2 BertLoldt (Joe. cit. pag. 120) explains the name SchecLinah quite correctly: ~n 
,.,:,,-,-, ·f.:: j::i •~ ~t<- The glory of God ( •"• -,i:,:,) is llleo called among the Jewish 

11~!.Lors ~~~.,~~ ~;",;~~• which terms are derived from the Latin, matrona nnd 
melAtOr. The 18.tter expr~selon hu been com1,ared also with µ.E:rUBpovo~, Co·regent; a 
form, however, which does not occur at all in the Greek language. On the contrary, 
the principle was looked upon in God as feminine, and tho tenn cro<J,la :-,~?.':' also in• 

dicatee t.hie view. Seyfil,rth (s. 50) compares the croq,la, not with the Logos, but with 
the -r11e.iiµa a..,,w,,. TWe, however, as a distinct bypoet.aeie, entirely withdraws from vie\'f 
in the Old Testament and in the .Ap'lcryphal Writings. 

3 
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writings we find it attains its higl1est point of cultivation. (Comp. 
Grossmnnni qunestiones Philoneae, Lips. 1829.4. The whole of 
the second division treats of the Logos of Philo, according to nil 
the relations in which this enquirer conceives of him.) Philo not 
only uses, with respect to him, the terms familiar to all Jewish 
thinkers-uoq,la, o6ga TOV 0eov, vlo<; TOV 0eoii-but also, e.s a 
PIRtonic philosopher, adduces in comparison the Divine vov<;, by 
which Plato understood just that which in the Old Testament is 
termed ;,o.:;:in,-as it were, God's consciousness of himself, or the 

self-conte~pl';i.tion of the Divine Being. 
Whether Plato himself regarded the vov<; as a personality, is

according to bis obscure interpretations-uncertain ; but the pro
found knowledge of God attained by his lofty mind, renders it more 
than probable that he could not look upon the primal idea which 
the au-ro lJv had of himself otherwise than as personal. 

The idea, then, of the divine Word was already in existence in 
the time of Christ, and therefore the question arises-why was it 
that neither the Lord himself nor any of the apostles, except John, 
employed it? rather than why did John use it? The expression 
uoq,la -rov 0eov, indeed, occurs once (Luke xi. 49, compare the 
Comm. on the passage) in the discourses of Christ ; but the very 
fact that this occurs so seldom, and that the phrase Xoryo,;; -rov C9eoii, 
in reference to the personality of the Word, is not found at all
except in John's writings-tends to show that these terms were not 
abstained from accidentally. The following seems to me to be the 
reason of the circumstance. In the Old Testament, express, positive 
statements respecting the personality of the wisdom of God were 
avoided so long as the people of Israel were in danger of Poly
theism. For a few individuals only, who were capable of deeper 
penetration, intimations concerning it were given ; the Chaldee 
Paraphrasts and the later Cabbalists give us the result of their in
vestigation ; but their writings-especiaUy those of the latter-con
tain much spurious admixture, derived perhaps even from Christian 
influence, although probably from the Christian Gnosticism alone. 
After the exile and at the time of Christ, circumstances were com
pletely changed. The cases were rnro in which Israelites bad en
tirely turned from Polytheism ; not unfrequently their notions of 
the Divine Being took the mould of the natural man's knowledge 
of God, and they regnrded him 11s n mere dead nbstrnction. This 
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view would only be favoured by the use of crocf,la or vov.,, while 
the very· next step was simply to think of one among the many aitri· 
butes of God. On the other hand, the terms o via., 'Tov 0€ou nnd 
o vi'i',., Tov avBpwTrov, which Jesus customnrily used when speaking 
of himself (comp. the Comm. Luke i. 35), e:xpress with perfect clear· 
ness the consciousness of pe1·sonality in the Revealer of God. 

The use also of the name" Son of Afan," which is predominant 
in the discourses of Christ himself, led away from all idle refine
ments concerning the peculiar relation in the Divine Being between 
Father and Son ; while on the other hand it vindicated the moral 
tendency to resemble the primal model of humanity, which was ex
hibited in the Son. John certainly migM have employed in his 
writings the term crocf,la or vov.,, and in doing so he would also have 
been quite intelligible to his readers ; but he preferred the expres
sion }..o,yo._, probably because in its signification of" understand· 
ing," it was parallel with crocf,la or vov.,; and further, in the sense 
of "word" it embraced the idea wanting in those terms-viz., 
that the God who was hidden, shut up within himself, revealed 
himself in this Being, as the human spirit manifests itself in the 
internal or external word. If it be assumed (and this, if it cannot 
be demonstrated, cannot be proved untrue), that John was ac· 
quainted with the writings of l'hilo, and that those of his readers 
whom he had chiefly in view were fond of them, we have then an 
external reason for the use of this term ;1 only, it cannot be admitted 
that J obn gained the idea itself through any historical medium 
whatever; even if he did receive some external notice of it, he 
obtained it first in reality through the illumination of the Spirit, 
by his own inward contemplation of the sublime relation. It is 
only in the choice of the ex1,ression for the idea, that be allows him
self to be led by the necessity of those around him. 

If it be further enquired, whether this already existing idea -
which John designated by tLe expression usually employed for it
was not further in a peculiar manner perfected by him ; we find that 
this certainly is the case. For John has placed tlte idea of the 
Divine T¥ord in suc/1 express connexion with the idea of the 

1 Tt.oluck (Comm. ZWD Hebr-Briefe, s. 66, ff.) will not e.llow the validity ofanycon
oexion with Philo. Yet, the.t Joho sLoold not have beard of Philo and We doctrines, 
t\Jrougl.J the Theosophists in Asie. Minor, even:tbough he may not have read bis works, 
liieems to me very improbable, 
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Me,Ysia!t, t!tat lte points out t!te JJfe.YRialt as tlte incarnate Logo8 
ltim,wif. 

These two ideas do not, indeed, appear without any connexion, 
oven among the Cnbbnlists, and probably such a combination may 
bnve existed among the older Jewish enquirers. It has, however, 
been falsely maintnined that this is identical with the union which 
Jolm teaches in the Proremium of his Gospel.1 :For the Cabbalists 
-e. g., in the remarkuble book Zohar2 (lustre, light), which is said 
to have been written by Rabbi Simeon Ben Jochai, and belongs to 
the second century after Christ (comp. Tholuck's work, Wichtige 
Stellen des Rabbinischen Buches Sohar., Berlin, 1824)-use the 
expressions "Word of God," "Schechinah," "Wisdom," " Glory 
of God," synonymously with n.,tvoiT· But this by no means 

proves that they regarded the Log·o; ;s appearing in human per
sonality, and living on earth as a man. They in fact employ the 
expressions "Messiah" and "Word" synonymously, without ad
mitting a union of the Word with the human nature in the Mes
siah, as J oho teaches it. The higher divine nature of tbe Messiah 
was not doubted by these profound thinkers, but, just because they 
adhered to this, they erred respecting his human nature ; in like 
manner, the common, popular opinion embraced the latter, but on 
this very account mistook the Messiah's heavenly nature. The 
fact itself that the more profound Jews were in darkness as to the 
relation of the higher to the lower in the Messiah, is clearly shown 
by those passages in Zohar where a twofold Messiah is taught. 
(Comp. Tholuck in the work above alluded to, s. 47, 73.) The 
higher element in the Messiah is here called " the upper heigltt," 
the human, "the lower heigltt ;" but both are contemplated as dis
tinct personalities, that which is divine in the Messiah being Ben 
David, that which is human being Ben Joseph. The intellectual 
Jews, however, seem to have regarded the phenomenon of a higher 
nature in the Mes8ie.h (Ben David) as docetic3 (comp. the passages 

l So Kuinoel (in his Einleitung zum Johannes, s, 73), Bertholdt Christo!. p. 1211, 
sqq. and others. Bertholdt even speaks (Joe. cit.) of o. unio persone.lis between the 
Logos 11nd the Mesai11b, which Wll9 tnught by the Cabbo.listic book Zohar. Ou this, how
ever, we cannot enlerge. 

2 See 11n nccount of this book in Dr Pye Smith's Scrip, Test. vol. i. p. 085, thml. edit. 
-Tn. 

s Those persons whose views have been designated by the term Docetism (from the 
Greek word ooK7J,opinion, decree) regarded Christ as an emanation of thought or pur
poee from the Deity,-Tn. 
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in Bertholdt, pnge 92), for they nscribe to the Messinh a new 
essence c~,n :-,-,-:,:, . ) 

The snm~ tl~ing T p;esents itself in Philo. Although with this 
Theosophist the doctrine of the Logos forms the centre of llis sys
tem, yet the idea of a personal l\iessiah is altogether nbsent in his 
writings. It is refined into a purely ideal activity of the Logos, 
which be very frequently terms, as the ideal and pattern of man, 
O a)v1]071<; or aJvrJ0£VO<; av0p<1J'TT"O<;, 0 7rpo<; a)..1)0Eiav l1,v0pw7ro<;, 

and even simply av0pw7ro<;. (Comp. Grossmann, loc. cit. p. 40.) 
Seyffartb is of opinion (Joe. cit. s. 68) that Philo teaches an incar
nation of the Logos. This view, however, rests upon misunderstood 
passages (comp. Philon. Opp. edit. Pfeiffer, vol. iv. p. 22, 268), 
which, when rightly interpreted, state exactly the contrary. In 
opposition to this idealistic error, as well as to the materialistic 
notion of the .Jews generally, that the Messiah was only an extra
ordinary man, .John sets forth bis doctrine-the true media via-of 
a union of that which is divine with that wliich is truly human, 
as declared by the Incarnation of the Word (.John i. 14.) 

According to this historical statement respecting the usage of the 
term Logos, those notions of it which altogether divaricate from 
its historical meaning are self-refuted. To this class belongs, in 
the frrst place, the opinion maintained in recent times by Ernesti 
and Tittman, according to which o M"fo<; stands for o A-E"foµ,wo<; in 
the signification of " The Promised" = o E7r~EA-Xoµ,wo<;, so 
that it would designate the Messiah announced by the prophets. In 
that case, however, the Messiah as such must, aocording to ver. 1, 
be regarded as in God from eternity ; and this is shewn to be incor
rect by the only true signification of the word, which points out the 
union of the divine and the human. In reference to the divine 
nature only of the Messiah, the opinion certainly is true; but the 
designation "The Promised"' cannot refer to the divine nature of 
the Messiah alone; it must connect witli this bis humanity, be
cause the promise of him is an announcement of his coming to 
men as man. 

Not quite pa.rallel with this unhistorical view is another, which 
explains A.O"fO<; by means of o °"A-E-ywv, one who communicates, pro
mulgates. In the earliest period Origen and Epiphanius, in more 
modern times Doderlein, Storr, and others, have propounded this 
opinion. 
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This hypothesis lencls to the unscrupulous exchange of the con
crete with the absolute; nncl its incorrectness is involvecl in the 
single fact, that, by means of this exchn.oge, Christ is denominatecl 
only ns one among many, nnd thnt also merely under the general 
notion of n teaclter. Had he been contemplatecl as the organ of 
all information concerning divine things, as the teacher of all 
teachers, then the interpretation might have been retained ; and it 
wnsjust in this wny that the Fathers apprehended it. Meanwhile, 
even to the latter and more suitable mocle of understancling the 
iclea, there is this to be opposed, viz., that, according to the ex
pression o X6,yo<;, the Father is considerecl as the Xe,yoov, as Philo 
customarily expresses himself. Moreover, if X6,yo<; be resolved into 
o Xe,yoov, the relation between ·Father and Son, pointed out by 
means of the expression selected, is clisplaced. More recent 
interpreters have therefore correctly conceived that we ought only 
to retain the historical aspect of the name which John found 
adapted to indicate his view. 

Ver. I, ~- Concerning this Logos-who, according to the tes
timony of history, must be apprehended as identical with the 
essential Wisdom, or the Son of God-J oho tells us, in the first 
place, -,jv ev apxfi-1 The -,jv, which is employed without change 
in verses l and 2, here designates-by way of antithesis to e,ye
veTo, ver. 3 (the term used in reference to what is created)-the 
enduring, timeless existence of the eternal presence. (John viii. 58, 
it is said accordingly, 7rp'iv 'A/3paa-µ, ,yeveu0at e,yw elµt. Liicke 
strangely denies this distinction between the Seyn [" to be"] and 
the Werden [" to become," " to be made"] ; yet it is common to 
all languages. The word -,jv may indeed often be used in applica
tion to created things, as well ns E')EVET'O, but with respect to that 
which is eternal, e,yeveTo is utterly inapplicable, because in this 
case the fact of " being" is not, ns in the former, the result of the 
process of" being made.") 

Thus the precise idea of the apx"l is at once determined. The 
customary comparison of t,"ID~-,:::i, ( Gen. i. 1) with this passage ... : 

l Seylfarth (s. ~2) terms the description of the Logos here (-.-e,-ses 1 ant.I 2), "his re
presenta.tiou in n stnte of quieacence." The idea is co1Tect, but the expression which he 
hns selected is not adapted to its purpose, since the t'.w'7 ns the highest motion does away 
with quiescence. The anoie.nt term XO')'o~ i110,J:8£TO~ is better; here the Logos is con
ceived of, in the first plaoe, es God inwardly mo.nifesting himself. The second a.et of 
divine energy ie the revelation of God _outwardly (ver. 3) to the world of creo.tures. 
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iseems to me inappropriate, because it refers to thnt which is crenteJ, 
whereas our pnssnge has respect to the eternal being of the Sou in 
the boisom of the Father. The words Ev apxf, therefore nre not 
to be understood ns menning " in the beginning of the creation," 
but "in the originnl beginning,'" i.e., from eternity. A pnrollel is 
formed by John xni. 5, where the Lord himself speaks of his ex
istence with the Father, 7rp6 Tov Tov ,coa-µ,ov Elvai.1 Here, there
fore, e'l'en the phrase &,.,.· apx11~ could not be employed, although it 
may be used synonymously with EV apxf,, when a period is spoken 
of to which something is referred, or from which something is to be 
reckoned.2 Here no period is supposed; on the contrary, all 
period of commencement which ,vould lead to previous nonentity 
is denied. Tbis also sufficiently refutes the Socinian acceptation 
of the passage, " from the beginning of Christianity ;·· for if, as in 
Acts xi. 15, according to the connexion, EV apxf, may have that 
signification, this does not furnish the least argument in reference 
to another passage, where the connexion indicates a different apx11.a 

With this first definition of the timeless existence of the Logos, a 
second is now connected, viz., ~v 7rp6~ T6v BEtJv. In the parallel 
of the oofa of the Son, John xvii. 5, the phrase is 1,v Elxov 7rp6 
TOV T6V ICO<TJLOV Etval 7rapa <TOt. (John vi. 46, 7rapci, TOV Beov, i.e., 
from God.) Now the prepositions 7rpo~ with the accusative, and 
7rapci with the dative, associated with words of rest, mean "near," 
" witlt." This idea, therefore, expresses the close connexion of the 
Logos with God, and at the same time also, the hypostatical dis
tinction between the Son and the Father. (Comp. Prov. viii. 22, 
30; Sirach x.xiv. 10.) This is shewn by the last proposition, ,ca1, 
Be?,~ ~v o ).},,yo~. Were it possible so to misunderstand this as to 
BUppose that there is no distinction between the Logos and God, 
and thatr-aceording to the Sabellian theory-Father and Son are 

1 The expression is well interpreted by the passage, Prov. viii. 23, which treats of the 
diviue Wisdom. IJpO -Toii aiCOvos is quite equivalent to .Tohn'e £11 O.px'i• 

2 Jn the passages 1 John i 1, ii. 13, 14, C:-.r' apxii• appears equal to i11 apxfi. There, 
however, the eKpression signifies tl.oe.t he was from the beginning, throughout the whole 
de~e]opmeut of the creation. Meanwhile, in Sirach xxiv. 9, cl:w' tipxijf: crrto.inly stands 
= EJJ UpX!J. 

B Cyril e.nd othen,, as also in the most recent times, Me.rheinecke (Dogm. s. 134) under
stand a.PX;,"" the Father, the Original; the view is profound, but exegetice.lly uutenable. 
Intl.le New Testament Christ is celled clpx;, (Rev. iii. 14), and, as is known, not un
frequently "angel," but never "the Father." Philo (comp. Grossmann loc. cit. p. 01) 
B.Dd tbe Gnostic• also ea.lied the Logos apx;,, but the Father -.rpoapx~-
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only different modes of operation of the same God, this mistake is 
obviated by the foregoing sentence. And in order to exhibit in 
the most forcible manner the intimate oneness, and yet the distinc
tion between the Father and the Son, the Evangelist, ver. 2, repeats 
the statement. The oneness of the Father and the Son lies in the 
essence, the distinction in the personality, i. e., in the conscious
ness, which is the characteristic of personality, and with which 
duality is necessarily associated. 

In the last words, on account of the absence of the article, Beck 
itself is doubtless a predicate. Tholuck, following the example of 
Erasmus, justly observes that here the article is wanting, because 
the Deity is pointed out as substance, not as subject. However, 
the question is, whether the presence or absence of the article is to 
be understood as indicating a difference in the signification of 0eo,;-. 
Philo calls the Logos eeo~-, but 0€UT€po,;- eeo,;- (Opp. i. 8;t, ii. 625), 
and in another place (i. 683) he says : el oe'i Ta)v178e,;- el7re'iv, µ,e8o
pt6,;- Tt,;" eeov cf,uut,;- ,ea/, av8prl>7,0V, TOV µ,ev €1\tLTTWV, av8pw7T"OV OE 
KpelTTwv.1 Origen conceives of the Logos similarly (and in accor
dance with him the Arian party) as a peculiar Being, standing in 
the middle between God and creatures, who, on account of his rela
tion to the Most High God, may well be termed 0eo,;- but not o 
ee6,;-. Now, the mel'e term eeo,;- affords DO proof that this view is 
incorrect, since the same is also employed in a sense widely different, 
like Elohim in the Old Testament. (Comp. John x. 34.) The 
distinction, however, that is made between 0eo,;-, with and without 
the article, is at any rate arbitrary, and not grounded in the New 
Testament, as is shewn by verses 6, 13, and 18 in this first chapter; 
while the idea of the Logos as an intermediate Being, between 
God and creatures, is completely refuted by all those pe.ssages 
which ascribe to the Son equal lwnour aIJd equal qualities with 
the :Father. This, combined with the fixed doctrine of the unity of 
God, affords a more profound idea of the rele.tioll of the Son to the 
Father, viz., that the Son is not e. sublime creature brought forth 
at the first by the Father, but is the self-manifestation of the 

1 On account olso of this view, Philo in many passages calls the Logos ll'ff"?JpiT'ls or 
0'JT'ad0~, -i.e. chroX.ou80s: 0ioU-terms which the New Testament never employs with 
reference to the Son in his heavenly nRture. Yet Christ is co.lied. Heb. iii. 1, d'1T"0a
"TO~o\', an expression with which Philo's terms ere quite parallel. The Old Testam~nt 
often denomino.tes the Meesit1.h r,i~"' .,:lY, with which the Greek 'Jl"ai•• in the sense or 

0oiiAoi, oorresponds. 
T ; ·.•\• -
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Fttther to himself as :X.o')'o, Jvl>ia0ero,-outwa1·dly J,·om himself, a.s 
Xo')'o, r.poef,opiKo.,-. The self-manifestation of the Father, however, 
can be nothing less tlrnn the pure, perfect image of himself. The 
perfect God forms a perfect conception of himself, his conception 
is Being, nnd his conception of himself is a. Being equnl to himself-1 

Thus the consubstnntiality of the Father and the Son stands upon 
just as firm a footing as the unity of God; only that a.ccording to 
this view, the personality of the Son may appear exposed to Sabel
lian error-" Let us, however, only abaodon the idea of isolnted 
human individuality,-which indeed is innpplicnble to the divine 
personality of the Son, nnd was always kept at a. distance from it 
by the orthodox teachers of the Church,-and it then becomes 
manifest, ns we have alrendy remarked, that the perfect self-mani-: 
festation of God (God contemplated not as an abstraction, but 
ns n li,ing Being) can only be brought forth, Spirit out of 8pirit, 
Being out of Being, and accordingly all those peculiarities which, 
in the want of a word expressing the sublimity of the relation, we 
nre accustomed to designate by the inadequate term Person , are 
endowed with his spiritual essence also_ 

The Socini1m conjecture, according to which the reading should 
Le Beov -l,v o Xo')'o,, is self-condemned, and needs only to be known 
in order to be rejected- On the other hand, the punctuation after ~v, 
so as to read o M,yo, oin-o, K. -r. )\.. together with ver. 2, gives tll8 
sume sense as the ordinary reading, if we only complete o Xo,yo,, os 
subject,• from what pre.;edes. However, it is destitute of all critical 
authority. 

Yer. 3. With the description of the being of the Logos is con
nected the explanation concerning bis relation to the world, nncl 
that first of all in so fBl· as it came forth pure from the hand of 
Goel. As created, the world never stands in connexion with the 

1 MelanctLon justly says: Logos est imago cogitatione patris genita. Mens bumo.na 
pingit imnginem rei cogitaLae, sed nos non tra02fundimus essentiam in i11o.s imogitll"s. 
At Peter reternufl sese intnens gignit cogito.tionem sui, quae est imo.go ipsius, non 
eve.uescens ut nostra, imagines, sed subsislR.ns commuuicaLa. ipsius essentiB. (Comp. 
Tl1oluck, e. 5G, note 2, the 5th edition, which is always cited in this work.) 

2 For a detailed account of Sabellianum see Soameo" Mosheim Eccl. Hist., yo). i. 
.,. 271, 272.-TB. 

a Tholnck (s. 55, note 1) likewise remarks," if the term Person be understood in tile 
sense of individual., it is somewhat dubious, and the scho]ostic pLreee, unu. substantin 
iu triLus subsistentiis (in the German Selbheit • self') might be preferable." 

4- In tUe 1ogico.l sensP., as dieti1Jguiabed from predicute.-Tn. 
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essoutinl torm tu !,,, (,Jvai); it alwnys wenrs the rnnrk c,f Lhut, which 
is made (rylvEa-0ai.) The 7ra11Ta is, like -rii 7ravTa or -ro 7rav, to 
he understood ns meaning the universe; that limitation of the ex
pression to the spiritunl creation called forth in man by Christ, which 
the Socinians mnintnin, is contrary to the meaning of the author, 
ns the second clo.nse distinctly shows; while, at the same time, it is 
nlso opposed to the doctrine which pervades the Apocryphnl Writ
ings of the New Testament, viz., that God created the world b!J 
means of The Wisdom or The Son (comp. Prov. viii.; Sirnch xxiv.; 
Wisd. of Sol. viii.; Colossio.ns i. 16 ; Heb. i. 2, with such passages 
ns Rom. xi. 36 ; I Cor. viii. 6 ; Eplies. iv. 6.) vVe may here com
pnre the expression IJ'I ;ii:,~ ""'11'::5~, Gen. i. 3, since according to this 

the crentive Word of God i~ th; Logos himself. At the same time, 
the precise usus loquendi of Scripture is not to be overlooked, for 
it is constantly said, "the Father created the world through (oui) 
the Son," or" the world is from (he), by (v7ro) the Father, through 
the Sou;" never " Christ c1·eated the world." This uniformly esta
blished mode of expression proceeds from the correct contemplation 
of the relation of the Son to the Father, according to which the 
Son is the self-maI!ifesting God himself. God therefore always 
works only through the Son, the Son never works independently and 
as if detached from the Father ; his work is the divine will itself in 
action, and in God there is no will except the Son. This was very 
juE'tly acknowledged by the orthodox Fathers, in their rejection of 
the Semi-Arian Formula, "the Son was.begotten by an act of God's 
will ;" the Son is the Father's will itself. 

The Evangelist odds, ,cat, xwpk auTDV eyEVETD DUO€ ~v. 0 "jE

,YDVEV, not from II mere habit of repeating negatively the sentiments 
before expressed positively, but witl1 the distinct purpose of carry
ing the thought further, and defining precisely the relation of the 
Logos to the world. Li.icke, in the 2nd edition, und De "'-ette 
have therefore explained themselves 11s 11greeing with me, that, by 
means of this, the Gnostic doctrine of nn uncreated VA'TJ wns to be 
excluded. Tholuck, however, on the contrnry, rem11rks, that the 
words must then have rend, Ka£ DuoJ ev E<Tnv, o µi] ryiryDvEv ol 
auTDv; for as the words nm now, the Gnostics might have said, 
matter is eternal. John certuinly might have expressed himself 
according to the latter reading ; but the words of our text likewi~e 
indicnte the sentiment with sufficient clearness. For John regnnleLl 

y~ 
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evil in its individual appearances, and of these he affirmed that none 
of them existed without the Logos; by which means the existence 
of an independent power besides God is perfectly excluded. The 
very fountain of everything false in the Theosophic Cosmogonies, 
which were frnmed in John"s time, was the doctrine that an uncreated 
iS'J\..,, besides God was the source of evil. This fundamental error 
John here combats, and only such II supposition renders the 
form of the passage intelligible. All except God is designated as 
made, and is considered as made through the Logos, and thus the 
doctrine of a second principle is entirely rejected; this reference 
also excellently suits the polemic design of John, and cannot there
fore be obliterated. J. G. Muller (vom. Gl. der Chr. B. i. s. 393) 
decides for the old Alexandrine punctuation, maintained also by 
Erasmus, Griesbach, and Koppe, according to which & ,yeyovw 
should be connected with iv avT<j,, so as to give rise to the sense: 
" that which was by him was life." But then life would be attri
buted to the created rather than to the Creator, to say nothing of 
the unsuitableness of the context Kal;, ,wi] ijv K. T, ">-.., if so under
stood. llforeover, the sentiment that through him was that which 
is living, not that which is dead, appears poor. 

Ver. 4. The representation places prominently in view one part 
of the creature in general-viz., the world of mankind, and states 
the relation of the Logos to it. Rieger refers ver. 4 to the ori
ginal condition of man in Paradise, and therefore takes ijv decided
ly as the imperfect tense. Yer. 5 would then describe the Fall, and 
the consequent position of mankind, while ver. 0, ff., would de· 
lineate tbe restoring activity of God in its point of consummation, 
and in the development of this point. The Logos, however, was 
not the light of men in Paradise merely, but always. Verse 5 does 
not refer to the rise of darkness, but presupposes its existence. The 
Evangelist avoids entering minutely into the origin of evil, since 
it would have led him away from the practical ground. 

The first subjects of discourse here are the ideas ,00171 and 
ef,wr;, which are ascribed to the Logos as permanent signs of his 
entity. It is not needful to read lun for ijv, as the imperfect tense 
iLBelf would point out enduring presence. Just as little is it 
allowable to coin a signification for the EV (viz., that it is = o,a, 

1 Comp. my treatise: de notione vocie l:"'" in libris N. Teet. Pflnpt programm, 1828. 
Printed in my Opusc. Theo!., p. 98, eqq. 
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nnd stands for ::i,) ; on the contrnry, the proposition t!v avrij, 1;"'71 
17v is quite pnrnllel with the formula o 7'.iryo,;; la-nv iJ /;CM] or Al,,,10,;; 
-rfj,;; twij<; (I John i. I.) (Comp. the passages, John v. 26, l ,John 
v. 11, with John xi. 25, xiv. U, in which the two modes of expres
sion 11.re interchanged.) For the sense of the expression is, that 
the Logos car-ries life in himself independently; as Philo says, he 
is the 'TT"'TJ'Y't/ Tij<; l;wij,;;. (Comp. Psalm xxxvi. 10,1 where the 
LXX. have 7rapa a-ol. 'TT"'TJ'Y'TJ l;wij,;;.) [t is true this applies in the 
highest sense to the Father (John v. 26, wa-7rep o 7T"aT7JP lx,ei /;w1Jv 
ev eavnp), but the Father has given this also, as everything else, 
to the Son, to be a self-subsistiug Fountain of Life (ovTw<; iow,ce 
1tal Trj, vi'{J t"''t]v Ex.etv Ev EavT<jj.) 

As to the idea of l;w17 itself; it belongs to the most profound 
things in the profound language of John.~ For it designates the 
only real absolute Being (the lJvTw<; elvai) of Deity, in contrast 
with the relative existence of the creature. The latter, contem
plated as in isolation from Gad, is in 06.vaTo<;, and only has its 
/;0017 in connexion with God, the fountain of life." God is there
fore o µ,ovo<; lxwv 'T't/V a0avaa-tav ( 1 Tim. vi. 16) ;' creatures re
ceive it only through conjunction with him; and inasmuch as God 
communicates it to them through the Logos, Christ is called iJ /;W'TJ 
i]µ,wv (Coloss. iii. 4.) For as he contains the life in himself (o 
l;wv, Rev. i. 18), so also be imparts it (o l;wo7roiwv.) The senti
ment of ver. 4 therefore stands in connexion with ver. 3 thus :_ 
"All was made through bim,for in him resides the all-producing, 
creative power." The signification "happiness,"" which has fre-

I English, v. 9.-TB. 
2 Compare Seyifarth, Joe. cit. s. 101, ff. 
a In order to a thorough apprehension of the idea of [w,i, it is important to consider 

the term ftc.iva-ro,: in its biblical usage. In reference to creatures, it b&s a twofold 
sense. It commonly signifies the becoming separate of things belonging together; 
either of tbe soul nn<l tbe body in physico.l death, or of the spirit and the soul in the in• 
we.rd, spiritual, or eternal death. But 6civa-ro~ also designates tha,t w/,,ich separates, the 
power that produces death. (Rev. x.x. 1..1..) \Vhile, therefore, death is the unharmonis• 
ing force wWoh checks iudividunl life in its development, and destroys it, the t'w11 ap• 
peers ns tbe harmonious, st1·engtbening powt-r, which renders life ell congenial. Thus. 
as life stands on a pw·allel with _qood, so does death with evil. The former only is the 
eternal ancl absolute j the lu.lter, like P.vil, is not o.nythiug substantial, still less 11ny1bing 
11bsolute., but yet something real-viz., the destruction ot' the propf'l' relation, a.ud the 
ceuee itself of this destruction. 

' Orig. in Jonu. t. ii. Opp. vol. iv. p. 71, ,·ery justly sn~·s: TO Kvpiw-. tf," -rrnpli. 

!.t6v,!1 Kvpiw Tvyxcivu~ 
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quenLly boon nscribed Lo twiJ, is only a secondnry one; for the pos
session in hirnsolf of divine, nbsolutc being, certainly includes 
happiness for the crenture; but the notion of tCll17 iu itself com
prehends more than merely the sense of well being, which is the 
lending idea in the expression " 11Rppiuess." 

The tw,j contemplated in the victory over denth striving against 
life, is called in John ava<TTaats-. As, therefore, Christ is the tCll17 
itself, so he is also the absolute dvaa-Ta<Tt\'. (Comp. ,John xi. 25.) 

The second important idea in ver. 4 is cJ,ws-. By· this ex
pression, the essence of the Logos is denominated, as it were, sub-_ 

.<tantial. The substance of the Divine Being is inexpressible ; the 
only thing that nature suggests us suitable for comparison with it 
is Light.1 Xo people, no lnngunge, no age, has either designated 
or contemplated the Deity otherwise than as full of light. The 
visible light is the vivifying, fructifying, preserving principle of the 
physical world ; just so the cJ,ws- V0'1'JTCW is the living principle of tbe 
spiritual world. Thus God, the first cause of all being, is termed 
cJ,ws- altro1v a7TpoutTOV (I Tim. vi. l G), and Christ declares: €"/W 
clµ,, To cJ,w, Tav Koa-µ,au (John viii. 12, ix. 5.) Similarly in Wisd. 
of Solomon vii., the uacJ,la is called, ver. 20, a7Tavyaa-µ,a c/>CllTO', 
ai:olau; ver. 29, r,)..wu Evrre-rrea-Tl.pa. Philo also very frequently 
compares the Logos with the light or the sun (Mai. iv. 2) ; and 
also with the ,yvocJ,o, (Grossmann, lac. cit. p. 39), since the exces
sive abundance of light represents invisibility ( l Tim. vi. 16.) 
~ ow the Logos, the Light of all beings, is here contemplate cl 
especially in relation to nien, to which relation the whole following 
description has reference. As the Saviour ascribes to man even 
after the Fall an inward cJ,ws- (Luke xi. 35), and ver. 9 the Logos 
appee.rs as the constant dispenser of spiritual light to men ; so here 
he is called the Original Bringer of light, the <pClltr<popar; (2 Pet. i. 
J 9) to their race. 

This is pointed out by the 'f/V in antithesis with the foliow-

1 As tLe Father so also tLe 8011, is lig!Jt; in Lio b .. ig!Jtness we Lebold tile in
'"isiblr. Folher Comp. Ps. xxxvL 10, -.."\t(-r,_~~? ':°i°;~tc~, LXX., iv Tqi c/Jw'Tl aou 01fu5-
µ,Ba q,w<, Philo nlso finely expresses tile idea ot' ti1e percepti!Jility of the Lig!Jt Ly 
mee.us of itself, ia the following mo.nner: T0v al0'6FJT0v TollTov ijAwv, µ,j ATE.p~ 'TUI~ 

th.wpoVµ.tJJ n ;/>.,;~ ; -rd OE Utr-rpa µ.ti 'Tl.-0''11 dAXo,r .,, U.crTpOl'l 8uup0111uv; Kai O'U'10AWs 

70 q,;;,._, ci.p • olJ (/,w'Ti /I'J1..l.-,re'Tat; 'T"OV ai.TDv i,·, ,,-ptnrov Kai b 0E0'-, iau-roii <Pi'Y'Y"r J v, 
i,' aLITolJ µOvov (i. '-'·• X.6,you) BewpE'i-ra,, /J.t)0Ev0\· UX.'>1..ou cruv1pyoll11TOt n Ouva1.1.h,ov 
uuurp-yijaa, -,rpi,,. 11111 r.i.i\tKpti,ij Ka-rciA.111/nv T~~ i,,,,-Upf;iw-. oirroi,. 
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ing <f,alvei (vcr. G.) Tho resolution of the prnfound idea of the 
<pw<; into the general notion of a. Teacher is to be rejected, ns de
stroying all its point. The nctivity of tl1e Teacher presupposes in_ 
the learner o. spirituul ea.pa.city for instrl.lCtion, which the former 
only puts in motion ; but the communication of the <f,w,; is the 
filling of humnn nature with a higher spiritual principle, and 
is, therefore, something far more profound and inward. This, 
however, mny be allowed-that while sru,j refers more to pou·tr, 
<f,w<; has more reference to knowledge; only the knowledge is to be 
understood as deep and inward, as an actual possession of that 
which is known. 

Ver. 5. In opposition to the Logos, as the Diffuser of divine 
light, is placed the u,co-rla, and, while up to this point the Logos 
has been presented to view os the Creator of the original pure crea
tion, he now appears as the Restorer of the fallen race. \Vith re
spect to the origin of the darkness, nothing precise is said ; it is 
only mentiened that the Logos is the llluminator, the banisher of 
that darkness. ::Z,d,-ro<;, therefore, or u,co-r{a, designates the being 
of the creature entirely turned away from God, and consequently 
fallen into the power of Bavaro~, having through sin lost the divine 
cpw<; ; u,ca-ro<;, accordingly, is nothing substantial, as cpw<;, but 
something merely negative, the absence of the light, which, how
ever, 11resents itself only in u concrete form, und therein has its posi -
tive aspect. On this account it is nbsolntely denied of God and of 
the divine world ( l John i. 5., Eho,; cf,w,; Jun ,cal u,co-rla iv av-rij, 
OVIC lunv ovoeµ{a.) Now, the cpa{vet is not to be referred only to 
the activity of the Incarnate Logos; on the contrary, the expression 
indicates collectively the operation of the world of light and its So
vereign, in ell the forms of its manifestation, upon the darkness. 
The position of the darkness, however, in relation to these opera
tions of the light was that it did not hold fast the light, and coll -
sequently wos not illuminated by its energy. (Ka-rD..a/3€11 is 
closely allied to '7T"ap/iXa/3ov, ver. 11, and to lXa/3011, ver. 12.) 
This statement is, of course, to be understood, like ver. l 0, l l, only 
of the groat majority, of whom it is said Tf'IU'7T"TJ<Tav µaXXov -ro u,ca
'l"D<;, t, -ro cf,w,; (John iii. I 0); for there were nlwnys some children 
of light who received it deeply into their hearts. 

The sevornl forms in which the light rcvca.led itself are more 
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precisely described in ver. 10, ff., and John v. 33, is as it were, 
a further comment1try on those verses. 

Ver. 6-8. After this mention of the earliest general operation of 
the Logos upon humanity, in its state of exposure to the influence of 
darkness, the representation proceeds. God sent John the Baptist as 
witness of the Light, which was about to manifest itself in a new and 
peculiar manner t-0 the world. John is placed before all tbe pro
phets only as the greatest and last prophet of the Old Testament ; 
the whole of the Old Testament, with its line of prophets, was a 
µ,a,p-rvpl,a, of the Light. The µ,ap-rvpe'iv does not involve the idea 
of instruction or communication, but only that of corroboration, 
solemn declaration ; and this not merely outward, but internal 
also. The prophets were, so to speak, the first rays of the ap
proaching Sun, and John was a ray likewise. He himself was 
incapable of communicating to the sinful world a higher life; but 
he knew that there was a fountain of such life, and that it was 
about to pour forth its fulness into the poverty of the human heext. 
These words have plainly a polemic direction against an exagge
rated estimation of John. The term llv0pr,nro,; stands in opposi
tion to the predicates of >../,,yo,;;, and E"fl.veTo in opposition to ~v, 
Ver. 8, John is cexefully distinguished from the cf,w,;;, but he is 
designated as a man who had experienced in himself the operation 
of the cf,w,;; of the Logos. Accordingly (John v. 35), he is called 
>..vxvo,;; o cf,alvwv, and the result of his work is described thus : 
that through him (oi' avTOV, ver. 7, referring to John) all men 
might believe in the coming Light. (According to ver. 12, 'lrttr· 

TEVtrmtr£ may be completed by el,; To livoµ,a ailTov.) 
Ver. 9. Next follows very simply the announcement of the divine 

decree, that the true Light should come into the world, viz., in per
sonal appearance. The epithet a>..,,,Bivo,; contrasts, as it were, the 
Logos, as the original Light, with the other derived lights (James 
i. 17.) John frequently uses the term (iv. 23, vi. 82, xv. 1) to 
express the sentiment that the earthly was only the imitation of 
the heavenly, the latter being the essential principle of the former. 
It stands, therefore, in antithesis, not to the false, for the Baptist 
we.s no false light, but only to the relative, the derived. (In such 
passages as John xvii. 3, it appears used as equivalent to a>..,,,017,;. 
Compare, however, the exposition of the passage itself.) Upon 
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this depends the more profound acceptation of bihlicnl metaphors, 
which are not to be understood RB though there were a trnnsfer 
made of earthly relations to the divine, but inversely; men of God 
contemplating the a"JvrJfhv&., in order to express them, seek for 
earthly images of the heavenly. 

With respect to the construction ; as Lucke, Tholuck, and all 
recent expositors acknowledge, epx_l,µevov is not to be connected 
with IJ,11BpoJ'Tro11, for this would occasion a pleonasm,1 since all men 
must come into the world, i. e., must be born; but it ia to be united 
with 7711. The participle epxoµevov is then to be taken in a future 
sense : "Tlie light which was about to come into the world." Here, 
however, in the first place, is to be determined the meaning of ,coa-

µo,;;, 2 in order to fix accordingly the sense of lpxea-Bat el,;; Toll ,c/,a-µ011. 
Koa-µo,;; means,.first, the material world with all its creatures, so 
far as they are created and disposed by God. So John xvii. 5, 
24, frequently in the phrase 7T"po Tov Tov ,coa-µ011 lwat, and the 
like. Secondly, however, it embraces by way of synechdoche only 
men, as the most (essential creatures in the world at large, e. g., 
John iii. 16, 01/TW TJ,Yd.7T"'TJ<T€1J O Beo<; TOIi ICO<Tµov, vi. 33, apTo<; 
tw-ryv 8t8ov,;; T<p ,coa-µrp. Finally (and this is the prevailing signi
fication of ,coa-µo,;; in the lenguage of John), it is employed in 
reference to the creature, so fer as that which is sinful in him is 
concerned:; and in this sense again its use is synechdochic, as apply
ing to men estranged from God. Thus John xvii. 9, ou 7T"ept Tov 
,coa-µov epwTW ( comp. l John ii. l 5, 16.) K6a-µo,;; is, however, by 
no means identical with the a-,coTo<;; the a-,coTo<; is that which is sin
ful in itself; in the world there is only a mixture of a-,cOTo<; and cf,w,;;. 
But ao far as the a-JCoTo<; predominates in the alwv oirro,;;, so far 
the Bta/30)..0,;; is called, according to John's phraseology, the aPXwv 
Toii ,coa-µov (xii. 31.) The customary expression for the Incarna
tion and personal operation of the Logos is lpxea-Bat el,;; Tov ,c{,a-
µov (iii. 19, vi. 14, ix. 39, xi. 27, xii. 46.) It designates the 
descent from that happy~heavenly kingdom, which is animated with 
perfect harmony, into this mingled temporary system. The phrase 

1 The Hebrew tl~~~ .,~~ 1,:, mny certainly be reudered "all men;'' only in that case 
a•Bpw,roc cunnot be o.dded. 

2 Comp. Seylfnrtb Joe. oil. e. 118. In his development the fundamental error B!one 
needs lo be mentioned-that he nttributes to the apostle the ,loctrine that matte,· ;, the 
.,eat qf evil. 
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5.}so expresses the self-nbasement And self-sncrifice of the Logos. Tho 
Rabbins use o1,":i,:i N"l::l for " to be born;'" but the Greek expres• 
sion comprehenrls ;;ore; it refers to the entire enrthly nppcnrnnce 
of the Logos, nno. its menning is not completed till the return of 
the glorifieo. Redeemer to the heavenl)' world. Now the phrnse -i,v 
Jp')(_aµ,£11ov, Yiev.·ed in itself, certainly mny stnnd as a periphrastic 
preterite, equal to -i,).,0£, as Bleck and Lucke tnke it in the present 
instance. But in the introduction to the Proremium, we hnvc 
already remarked thnt this is inadmissible here ; since the participle 
is to be understood as applying to the future. Tholuck also remnrks, 
in opposition to the above interpretation, that -i,v, where it is em
ployed as a preterite, is not usually placed so fur from its parLiciple. 

Yer. I 0, I I. The Evangelist in the next place reviews the ear· 
licr, general operation of the Logos in the world ; " be had already 
been in the world, but had not been acknowledged by it." (The "}V 
refers to ver. 5, -ro q,oo,; iv -rfi <TKOTUf ,f,alvEt, and is to be taken as 
n pluperfect.) He then, however, declares more precisely bis per
sonal appearance, which, ver. 14, is described as Incarnation. The 
words el,,; -ra fou,, ;;->..0£ can only relate to the action of the Incox
nate Logos, partly because the lpxeu0ai is not used in reference to 
his earlier operations, e. g., the Theopbanies ( or visible appearances 
of God) ; and partly because, ver. 12, 18, regeneration is described; 
which under the Old Testament can only be regarded as typical, 
and not as actual. The general mass of his own, even upon this 
occasion, did not receive him (ver. 5) ; while those who did re
ceive him1 reaped rich blessings from the act. The only cliffi
culty here is presented by the worcls Ta £Ota (scil. owµa-ra) and ol 
fowi. To me it seems quite certain that the expression forms an 
antithesis with Kouµo,; (ver. 10), which is also indicated by the 
antithesis betwPCn 'tJV and 'i"J'A.0£. The latter term (1'ouµo,;) here 
designates the world of mankind at large; the fow, are a part of 
the same, tlw Jn,(Js.~ They are pointed out ns kindred and nearest 

1 The expression Aaµ,/3t.i11u11 airn5v or µ,apTuptav aUToU is equivalent to 7no--ruiuv. 
TLese phrases iUust.rate tbe idea of w{a-ris-; they el.icw that the subjective condition of 
.,..,.,,,.._ i.s suscPptibility to the operations of the world of light. 

2 Bleek (loc. cit. s. 417) correctly observes that the coming of Cbrist into the woi·ld 
did indeed eLricLly commence witL Lis Iucarnotion; but llis actual wjuistl"y first bognn 
at the Baptism. Previously to tbo.t he Rtill op~rate«l o.s it were in the same maune1· as 
l,efore the Incarnation, and RltL.ough he was in existence and present. John testifletl 
enrwP.rninfl him B.5 to eom('. This iuT,..rJrr<>lnl ion fR,-our6 the r~tention of the progres6ion 

3 



f,0.9/'EJ. OJ-' .JOIIN I. J 2, I :1. 

friends of Lho Logos, because (uccording to Sirnel1 xxiv. l:lJ he 
h11d cho8en Isrnol as his possession und residence. So Theophy
lcwt 11nd others. Most recent expositors, however, nnderstand 
creation in genornl as mennt by fota and regard the foiot as denot
ing the world of manldnd related to the Logos by menns of the 
,J:,w, dwelling in it; a sense, at any rate, not unsuitable; only ifir 
be adopted, the grudation ceases, and verses I 0, 11 become through
out ider.tical. 

Ver. 12, 13. It was, however, impossible for J oho to make these 
statements respecting the unbelieving Jews without limitation, be
cause a comm uni Ly of Jewish Christians had nevertheless been formerl. 
In the nature of the case, the appearance of the Eternal \Y ord in 
the flesh could not be in vain and without effect, because that would 
suppose the final victory of the Evil over the Good, which is in its 
nature impossible. If, therefore, according to appearance, the few 
who did receive him bore no proportion to those who did not re
ceive him, still the divine energy imparted to these few involved a 
power that overcomes the world. The Logos, therefore, brought 
with him for men a higher el;ovula, viz., to become children of 
God. ('El;ovula is understood as equal to -nµ:17 in the sense of 
1·ight, prerogative; but no passage occurs in the Scriptures in which 
this signification is uecessarily to be adopted. Passages such us 
John v. 27; 1 Mace. i. 13, xi. 58, indeed admit it, but only so far 
as the prerogative depends upon a greater power communicated. 
It is the same here.) 

It is intimated that a more copious communication of the Spirit 
took place under the New Testament, in· order to the regeneration 
which belonged to it, them under the Old Testament. The expres
sion TEK.va 0eov, with reference to the regeneration, does not convey 
so much the idea of dear and precious, as that of being the progeny 
of God (comp. Comm. on Luke i. 35.) 1 The condition of .the 
reception of this higher vitnl power appears to be the 7r{un,:, or 
susceptibility of the operation of the Logos in his own peculiar 
cntiLy, so that Hvoµa is employed = OW to designate his being 

iu the ProCBmium to vcr, 1-l; fol' the words () XOyo'i: crti.pf E.y{vE.To (ver. 1-1) must Uc 
plnce<l in iunnedinle connexion with tlle entirl' completion of Lis work, wLicb. huwen•r, 
is not here C'Xp1·cssly cxl.Jibitcd. 

1 See Dr Loewe's Trnnelntion of Olslinu5ien'fl Synoptienl F.xposition \ l'lark's Fnn•!gn 
Theo!. Librnr)"), ml. i. p. 100, ff,-TR, 
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itself. (With respect to the 7r{unc;, the remarks on Rom. iii. 21 
ma)' be consulted.) Yer. 13 now adds a description of the regene
rated 7riuTevovTe<;, in opposition to the rywv'T}To'i,; ryvvatKwv (comp· 
Comm. on 1\1:att. xi. 11.) It is, however, worthy of remark thnt 
several of the Fnthers, among whom are Irenaeus and Tertullinn, 
read the singular oc;-ryEVv.;e,,,, so as to refer the words to the In
carnate Logos. The latter even intimates that the plural is an 
alteration of the Y nlentinians.1 At any rate, however, the rending 
is incorrect, for the following o )..o,yoc; udpf rylvETo is not consistent 
with it. The sentiment of the passage is therefore simply this : the 
progeny ofGodisfnrnoblerthan that ofmen(Alµ,a = <r7rEpµ,a, comp. 
V.'isd. Sol. vii. 2.) The only particular description given ofhumnn 
procreation is, that it is through desire (B{"-'1/JJ-a = e7ri8vµ,la, con
cupiscentia) of the woman and of the man ; and it is here we find the 
indication of the sinful and impure element that exists in human pro
creation and passes on to the children. The reference of eK 0e)t.l,µ,aTo<; 
to uapf also, and the parallel juxtaposition of ovoe-ovoe, appears 
in favour of the acceptation that ucfpf here designates woman. It 
is true, Ephes. v. 29, and .Jude ver. 7 do not appear to me adapted to 
prove that ucfpf means woman ; but such a proof we do not need, 
since in order to interpret the passage it is quite sufficient to refer to 
the view pervading the whole of Scripture, according to which the 
weak and sinful characteristics of human nature are especially ex
hibited in woman ( l Tim. ii. 9, ff.) ~ cfpf may therefore mean in the 
special sense the woman, and that were enough for the interpretation 
of the passage.2 But since only o~Te-oihe separates the idea into its 
parts, ucfpf and av71p cannot be regarded as summed up in the 
aIµ,a. The ovoe-ovoe furnishes a more precise definition of the 
ov1' l.f alµ,cfn-,v. (Comp. VViner's Gram. s. 456.) But how? 
Liicke thinks that both are exegetic, ucfpf being Hebraic, and o.V7Jp 
Hellenistic. It may be said with more propriety that ucfpf opposes 

l For an account of tbe V alentinian System, see Mosheim•e Eccles. Hist. H. Soames' 
edit. vol. i. p. 199, ff., and Bp. Kay's Tertullian, 509.-TB, 

2 Bleek"s mode of understanding the pusse.ge (Joe. cit. s. 422) seems to me somewhat 
obscure. This schole.r thinks that o-dpf denotes that which is common ·to the re.ce of 
me11 and of women-the sinful nature; but that d:vl'Jp designates the conscious in oppo• 
sition to tbe unconscious, the o-6:pf'. The meaning would then be, "born neither out of 
fleshly lust, nor out of the will of a man, in the general sense." I confess, however, 
that J do not quil.8 understand Bleek"s words, "so that me.n, viewed apart(?) from the 
&e1'.oal propensity and the &inful nature. generally, could, through l1is will, produce such 
sons."('?) 
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the sinful, while avl,p opposes the created merely, to the divine. 
Tholuclc's rendering, " not indeed from sensual pleasure, andj ust as 
little from the desire ofmnn," well agrees with this view. The expres
sion J,c BEov E"fEVviJ0rJa-av, is more strictly determined by the term 
µovo"/Wf/<; (ver. 14, 18.) The birth from God is accomplished by 
menns of the First-born and the Holy Ghost; the Logos in it (the 
Holy Ghost) communicates his being to men; the Logos alone is 
born immediately from the bosom of the Father. Man in his 
naturnl condition is therefore no Te,cvov BEov, he wears an alien 
form; he must first be changed into the divine nature through the 
iniluence of Christ. (Comp. John viii. 44, iii. 6; 1 John iii. 10, 
v. 1 ; Gal. iii. ~G, 27) It is remarknble, however, that Scripture 
expresses the relation of the world. in its origin, to God, in no 
other phrase than 7ravTa J,c Tov BEov ifunv, and the ecclesiastical 
mode of expression, " creation out of notliing;· does not occur in 
the biblical writings. (Comp. Heh. xi. 3.) The determi·nation 
of the difference between the divine activity through the Logos in 
the creation generally, and in the regeneration particularly, belongs 
to the most difficult problems in theology. But the existence of 
the difference is indicated in the usage of biblical language ; since 
in reference to the Son and to the regeneration only "fEVvau0ai is 
used, while, in reference to the world, "/£vEa-0ai is employed, by which 
means pantheistic errors are excluded. 

Ver. 14. In this important verse, the lfpxEa-0ai el,;; Tov ,couµov, 

which in ver. 9 denoted the approach towards, and in ver. 11 the 
advent to the chosen people, is finally set forth in its own peculiar 
signification: "This Logos (described ver. 1, ff.) now in time be
came ('1"/eveTo in opposition to ~v, ver. 1) fiesle." By the expres
sion "became flesh," we are to understand, as the remarks on ver. 
10 have shewn, not merely the act of birth, but the activity of the 
Incarnate Logos connected therewith; and this is confirmed by the 
sequel, since the subject of discourse is the manifestation of bis 
grace and glory, the first complete disclosure of which was after the 
baptism. This expression is here selected with the utmost care ; 
for, in the first place, uwµa could not have stood in the place of 
uapl;, becnuse uwµa forms the antithesis to YVXrJ· Now, the 
Logos did not unite himself merely with the substance of the uwµa, 

but also with a human y-v:d ; uapl; therefore here denotes ( = -,w:ai,) 
the whole human nnture, in its weak and necessitous condition, ;uTd 
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this he fille,l witlt tl1c rich trcnsmes of his divine life. "The \VorJ 
became flesh, in order to ritise the flesh to spirit." This John 
would oppose to the docetic Gnostics, who explRined the corporenl 
cxistBnce of Christ as a mere fancy, thinking it unworthy of him 
to tnke to himself the aap~ av8p6l7rlv,,,. 1 However he took it, 
nnd even with the genernl aaBlveia, on which his susceptibility of 
sorrow depended, :yet without its aµ,apTla (Rom. vii. 18. Comp. 
the remarks on John iii. 6.) 

Just os little, moreo,·er, could it haYe been said: eyiveTo clvep·w
'TT'o<;, which would represent the Redeemer as one man amongst 
many, whilst lie represented e.s second Adorn, collective lrnmon 
nature in a lofty comprehensive persona.lity." In reference to this 
a.ppeare.nce, John now proceeds: e1e1e17v6l<TEV ev vµ,'iv. This expression 
presents not merely the general meaning according to which the 
co,ering of the Spirit is called a,c17v6lµ,a (2 Cor. v. 1-4 ; 2 Pet. 
1. 13 ; ,,-isdom ix. 15), hut also tbe special sense, according 
to which these words contain an allusion to the ;,,:i.,.:,'7j (from 

i~~, <TIC'T]VOVv.) 3 (Comp. Rev. vii. 15, xxi. 3.) With thi~ also the 

oofa of the Logos corresponds, which John describes with deep 
..,motion from his own intuitive perception. (Comp. 1 John i. 1.) 
1 t is the divine splendour, the constant attendant of the Sbechinnh 
and identical with it, visible to the spiritual eye, issuing from the 
Logos in amazing grace and tenderness. (With regard to the 
"'"., ,;~ compare the remarks on John i. 1.) The apostle beheld_ 

1 If even in ow· time the idea of tLe Inco.rno.tion or God still nppenrs difficult, tl,e 
1,rincipnl reason ts, that the fact itself is too much isolated, It is nlwnys tbe impu]se Or 
spirit to embody itself, for corporeity is Lhe eud of the work of God : in every phenomenon, 
o.n idea descends from tLe world of spirit, and embodies itself !Jere below. It mny 
therefore be said that o..ll the noLler emong men are rays of that Sun wbicb in Christ rose 
on tl1e .firmament of b11manity. Jn Abraham, l\foses, and otbel"S', we olreaJ.y disr.over 
t lie cuJL..illg Clirist. 

2 This is eJ.J that ecclesiastical doctrine says when it oscribes to the hnmon nature of 
C/,,rUt tLe impersooelito.s; just as the immort.alitas nsserts bis exemption only from 
tLc 11ecessitas moriendi, not from the possibilita.s. The Logos wns not a man but the 
mun, just as Adam ,iros not one mau amongst many, Lut the original moo '""b~ inclnJ.ed 
tLem all, wLo potentinlJy carried in lJimselftLe whole race. To Adam, OS well ns to CI.Jrist, 
the expression uf Angustine nppJit-e, in iJJo uno fuimus nos omnea. 

a Tl.Joluck does not deny tlJis, but thinks that the expression mny denote o.Jso tile tran
:-lluri,u:s, oftbe nbode of tLe Son of God in Jowly hume.nit.y. But aince John is endeo ... 
~ouring to depict t.Le glory of Cl11ist, tl1e reference to Lis l1umiliation is not suitnl.lle, 
lforeovt>r the ensbrineme11t of t.he Deity in Lumanity wns not transieut; on the con
Lrury, Deit~· end huwnuilJ remain uuiLed iu hie person. 



C,08l'EL 01-' .IOIIN I. J l. 

tl1is glory, as L[iuke liuely remarks, with spiril11al eye,;, rmu he who 
is illuminated by the 8pirit still beholds the same glory now. (Re
i,pecting the oota, compare also on John ii. 11.) The F.vangelist 
now associates the 86,a in its matchlessness with the choracter ol' 
tho Logos, ns one who is incomparable-as the µ,ovo,yevf,<,. 

(Tholuck justly compares the co<, with the Hebrew ::;i veritatis, 

unsuitably so called,1 " such oo,a as belongs to the· µovo,yeVTJ'> 

alone.") 
This is the first instance in John where the Logos is termed o 

via, TOU EJeou. Seyffarth is mistaken (loc. cit. s. 38, 73) in suppos
ing that the expression has reference merely to the Incarnation of 
the Logos. Similarly Scbleiermacher expresses himself (Glau
bensl. Th. ii., s. 707), " the divine alone in Christ could not have 
been called Son of God, but it is certain that this term always 
designated the entire Christ." Ver. 18 shews the contrary, where 
the words, ~v el, Tav ,cii>-.?Tov Tov ?TaTpa<; are to be referred to the 
eternal existence of the Son with the Father. The difference between 
this expression and the term Logos consists in this,-that the term 
o via, Tov E>eov points out more distinctly and expressly the person
ality of the word. In like manner Seyffarth is in error when he 
interprets the name Christ as denoting a property of the Son of 
God. This term constantly refers to the union of the divine and 
the human ; end ·this in such a manner that the divine is regarded 
as the principle which hallows and anoints the human. (Compo.re 
the Comm. on Matt. i. 1.) Accordingly, if the expression o via, 

Tov E>eou in John refers to the divine nature of the Son ( as to the 
few exceptions compare the Comm. on Luke i. 3i>) then the epithet 
µovo,yev1<; likewise must have a deeper menning than that which hns 
been drawn from it, "tlte speciatly dear." According to ver. 18, 
the µovo,yEVYJ<; is the only Son of God in the highest nncl absolute 
sense, as alone knowing the essence of the Father. Now it is in
volved in the nature cif lcuowing, 1tccording to the profound biblical 
meaning of the word, that it is impossible for the Deity to be knowu 
except by those who possess a kindred nature. Hence, absolute 
kuowle<lge of God presupposes ubsolute equality of nature. Hence 

1 !\feyer on John vii. colh the:;, veritatis nu irratiounl chimera.; the term certainly is 

unsnitnlile, but tho peculinr use o{ Lhe 7 whieh it is intended to denote CLlUUot be <leuieJ. 

Comp. Gcseuius Grnm., e. 8-lG, 
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none but the regenerate in whom Christ lives, can truly kno,v 
the Father; for no one knoweth the Falher save the Son (comp. 
Matt. xi. 27.) 

The same signification is indicated by the 'Trapa waTpo, in our 
passage, which is to be connected, not with the 86Eav, but with 
µ,ovo-y1=11ov,. In Paul's langunge, instead of this, wpooTOTotto, 
occurs (Rom. "\"iii. 29; Coloss. i. 15, l 8; also Heb. i. 6.), in 
which expression, however, occasionally (Coloss. i. 18, as Rev. i. 
5) the reference to the resurrection of Christ ( wpooT6Totto, ltt Truv 
vt=ttprov) prevails, and consequently the human nature is indicated. 
Finally, the quality of the Sofa is more exactly defined; it is termed 
'TrA.7lP71, xapiTo, ttat a)vr1Bda,. (IIX71p'T/ is a reading which resulted 
from the endeavour to connect the last words of the verse with ooEav; 
but they refer to the )\,o,yo,.) Both ideas, that of xtipi, and 
that of aX71B1=ia, 1 belong to the circle of those peculiar to John. It 
is remarkable that Seyffarth should overlook the former, since he, 
nevertheless, has received the kindred one of a-y&w.,,.2 With re
spect to the a-y&'Tr'TJ, he very justly remarks (s. 97, ff.), that it is to 
be considered as essential in God ( l John iv. 8, 16), as the out
pouring or self-communication of his being; and so Schleiermacher 
expresses himself. The xtipi. ( = -,~TJ• ll'J) is, according to the idea 
of John, the expression and activity of the a-y&w.,, towards the ab
ject,-condescension towards the world of creatures.,. If they be con
templated at the same time as miserable through sin, then xtipi. 
is termed eXf:o,. Accordingly, the Father shows towards the Son 
no xtipi. but a-y&w.,,, as it is said, John xvii. 24, 71-y&w.,,u&, µ,1= 
7rpo ttaTa/30)..,;;, ,c6uµ,ov. In the Incarnate Logos, however, this 
condescending expression of love,-the -x,&pi.,-was the promi
nent character. As to the second term, aX71B1=ia, it stands in 
opposition not only to the yrooo,, but also to the µ,aTat6T7J,. 

According to the profound conception of John, the truth is the 
same as the reality in opposition to shadow, i. e., emptiness, want 
of the divine essence. This is the character of the sinful world 

I Both ideas frequenl!y occur in connexion iD the Old Testament e.lso, especio.lly in 
the Pse.lms ()mix. 33, c. 5, c,cvii. 2.) 

2 The e.ncients did not rise above the Eros, i. e., Jove desiring, and therefore arising 
from want; the A.gape of Christianity, the love which purely bestows out of absolute 
fulness, tLey knew nut. Comp. Plato's Symposion, and with it the ingeniousreme.rks of 
Baur in the Mythol. Bd. ii. abth. ii. e. 242, 1f. Concerning the diJference between aya.,,.ii~ 
and tJ.uA.L'i.11, comp. Tittman, Syu., Part i. p. 50. ' 
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(Llom. viii. 20); aX170eta (= !i'D~). on the contrnry, is G"cl 
himself und his Logos (.John xiv. fi.)' ., He cloes not leave it as some
thing conceived to exist in connexion with him, and possessed by 
him; he is essentially the thing itself.1 Hence Lhe communica
tion of the truth through the Logos is not a communication of cer
tain correct notions, but an impartation of the essence, the prin
ciple of nil truth, the Kotvwvla Tov -rrvevµaTo<;. Seyffurth, there
fore, very justly observes (s. 9G), that believers, the 'Y'=vv170EvTe<; 
EK TOV 0eov, are call eel by John TJ'Ytauµevot EV Tfj aX170etq, (.John 
xvii. 19.) Accordingly, in the lo.nguage of.John, TJ aX170eia (with 
the article) is to be distinguished from aXl,0eta. (Comp. John 
viii. 44-) Even the unholy have some truth in their possession ; 
it is only of the devil that it is said, " truth is not in him." But 
the Eternal alone is the absolute truth. 

Ver. 15. The testimony of John intimated above (ver. 6) is now 
detailed more precisely, in order that it may be presented (i. 19, 
ff.) to the readers with its historical occasions. (In the Kpal;eiv the 
energetic character of his µapTvpla is expressed.) The phrase o 
o-rrtuoo µov lpxoµevo<;, which in Matt. iii. 11 is clear, is in this place 
somewhat obscure, on account of the lµ-rrpou0Ev µov and -rrpwTo<; 

µ,ov (not occurring in Matthew and Mark.) According to the 
synoptical Evangelists the sentiment is merely this, " who com
mencing his work later than I, is higher in dignity." Now, eµ7rpou

Bev µ,ov 'YE,Yovev in our passage can only be understood as re
lating to the Messianic office of Christ, since 'Yf'Yove permits no 
reference to the eternal existence of the Son of God. Meyer, in
deed, thiuks that the difficulty is relieved, if we refer the expression 
to the ancient procession of the Logos from God, the Xo'Yo<; 
-rrpo,f>optKtJ<;. But this procession itself is to be understood as the 
eternal action of God, and therefore cannot be designated by 'Ylveu-
0at. 

The concluding word, however, must be referred to the eternal 
existence of the Son, since the on founds the previous proposition 
upon that which follows. (Tholuck, as nlso Lucke, justly under
stand -rrpwTO<; = 7T'po7epo<;, according to John xv. 18, l John iv. 
19.) The sense will then be this: "He who begins his work 

l The ouoients nlso used the O.A,Hh:,a in this nlJsolute sense. Comp. Plutarch de 
Iside et Osir. c. 1, Ws oU8u, ci116pW'ft'"~ Aa/3Ei11 1.ui't;ov, oil xapLaacr6a, 0E'9 aeµ.vOTEpov 

&At16das. 
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lnt.er tlrnn l, hns l'L'C'eived u greater dignity, for he wns ctcmnlly 
with the FRLhC'r.•· This correct knowledge of the BRptist mny 
luwe been first Rwnkened in him l)y careful rending of the Old 
Testament, unJ by the use of exegelic tradition (both of which 
Tholuck places prominently in view) ; but his firm conviction re
specting it we can attribute only to the immediate operation of 
the divine Spirit himself, who inspired him. (Comp. John i. 
33.) 

Ver. I G. This verse should not be regarded as belonging to ths 
discourse of the Baptist; it is connected with ver. 14, and con
firms what is there said respecting the contemplation of the glory 
of the Lord. Ver. 15 steps in between them po.renthetico.lly. 
The reading ,cal, of the Text. Recept. is therefore incorrect, nnd 
on should be read instead. The change might eo.sily arise from 
the occurrence of on three times successively appearing strange to 
the transcribers. The Evangelist now speaks in the name of all 
believers, and declares how the Redeemer has become to them 
a fountain of life. The '1f'ATJP"'f-La ascribed to him is (as Ephes. i. 
23, Coloss. i. 19) the fulness of divine being and essence which dwells 
in him. In distinction from him, the whole of humanity appears as 
the party receiving; he alone is the giver, and the giver of the xapi<,. 

The meaning xapiv aVTt xaptTO', is easy; the more we receive 
from the streams of grace, the more we may yet receive; as it is in
exhaustible in the giver, the believer may take it without mea
sure. But this use of avrt is without parallel in the New Testa
ment. The passage in Theogn. (sentt. v. 344, avT' avuov avta<;) 
is analogous, where avTt may be taken as "for" "over." So also 
here--" one expression of favour upon another." (Probably the 
Evangelist had in his mind the Hebrew lr:'!' r,~ lr:'!'• which exactly 
corresponds with our formula.) The acceplntion of avTL in the 
sense of" instead," and the reference of the first xapi<, to the Old 
Testament, the second to the New Testament, is here quite unten
able. The Old Testament, according to its intrinsic character, 
cannot be called xapi<,. 

This is shown also by the following parallel between Law and 
Gospel ; the abundance of grace in Christ becomes manifest by 
means of the previous law, in which that severity which demands 
.1ustice and holiness is exhibited as the prevailing characteristic. It 
is only remarkable that a"l\,170Ew also is traced to Christ alone as 
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Its source,1 when it nevertheless appears that there was truth also 
in the Old Testament. flere, however, we must understand tlte 
Truth, in the absolute sense, which-as before observed-is the 
true Being nnd Essence itself. The Law induces and elicits the 
consciousness of sin, and the need of redemption; it only typifies 
the reality; the Gospel, on the contrary, actually communicates 
reality and power from above. (Compare Rom. vi. 14, l 5, where {nro 

voµov and irrro xapiv form the antithesis. Hence Paul terms the 
Old Testament u,da, whilst he calls the New Testament uwµa 
(substance), Ooloss. ii. 17. De Wette, with subtle criticism, endea
vours to determine the difference between eo60,,, and eryevETo, so that 
the former term would contain the character of the positive, and 
the latter that of the historical. 'Eo60,,, is selected purely on account 
of the foregoing voµo,;;, which does not admit of any other verb ; but 
E"fEVETo is here associated with xapi,;; and a:>-..170eta, because the dis
course does not respect the things in themselves, but their becoming 
manifest to men. 

Ver. 18. The concluding verse of the Procemium, on the one hand, 
is very beautifully connected with that immediately preceding, 
since the Son alone could unfold the real knowledge of God, as 
the Gospel communicates it ; while, on the other, this so.me 
thought completes the entire Procemium, the Word which was in 
the beginning with the Father, and in Obrist became man, thus 
appearing e.s the Being who supplies all true knowledge of God, 
and in addition procures eternal life. To represent this work of the 
Incarnate Logos is the design of the whole Gospel. The expres
sion o /;,v el,;; Tov tcOA7Tov Tov 7T"aTp6,;; serves to point out the entity 
of the Son. Were we to admit an exchange of the prepositions 
elc; and ev, the term Kt)A,7f"o<; might be taken (according to the 
analogy in Old Testament passages, such as Isaiah xlvi. 3, 
)xvi. 9) as = on-,, the womb ; so that the sense of the expression 
would be, "Th;· Son was (as At)"fO<; fvo,a0eTo<;) from eternity in 
the essence of the Father." But Winer (Neut-Gramm., 3te aufl., s. 
350) is justly opposed in the interpretation of this passage to such 
nn exchange ; he understands KOA,7To<; in the ordinary signification 
laid "towards the bosom."' Neither the L"'CX., however, nor the 
New Testament ever put K6A7f"O<; for Ol"J':); they always employ 

l With i,yivr.To, civ6pW7ro,v is to be supplied. 
z 2 
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,coi'X,ia or ,-,,r,Tpa for it. ConscquenL)y, for this passago tberd 
remains only the idea (according to the Latin in si11u, in gremio 
alicujrts c.sse) of the most intimate communion.1 But even if, in 
accordn.nce with this idea, the words in themselves might ngree 
with Arian nnd Socinian representations of Christ, still we are 
necessarily conducted to the more profound conception of tbo iden,
viz., the reference of the term to the eternal existence of the Son with 
the Father,-in the first place, by a review of the language o )..oryor; 

7]V 7rpo<; TOV Beov (ver. 1), and, secondly, by the antithesis between 
the words in question and OLIOEL<; ewpaKE eeov '1T"W7TOTE. These 
words place the only begotten Son in opposition to all liuman o.nd 
created beings, while they ascribe to him, according to bis higher 
nature, that which rises above the sphere of human existence. The 
expression µovoryEVrJ<; vw<; cannot refer to the Incarnation of the 
\Yord (compare our remarks on i. 14), since in bis operation even 
before that (i. 5) he revealed the bidden essence of God to men. 

('Ef'lryewOai = CL7TOtca'X,vrrTE£V. In the Septuagint for M"'l'ii'T, 
Levit. xiv. 57.2) Still, however, some difficulty seems to be o~co.
sioned by the circumstance, that even in the Old Testament God 
appeared to several, e.g. to Moses, with whom Christ, as the com
municator of the direct knowledge of God, is here contrasted; while 
Jesus also speaks (Matt. v. 8) of seeing God. But the Old Testament 
representation itself, when accurately viewed, perfectly confirms the 
idea here expressed. In the remarkable passage, Exod. xxxiii., 
God says to Moses (ver. 20), " My countenance thou canst not 
see, for there shall no man see me and live." The contrast between the 

l The choice of the expression, 0 ~" ds -rOv K0A"1rov "J"'oU "lf'a'TpOs, wbich does note.gain 
occur in the New Testament, involves somethi11g uncommon that be.s not yet been 
entirely c1eured up. Perhaps there was tloating in John"• mind a parallel with himself: 
as he was related to Jesus., so was Jesus to the Father. Wit.b tllis, HeDgstenberg's re
mark (iil:,er die Aechtheit des Penlateuch, s, 25) would well agree-viz., thot the self
designa:ion of John as the disciple 011 ;,-yU.-rra O 'I ,,a-oiis is an explano.tion of his own 
name, since be takes Jesus as equivalent to Jehovah, so the.this ne.me was a prophecy of 
tile reJauon into which Le entered to Jesus. But the le.ngung~ Ew,.,,.iaedu iT, TO 
1T-rijtJo-. Toll 'I11aoii (John xiii. 2[1, xx.i. 20) is only a symbolical mode of expreB1$ing.tlie 
idea Ov .J,yawa O 'I 11aoii~. 

2 Liicke strenuoualy maintains and copiously proves that •t'l')'•i'.a-8a, e.nd 1ea811-
-yt.i:u6ai, ia the profane writers, were nsed with special reference t.o the explanation of 
sacrtd things. Yet he himself says tbe.t the Evangelist here m&y li&ve unconsciously 
uBHI tLe word which in the best manner poiuts out the reality of the revelation of Obrist• 
As e. supplement to EEr,-y,Sua"To, Kuinoel jugtJy adds ..,.a. 'TOii 0.t:oii, which certain]y, us 
Liicke remarks, iii to be understood 8B meaning the xOp,s Kai dAf'J6ua ( ver, 17.) 
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sinful crenture and the etcrnnl God is so immense, that the former is 
not cnpable of sustaining the full mnni festntion of the divine light ; 
it needs a .'Jraclual disclosure thereof. 1 At the conclusion (ver. 23) 
it is further snid, o:,~.,., ~1, ".'.ltl':\ ,-,n~-r,~ r,.,~.,,. Thus in the 
cases of theophany, m;·~ of G;d u~cl;; the ... Old T;~tament did not 
see the hidden essence of God, but his el,cwv. But the image of 
God is the Son, the Revealer of the hidden Father, and accord
ingly it was always (even before the Incarnation of Christ) the Son 
who disclosed to men the inner essence of God by degrees, as they 
were capable of apprehending it.2 

Hence, as Deity itself, he stands in opposition to everything 
human; no one knows the Father except the Son (Matt. xi. 27.) 
(The readings µ,ovo,yevr,,;; v[d,;; Bea<; or Beoii are at any rate to be 
1·ejected; probably they arose from the endeavour to make the 
antithesis with ovoet<; as distinct as possible.) 

§ 2. FIRST TESTIMONY OF THE BAPTIST CONCERNING CHRIST. 

JESUS COLLECTS DISCIPLES. 

(John i. 19-52-3) 

In accordance with the intimation previously given (ver. 6, 7, 

l 5) of John's testimony, a detailed description of the circumstances 

1 Although Steudel (in the Tiibing. Pfingstprogre.mm of the year 1830) contends 
against the distinction between the hidden o.nd the revealed God. yet he seems in reo.lity 
only to deny the Arlen view of a Being standing in the middle between God end man ; 
and certainly he does so with truth. The contrast doubtless me.y be understood elto
gether differently e.nd yet be in hnrmony with Scripture. John xii. 41 shows thnt the idea 
which we 1.Je.ve giveu of the Theophanies is quite the same os tLo.t of the Evangelist; 
for it is there expluined thut Isaiah ( cbup. vi.) snw Christ. 

2 Iu the fragments of Orpheus, terms aud sentiments occur which are quite similar to 
the description c,f the opero.tion of the divine Logos. In the first fragment from Justin 
Martyr, it is so.id : 

Eis f.a .. r' a ii To 'YE v 11 s, EvOs EK.yova. ,,,-dvTa T{TUKTaL' 

'Eva• alJTo'i.s aLITds 7rEpLvlaa-eTa,· oVOi TLS al/Tdv 

Els opU:~8j,'71TWv· a VT~ s a i 'Ye 7r ci II Ta s Op a Ta,, • 

In the second Fragment from Eusebius (prnep. Evang. xiii. 12) it is said: 
OU' ,y,\p ,cl,u 'TLS Lao, 61111-TWv ,.upO-rrc»v Kpal11011Ta, 
F.L µ,', µ 0 u II O 'YE II ri s T&S ci.?roppw,e 4>1J>...ou a'uw8£11 
XaXaalwv. 

Doubtless, hon·ever, Cllristion influence, or at least Jewish influence nssisted in thP. com
position of this null similar OrphP-sinn fragments. 

3 In the GrP.ek there nre 52 verses, ver. 38 of the English version constitutin:; in 
the Gl'eek the two verses, 88 o.ntl 39.-Tn. 
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under whioh it was given, now immediately follo,vs. The fact tlrnt 
the Evangelist opens his work with this ; the very form itself of 
this narration (comp. especially ver. 20); and in like manner the 
immediately connected representation of the way in which the Lord 
gathered disciples, while John referred them to him-a.11 these things 
render it certain that the Evangelist he1·e had something specie.I in 
view. He doubtless intended to contradict the opinion of the later 
disciples of John, that the Baptist himself was the Messiah. More
over, the occasion on which the Baptist delivered the energetic testi
mony, that he was not the Christ, specie.Uy invited more distinct 
explanation; a formal deputation from the Sanhedrim appeared, 
whose object was to question him respe~ting his office, and the 
legitimacy of bis authority. The highest ecclesiastical court pos
sessed a perfect right to send such a deputation. (Compare on this 
subject the remarks in the Comm. Matt. xxi. 23.) 

John therefore answered them and gave them on r,;~, by which 
he proved himself to be a genuine prophet, viz., " that the Mes
siah was already in the midst of them." From this circumstance 
we may conclude that our attention is occupied here with an occur
rence different from that narrated, Matt. iii. 7, ff. ; for in this latter 
passage no deputation appears, but we merely find, amid the 
m11BSes of people surrounding .John, individual Pharisees and Sad
ducees who wish also to be baptized. The same is clearly shown 
by the parallel place, Luke iii. 7, ff. Moreover, since it is said, 
.John i. 31, "I knew him (.Jesus) not," whereas in the answer to 
the deputation .Jesus is described as known to .John, this occurrence 
must have taken place after the baptism and temptation of Jesus. 
(Comp. the particulars ver. 29.) 

Ver. 19, 20. By the expression oi 'Iov8aun, .John here desig
nates the members of the Sa.nhedrim as representatives of the whole 
nation. A 11 ha.d an idea of something superior in the Baptist, but 
they were in doubt as to his exact character. The reiteration, wµ,o
">Jry17u€ ,cat ovK i,p1171uaTo "ai wµ,o">.lry17u€v obviously implies 
greet stress. The Evangelist intends Lo say that the Baptist de
clared in the strongest terms that he was not the Messiah. The 
polemical reference in these words to the erro1·s of later disciples of 
John appears to me obvious beyond mistake. 

Ver. 21, 22. The disavowal of the office of Messiah ou the pert 
of the B11ptist induces the deputies to associate him with other im-



(;081'1•:L OF JOHN I. 2;1--25. 

purl.ant persons; they nsk whether he mny be Elias, who is to pre
cede the Messinh, or Jererninh,1 concerning whom a similar opinion 
was entertained (comp. the Comm. on Matt. xvi. 13.) The 
Baptist, however, disavows this also. The ttpparent contradiction, 
occasioned by tho circumstance thnt Jesns calls-John Elias, is 
reconciled by Luke i. 17, where John is described as working\,;ev 
7rVEUf1,aT£ Kai ouvaµ,et 'H)..lov (comp. the Comm. OD Matt. xi. 14, 

and on Matt. xvii. 10). 
Ver. 23. After these negative declarations the Baptist at length 

speaks of himself positively, that he is the cpwvh fJoi:wroc; iv TfJ 

lpryµ,rp. He here appeals to the passage, Isaiah xl. 3, which is 
also applied to the Baptist, Matt. iii. 3; Mark i. 2; Luke iii. 4. 
{Instead of iToiµauaTE, which the three Evangelists have in corn• 
mon with the LXX., John admits d,0uvaTE, doubtless only because 
he quoted from memory.) 

Ver. 24, 25. John's additional remark, that these deputies (Priests 
and Levites) were of the sect of the Pharisees and Sadducees, was 
very appropriate here, because this was the most likely motive of 
their subsequent question. The Pharisees adhered 1igidly to exter
nal rites ; they were therefore struck at .John's baptizing. They 
evidently considered baptism as notl1ing unbecoming to the Mes
siah or to Elias. (Comp. Lightfoot hor. hebr. ad h. J. Nevertheless 
the Rabbinical passages there adduced do not treat expressly~of a 
baptism, but only in general of a purification which Elias was to 
accomplish. The Jews, however, justly a0knowledged the baptism 
of John as a symbol of purification.) But that any one-should 
bo.ptize members of the clmrcl, of God-consequently declaring 
them impure and in need of purification, in order to be received 
into a higher communion-appeared to them inadmissible. For 
the rest, it cannot be demonstratively shewn from this passage 
(comp. the Comment. Matt. iii. 1), that the Jews believed the l\iies
siab or his forerunner would ];>aptize. The words only signify that 
the baptism of Israelites was not inappropriate as administered by 
these individuals, since they would not merely-like ordinary pro
phets-strengthen the existing theocratic life, but would found a 
new, higher constitution. The rite of baptism, however, in its 
symbolical me11ning, was so intelligible, that the Jews, as soon as 

1 Illeek (loc. cit. s. 423, ff.) does not think that Jeremiah ie expressly intended, but he 
is of opinion tlrnt in the genernl senst=1 only, uccortliug to Dent. xvi ii. 15, n prophet 
wns to precet.le the Messiah, nnJ thttt to this reft•rcnce is llllllle ht.>re. 
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the;y saw John practise it, understood wlrnt he intended to indicate 
thereby. Accordingly, this passage can nfford no proof that bap
tism (in distinctinn from mere lustration) was known before .John 
and Christ. At any rate, it could not hnve been regarded ns a pre
rogati\-e belonging o,il.1/ to the l\fessiah to baptize the Jews, because 
in that case John would by no means hnve adopted.it. Moreover, 
the words before us state nothing to that effect. 

Yer. 26, 27. In order to solve this difficulty, .John specifies the 
character of his baptism, which operated only negatively (separating 
from the impenitent generation), not positively (giving power from 
above in order to new life), like the baptism of Christ. (Comp. the 
particulars in the Comm. on Matt. iii. 1.) The synopticul Evange
lists have the same words in a more complete form (comp. the re• 
marks on Matt. iii. 11, and the parallels), viz., they expressly add the 
f]ar.T£!;ew iv 7TV£Vfl,aT£ which belongs to the Messiah. The words 
µ,ea-o<; Uf-1,WV ltrr'T}l€£V, &v u,-,,ev; OVI€ oioaTE, are peculiar to .John. 
They are Yery important to the connexion of the whole passage. 
It appears to me that the Evangelist who, as a disciple of .John, 
may have listened to this very conversation with the deputation 
from the Sanbedrim, reported the words in an abbreviated form. 
Probably the deputies further proposed an express.question to John 
regarding prophetic legitimation in general. (Comp. the Comm. on 
Matt. xxi. 23.) To this reference is made in the words ,-,,euo,; 

uµ,wv l<TT'T}1€£V. By means of this <T'TJf-1,EWV or MiN-that be pro
claimed to them the Messiah as already amongst them-the Bap
tist proved himself to be a true prophet of God.2 On this account 
also the Lord could ask (Matt. xxi. 25), "Why did ye not believe 

1 Tue importe.nce attributed by tl.ie Jews to the rite of beptism is explained, if we take 
iDto e.ccou11t the cir<:u.mstance that no post-Mosaic prop bet, seer, judge, or any teacher 
of dil"ine things under the Old TestBID.ent, could introduce a sacred uSage, rite, or cere• 
mony to be observed as the 1'foso.ic regulations by tbe people of God. Subsequently to 
Moses none but tLe lfeEsiah could do this, according to the possage Dent. xviii. 16, 
"A prophet like me (tl.ie foUDder of a new ins~tion of God) will tbe Lord raise up, 
him s/w..ll ye hear.•· .. "'° • 

2 In accordance with this also the words cr111.u.i.ou iwou]a-u, oUdlv, John x. 41, are to 
Le explained. TI.ii• statement is intended only to deny actual miracles (-rlpa-ra) in tbe 
work of John; but the reality of hie prophecy concerning Christ is recognised most 
di5t1ncLJy iu tbe passage. De Wett.e bimseif (on x. 41), acknowledges a testimony to 
tL~ purity of tLe trntlition, i.n the fact that no miracle has been ascribed to the Baptist, 
and Struuss also will not venture to deny this. But then, on what ground was it that 
Lhe:- ever ready fabu.listB, who abounded in apotstolic times, did not use the favourable 011-

1,orLunity to odorn the life of tLe BapLlst with wonders ? 
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John'?" (With respect lo ver. 27, comp. the remarks on vcr. 
1 "·) 

Ver. 28. This importnnt event, the official legitirnntion of the 
Baptist, so imprcssecl John that he further particularizes the place 
where it occurrecl. The reucling B,,.,0av{q, (ii~~~ r,.,::i, ship-pince), 

is cloubtless to be preferred to the reacling of ~h~ text: rec. B,,.,0a
/3apij, (i1""1::J..V 1'1":::J. ferry-place.) The latter name has been received 
only by ~~;~s or" Origen. He found near the Jorclan a Bethabara, 
where according to traclition John baptized ; Bethany, how
ever, lay inlancl miclway to Jerusalem. But the spot here meant 
certainly is not this well-known resiclence of Lazarus; it was a 
place bearing the same appellation on the other side of Jordan, 
which in t.be time of Origen may have been destroyed. 

Ver. 29. In the passage ver. 19-28, the negative part of the 
Baptist's testimony was the chief thing presented, viz., that he was 
not the Messiah; in the following (ver. 29-34) we have positive 
statements respecting the person of Jesus. Of the act itself of the 
baptism of Jesus, the Evangelist naturally says nothing, because it 
was of no importance to bis design. Indeed, the disciples of John 
might have inferred from it that the Baptist must have been superior 
to Jesus. The following words must at all events have been spoken 
after the baptism of Jesus. We need not be embarrassed on 
account of the e7ravptov, if we only suppose a quick succession 
of the occurrences, which there is nothing to contradict. The 
course of events probably ran thus. In the morning of the first 
day came the deputation; towards evening John baptized Jesus; on 
the next day he spoke the words now following. To take the e7rav
ptov (after the analogy of the Hebrew .,-Mr.:))- in a wider signifiea

tion, is not suitable, because John here repo;ts so precisely that he 
·even mentions the hour (ver. 40.) The first meeting with his hea
venly friend had imprinted itself indelibly upon his memory. But 
the circumstance noticed above in the remarks on i. 19, that the 
Baptist speaks of Jesus in such a manner as already to acknow
ledge his higher dignity, lends me, with Bleek and Tholuck, to 
think it probable that all of which John informs us took place after 
the baptism of Christ. Adopting this supposition, one thing onli 
seems strange, viz., that in the synoptical Gospels (Matt. iii. l 1, 
and parallels), the Baptist speaks words before the baptism, similar 
to those which in John he speaks a:fter the same. But Tholuck 
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justly observes, thRt the B11.ptist m11.y surely hnve repeRted such fign • 
rative expressions 11.s " loosing the shoe latchets ;" nt first he uttered 
them before the hRptism to the people, not being awnre thnt the 
Jesus externally knmn1 to him w11.s he whose advent he was to 
proclaim : after the baptism, he addresses similar words to the 
deputation of the Sanhedrim, with more distinct reference to the 
person of Jesus. Further, since the four days (John i. 29, 35, 44. 
ii. I.) are closely connected, the forty d11.ys temptntion of Christ 
requires that a.11 should be placed after the baptism. Tholuck's 
remark also appears not without foundation, that the words µJuo<; 

vµwv EcrrTJIC€11 (ver. 26), can be suitable only on the supposition 
tho.t Christ was no longer confined to the narrow circle of private 
life. The exclamation with which the Baptist points out Jesus to 
his disciples, ro€ 0 aµ,110<; TOV B€ov "· T. A,. is very remarkable, espe
cially in the mouth of the Baptist. It shows that a.t those times 
a.t least at which the fulness of the Spirit was specially accessible to 
him, be hnd a deep knowledge of the way of salvatio_n. The whole 
J\iosaic institution of sacrifices, combined with various declarations 
in the Old Testament respecting the suffering end atoning Messiah 
(e. g. Psa. xxii. ; Isaiah !iii.), had doubtless always kept the truth 
of this doctrine alive in the minds of individuals among the 
Israelites, although the mass entirely mistook it. Just in like 
me.oner the Baptist rightly perceived it under the illumination of 
the Holy Spirit. The term aµ,110,; = i"i'iV may have been selected 

in conformity with Isa. liii. 7, where it o~·~urs and even refers to a 
slaughtered lamb. In the revelation, John very frequently uses 
ap11£ov end occasionally with the addition lu</>a'Yµ,~11011 (Rev. v. 6, 
xiii. 8; comp. also L Pet. i. J 9), so that there is no doubt with 
regard to the meaning of the comparison ; Jesus is compared to a 
sacrificial lamb led to death. The following aµapTla TOV ,couµov 
shews in what sense he is called aµ,vo,; B€ov, viz., as the abolisher 
of sin and the sufferer for sin, sent by God. (Just as 2 Cor. v. J 9, 
Beo<; 'iJV iv XpUTT<p ICOUJ-1,011 /CaTa'Muuwv eavnj,.) God himself as 
it were ransomed the sinful world by the sacrifice of his only 
begotten Son. Those superficial expositions of this profound term, 
according to which aµvo,; is to be understood merely as an image 
of meekness, and a'tpew aµapTwv as referring to the removal of sin 
Ly means of instruction (as Dr Paulus think), or, aµvo,; is to be 
taken as an ime.ge of e.n innocent sufferer, and aip€w aµapTlav as 

3 
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referring to the endurance of persecutions (according to Gabler, in 
the sense, " this innocent person will be obliged to suffer much'"), 
may be regarded ns set aside by the remarks of Liicke, of Tholuck, 
and especially of Hengstenberg respecting the suffering and aton
ing Messiah! (Christel. B. i. s. 274, ff. ·with respect to the cir
cumstance of lambs not being used for tresspass and sin-offerings, 
compare my:remo.rl<s concerning the paschal lamb, on Matt. xxvi. 17, 
and 1 Cor. v. 7, by which the difficulty is removed.) 

There yet remains for consideration one subject which the 
most recent investigator has not sufficiently determined. Tholuck 
thinks that afpew Ti]v aµapTlav Toii ,c6o-µov merely means "to bear 
the punishment of sin," he altogether controverts the signification 
" to take away." He says the phrase afpe,v aµap·rtav is equi
valent to l'i~ ~jp;· In several connections this does mean " to 
take away sin" like luf,a,pe'iv, but by no means in o.11. It is 
often = l'iP, ',;ii;), as much as <f,epe,v, Mµ/3ave,v. On this point 
Tholuck cites Levit. xx. 19, f.; Numb. xviii. 22; Ezekiel xviii. 
19, f., xxiii. 35. Now since in the LXX., Isaiah liii. 11, avolo-et 
stauds for ',::it?"? and the Evangelist may be supposed to have had 
this passage in- bis mind, it is in the highest degree probable, that 
the meaning here is, "to bear punishment." To me, however, 
there appears no real distinction between ~ID:l and ',:;io, afpe,v and 
luf,a,pe'iv in the connexion with aµapTla. Yt is nec-e;sary here to 
combine the two significations " to bear" and " to take away." 

The sacrificial lamb which bears the sin, also takes it away; 
there is no bearing of sin without removing the same. Tholuck 
wo.s induced to make this distinction merely through observing that 
opponents attributed so much importance to the signification " to 
take away." Their error, however, consists not in the application 
of this meaning, but in their a.scribing the removal of sin to the 
teacleing, not to the sacrificial death of the Lamb of God. Fur
ther, the signification "punishment" for aµapTla in this passage 
certainly is not demonstrable. l John iii. 5 clearly shows, from 
the connexion, that afpeiv Tas aµapT{a,; in John means to abolish, 
to remove sin itself. Hence we can only express the sense of 

1 Thnt the ideo. of o. substitutionnry eudur&nce of punishment by a righteous person 
was not unknown to the Jews, issbewn not mere]y by the pns8uges from Josephus OJ.ld 
Zobo.r, quoted by Tboluck on this place, but nlso by the 11umerous passages of the Old 
Testament, in which the reference is to substitution, or u. just person presenting himself 
before t.he Judge on behalf or the unjust. ( Comp. Ezt·k. xiii. 5, xxii. 30; Isu. lxiv. 7; 
lsn. cvi. 23; [ E 10<1. xxxi', 11, '.:) 
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our passage thus, by a periphrasis: "behold this is the sacrifioial 
Lamb, prepared 11nd gi,en by God himself for this purpose, to 
be11r the sin of the world, and by his sufferings and death to nnnul 
end remove it." Scripture knows nothing of an endurance of the 
penalty of sin on the part of the Saviour while men retain the sin 
itself: sin continuing would continually reproduce the penalty, 
und thus the remission would be annulled. Sin itself is the true 
punishment of sin, says Augustine, and sin is truly forgiven only 
when it is taken away. Meanwl1ile there is truth also in the re
mark, that man may have the hope of forgiveness entire and un
clouded, although he is also compelled to acknowledge that he does 
not possess entire freedom from sin ; only so far, however, as 
(according to Rom. vii. 25, in ,vhich passage the whole of this 
difficult doctrine will be further developed) the man, in bis inmost 
essence (the vou<;, the true I), is taken possession of by the new 
divine life that is in Christ, and can attribute what is in this to 
the whole, even although bis sensuous nature (uapg) be not· yet 
governed throughout by this new life. Now, it is remarkable not 
only that the Baptist so decidodiy declares the doctrine of the 
suffering and atoning Messiah, but also tl1at he extends bis state
ment to the Messiah's operation upon the entire ,c6uµ,o<;. It might 
have been supposed that this surpassed the· Baptist's point of 
view, and that he would have contemplated only the people of 
Israel. (Comp. the Comment. on Matt. iii. 1.) And this con
sideration might for a moment have disposed one to admit the 
view that only the words 'to€ /, aµvo<; TOU 0€011 were the words of 
the Baptist, as they occur by themselves in ver. 36; the apposi
tion, o a'tpwv 'T'TJV aµap-rfav -rou ,c6uµov, being an addition of the 
Evangelist's. John's custom, also, of making appendices of his own 
to the speeches of others which he reported, would well agree with 
th.is. But, as Lucke observes, it is just as probable that the words 
of the Baptist1 were reported in an abbreviated form in ver. 36, 
while in the term aµv6,; the succeeding sentiment is already suffi-

l I cannot agree witb Tholuck'• remarks on the passe.ge, in the fifth edition of his 
Commento.ry. He thi.Dks that the Spirit was not reo.lly communicated to Christ at bis 
bttptism, but, on tLe contrary, only the consciousness the.t the moment of bis public 
appearance,-the opportunity for the Spirit already dwelling within him to manifest 
it.self,-was arri'"ed. The account of the baptism plainly produces the impression 
tLat the Spirit is for the first time communicate.d to CbJ-jst. This supposition admits of 
no besit.a.t.ion, if it be remembered tLat the human nature of Christ always followed the 
general process of development, and, consequently, also received the fulness of the 
Spiril un]y l1y drgrees. { Comp. Liicke's Exrnrsus on this eul>j~ct, B. i. a, 373, ff,) 
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ciently indicnted. I have determined in favour of the latter nc
ccptntion so much tho more, since the Old Testament contains 
1ibundnnt intimations, according to which tho work of the Messiah 
appears extended beyond the boundaries of the people of Israel ; 
nncl such pnssnges might conduct the Baptist, as well as Simeon, 
under the illuminntion of the Holy Spirit, to the comprehensive 
redemption which should procee<l from the Messiah. (Comp. 
Luke ii. 81, 82, where the passages in the Old Testament pertain
ing to this subject are quoted.) 

Ver. 30, 3 I. The following words have already been explained, 
ver. 15. They refer retrospectively to ver. 26, 27, so that &., eµ-

7rpou0w "· T. A.. corresponds with ol, i7w OU/C Elµ), al;w<, "· T. A,. 

The final clause, c5n 7rpwT<>S' µov 17v, confirms the previous senti
ments, and has reference to the eternal existence of the Son with 
the Father. (With respect to the ou,c 710Ew auT6v, the Comment. 
on Matt. iii. 17 may be consulted, where it bas already been ob
served that this exp1·ession can be understood only as referring to 
that inward knowledge, instead of which an unequivocal sign was 
given to him by the Spirit, its occurrence enabling him to reveal 
to the people with certainty the presence of the Messiah.) 

Ver. 82-34. With regard to the baptism itself, to which the 
Baptist refers in no other instance but this, what is needful has 
already been remarked in the Comment. Matt. iii. 16. 

It is peculiar to John's Gospel, that the descent of the Spirit like 
n dove upon Jesus was given to the Baptist, as a sign by which he 
might recognize the Messiah. Unquestionably this is a proof that 
the baptism of Christ was not for the multitude, while it also affords 
ground for the conclusion that the Baptist may have been in doubt 
as to how he should with certainty discover the Messiah It was by 
means of inward revelation (for o 7rJµ,fra<, µE El7T'Ev, ver. 33, is 
certainly to be understood as referring to this) that such a U'TJJJ,E'iov 

was now given to him. Thus eternal love does not leave weak 
man, who is so liable to error, witlJOut distinct declarations and 
testimonies, by which, when the heart is sincere, the truth becomes 
discernible in difficult circumstances. 

As the condensed sum of the Baptist's testimony, it is said, ver. 34, 
8n oVT<>S' iunv o vl6., Tov Ehov. This is the first instance in which 
this name appears in the mouth of tho Baptist. \Ve are prevented 
from taking it merely ns the name of lV[essia.h in the subordinate 
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.Jewish sense. synonymously with Xpu,To<,, by the 7rpOJTo<, µ,ou ,jv, 
,•er. 30, which plainly refers to the etemlll existence with the Fnther, 
The knowledge of this Wlls RCcompanied by thnt of the higher nature 
of .Jesns gl'ncrally. (Comp. the pRrticulars on .John i. 50.) The 
ovK 17&w avTov ('"er. 31 ), does not stand in contrariety to Mntt. iii. 
14. The Bllptist always placed .J esns higher than himself, although 
without knowing, or being certain of, his Messianic office before 
the baptism ; he may have regarded him as n prophet. 

Yer. 35-40. Up to this point the representation of the Evnn
gelist is ob~ously characterized by the tendency to shew how the 
Baptist refused all honour for himself, and heaped it upon .Jesue, 
so that the disciples of .John might be rendered conscious of having 
paid false homage to their master. The Evangelist now further 
describes how, in consequence of this observation of the Baptist's, 
some of his disciples,-and among them, the Evangelist him
self (ver. 40),-e.llied themselves to .Jesus, as if age.in to intimate 
what they, the disciples of .John, must do, if they participated the 
sentiments of their teacher. 

The great sensitiveness of the Evangelist's mind is touchingly 
shown in his representation of this first contact with the Lord ; the 
circumstances are present to him in the minutest details; he still 
remembers the very hour.1 It is to be regretted that he reports no 
particulars of those discourses of the Lord by which he was bound 
to him for the whole of his life ; he_ allows everything personal to 
retire. 

Yer. 41-43. The one of these two disciples who is expressly 
mentioned was Andrew, brother of Peter; the one concerning whom 
silence is observed was doubtless .John himself, who, through deli
cate reserve, abstains from naming himself in the whole Gospel. 
Probably the ardent Simon Peter also was hurrying to the Baptist, 
that he might hear his exhortations to repentance, and prepare 
himself for the coming Messiah. Andrew, therefore, hastens to inform 
him that he whom they longed for is found, that their hope and the 
hope of their fathers is fulfilled. (llpwTo<, for 7rpOTEpo<,, as ver. 15, 
since probably both sought him. For Meuuiav many codices read 
Meuiav.) Jesus, looking observingly and penetratingly upon Simon 

I Tbe computation is probably made according to Roman reckoning; so that ten 
o'clock m the morning is to be undentood.. Comp. Rettig (in the Stud., 1830, b. i.) and 
Hug (Frieb. Zeil.Schr. b. v.) 
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(lµ,/3·Juk-.Jra<; auT,j, i'l to be tnkcn n,s cmphntic), immediately 11ssi~ns 
to l1im a now name. This term is to be understood only as ex
rrcssiug the inwn.rd nn,tnre of the apostle, i. e., the new natnre, 
sanctified and purified by the power of grnce. Energy and inward 
firmness were the principnl fenturcs of his charncter, which, indeed, 
in his ingenuousness, were manifested in the form of false self-con
fidence and assumnce, but, after the temptations to these evils had 
been conquered, fitted him to be one of the pillars of the Church. 
(Comp. Matt. xvi. 18; Gal. ii. 9. llfrpo<; = 1:-11!::J":l," Rock," hence 

"Rock-man.") 
Ver. 44, 45. Another young mnn also, Pltilip, a native of the 

same town with Peter and Andrew, was called by the Redeemer to 
follow him, shortly before bis departure to Galilee. The circum
stance that the call of the apostle, whose name we have mentioned, 
took place before the rnturn of Jesus into Galilee, clearly shews 
that the account Matt. iv. 18, ff.; Mark i. 16, ff., does not speak 
of the .first calling of the disciples, but of their invitation to per
manent companionship with the Lord. (Comp. the Comm. on 
Matt. iv. 18.) After this first summons from the Redeemer to 
follow him, the apostles returned to their earthly vocation; it was 
not till after the second invitation that they followed Christ perma
nently. 

Ver. 46, 47. The faith but just awakened immediately becomes 
manifest, like a fire that extends itself, and at the same time kindles 
everything susceptible of its influence. Philip in his tum proclaims 
to Nathanael him whom they have found,1 and who, in the sacred 
books of the Old Testament, is called Messiah. (Respecting bis 
identity with Bartholomew, comp. the Comm. on Matt. x. 1. N atba
nael was probably bis proper name.2) When Philip calls Jesus vio<; 
Tov 'Iw<T1]<p, he only utters the prevailing popular opinion. Na
thanael expresses his doubt as to the truth of Philip's declaration, 
while he alludes to the contempt generally entertained for Galilee, 
in which province Nazareth was a small town. (Comp. John vii. 
G2; Matt. ii. 23.) Philip, however, appeals merely to the striking 

1 Comp. t.be .-emnrks in the Comm. on Mo.tt. xiii. 44, ff., concerning the different 
modes of conversion. Peter wns of o.n inquisitive nuture, Natbano.el was more quiet o.nd 
contemplntive; nevel'theless, both were obedient to the light o.s soon as they beheld it. 

2 The nnrne 1:>NlMl occurs iu the Old Teeto.ment very frequently. Comp. Numb. i. 8, 

ii. 5; J Chron. ii·. :i.l, nnd many other instances. It nnswers to the Greek no.mes 0E0-
0wpo1:, 0E00o-ro~, 0Eo8W,o,,To1:', 
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appee.rRnce of Chrisl himself, by means of which N Rtlumftl"ll also 
was soon won. 

Yer . ..1 :---!'JO. The Lord, who knew the depths of the heart,_ (John 
ii. 25 ).-not merely according to that ordinary knowledge of human 
nature which is dcriYed from experience, but by meRns of the divine 
power that dwelt in him,-ns he beheld Nathanael approaching him, 
expressed the judgment concerning him, thRt he was "sincere, 
guileless." ""iLh regard to this llarticule.r characteristic of mind 
(sincerity and uprightness), it may be affirmed, without doubt, that 
it cannot be distinguished, as in the present case, with perfect cer
tainty by mere experience; to do this requires an insight into the 
hidden interior. 

CI apar/><.iT'TJ<; is here used frequently as a name of honour ; "he 
is truly a member of the nation of believers, the people of God.") 
rpon the question of Nathanael, 7ro0ev JL€ ,Y£VW<T/€Ei,, the Saviour 
reminds him of a scene which had taken place, probably a short 
time before, under a fig-tree. This word discloses to the disciple 
the divine knowledge of Jesus, and he recognizes him as his Lord 
and King. What passed with Nathanael under the tree is not 
stated; we may, however, conclude from the connexion that it must 
have been something important, and, indeed, something internal; 
the former because it concerned Nathanael so deeply, the latter be
cause the sight of anything external could never have formed a 
ground for such an avowal. The disciple must have believed that 
to discover what Jesus pointed out was possible only to divine power; 
but how could this with any probability have been believed respect
ing any external appearance? Accordingly the look of Christ 
can only be understood as a.n inward look. Nathanael's soul lay 
spread open before his spiritual sight, and he read its depths. 
Doubtless the disciple had, under the fig-tree, uttered in prayer his 
in.most desires and hopes, and to have been observed in this by the 
eyes of the All-seeing so subdued his heart, that he also believed 
in the Nazarene. 

Yer. 50 is important on account of tbe definition of vio,;; -roii 
Beoii. This passage, in fact, appears in favour of the interpre
tation adopted by Lucke himself, and by Tholuck,-that v. -r. 0. 
is only another expression for Christ, Messiah. For, according 
to the point of view occupied by N atho.nael, we cannot pre-sup
pose in him any knowledge of the divine nature of Christ; and, 

1 So l.Hf:ek justly observes, in hie r._·mnrks on the passage in the Stud. loc. cit. f!. 4.4. 0, f. 
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s111ce {.,_ T. 0. precedes {3acn-Xd,, Tov 'lupa7J"X, this latteT ap
pears to be only an explnnation of the previous phrase. More
over, the proof that v. T. 0. was merely a name of the Messiah 
cannot be adduced from auy other quarter (as we have shown in 
our remarks on Luke i. 35) ; nay, John x. 33, ff. expressly shews 
that the Jews themselves considered it arrogance and blasphemy 
that the Messiah should call himself v. T. 0., and therefore no false 
Messiah appropriated this no.me. Hence this single passage, 
which, when viewed alone, appears to favour the above hypothesis, 
must be otherwise interpreted.1 The simplest method of solution 
is to assume that here the Evangelist, anticipating the later know
ledge of Nathanael, attributes to him the declaration of faith in 
the Son of God, immediately upon his avowal of belief. Only, 
in that case v. T. 0., as in all similar passages (Matt. xvi. 16 ; 
John vi. 69 [text. recept.], xi. 27, xx. 31), must be placed 
after, whereas here it precedes. Accordingly, it may be better 
to say that N atbanael had already learned, through Philip, that 
the Baptist (to whose disciples Nathanael also probably belonged) 
had called Jesus v. T. 0. (ver. 34); and that he now ascribed 
this name to Christ, not associating with it a distinctly defined 
idea, but having a presentiment that it indicated something 
great and glorious. Meanwhile the Messianic King was the known 
name by which everything worthy of desire was concentrated in 
him, and John therefore adds this us the name which be deemed 
of highest import. The passage would then be understood in the 

l Liicke (in hiR Comm. on the passage s. 392, note) will only grnnt me that II the 
nnme Son of God was not ex11ctly in very common use as a designation of the 1\'Iessiah 
o.mong the Jews in the time of Christ; the more definite metophysicnl idea belonged to 
the Christio.n mode of thinking; but that the term was not stro.nge to the Jews as a. de
signo.Lion of the Messiah is proved by such pnssnges as John x. 32, ff., xi. 27; Luke 
xxii. 70." But, in the possoge John x. 32, :ff., the Jews wish that he would declare 
himself to be the 1\-Iessiuh. while their purpose was to stone him if he should cull himself 
Son of God; in this they perceive o. blnspliemous assumption, which they bad not found 
in the nnme of Messinh. John xi. 27, l\11ll'tbe., the sister of Lo.zlll'us. is tlle person who 
speaks; with her the nnm~ Son of God is au expression of the Christian instruction 
which she hn<l received; she thus de.fines the term l\Iessiab. In Luke xxii. 70, Christ is 
so called by way of derision, in reference to the known fnct thnt he hnd applied this ap .. 
pellation to himself. Thus none of those passages affords the least proof that tbe name 
Son of God WllS not strange to the Jews as o. c.lesignation of the Messiah. Our passage, 
indeed, hns the most o.ppearauce of it; but the oircumstnnce the.t no false Messiah ever 
ventured to coll himself the Son of God oppears to me B decisive proof that this 11ppella
l.ion, o.s o.lso the name u Son of Man," wo.s unknown to them, that it did not occur in the 
nsa.ge of Jewish language, uay, thnt it was shuddered at as blasphemy. 
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following form, " Thou art truly the Son of God, which, ns I have 
heard, thou dost announce thyself to be." 

Yer. 51, .52. The Lord now proceeds with augmenting force 
from the lesser to the greater,1 and informs Nathanael os well as 
all the other disciples, that they should behold what wos far more 
sublime than his discovery of hiddeu things, viz., they should 
see the whole heavenly world in his service. The reference already 
made to angelic appearances in general (Comm. on Matt. i. 18) 
furnishes a guide towards the npprehension of this passage. The 
ascent and descent of the angels (of which Jacob's ladder of heaven, 
Gen. xxviii. 12, is a significant type) simply points out the active flow 
and refl.ow of divine powers,2 the opened heaven (comp. the Comm. 
on J\{att. iii. 16) indicates the restoration of the oneness between 
the higher world of spirit and this lower sphere of things, which 
had been destroyed by sin; the ascent and descent upon the Son of 
Man signifies that he is the centre and the leader of all the higher 
powers of the universe. (Respecting v. T. avBp. comp. the Comm. on 
Luke i. 35.) The words a'TT'' &pn can hardly be referred to the mo
ment of time then present; the opening of heaven and the outpour
ing of divine powers is to be reckoned from the baptism (:Matt. iii. 
16) as the public inauguration of Christ, and since that time it had 
never ceased. At such a spiritual inward conception of the phrase 
all the more profound expositors of all times have arrived, e. g., 
Origen and Augustine, Luther and Calvin, Lucke and Tholuck.8 

Every limitation of the words to individual circumstances, whether 
to angelic appearances strictly, or to the moral operations of Jesus, 
is to be rejected; the work of the Lord collectively is here to be 
understood as a constant development of heavenly powers, and as 
a continuous reintroduction to the world of spirit. It is only in 
regard to the idea of angel that reference need be made to the re-

1 The formula.;,.~., aµ~v 'A.i-y,o i,µiv is employed with unusuo.J frequency. Comp. 
iii. 3, [I, 11; v. 19, 24, 25; vL 26, 32, 47, 53; viii. 84, t>l, 68; x. I, 7; xii. 24.; xiii. 16, 20, 
21, 88; xiv. 12; xvi. 20, 28; :u:i. 18. 

2 This peculiliJ' expr~ssion is explained by the remli!'k of Olshauseo, in his Commen
tary on Matt, iii. 16, 17, that " the tlow of his internal life into the everle.sting abode of 
the Spirit, and from thence back upon him, never ceased agaia."-Ta. 

3 Vl'he11, howe..-er, Tholuck (on the pliBsege s, 79, fifLh ediLion) thinks that Matt. xxvi. 
64 is to Le understood io a similar]y fi:;,ru1·0.th•e manner, I connot ogree with him: on 
tLe contrnry, the discourse there }1as respect to tile real coming of Cbriet, _which, as 
always in the Old Testament, is only Lransfe.;ed to the closest pro&iwity. 
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mnrlts nbove. (Comm. on Matt. i. 18.) It was there mentioned 
thnt tho GrryEAot are apprehended at one time as natural powers, at 
nnother as personalities. 

Here both references mny be said to be involved. The spiritual, 
whether it operate in the internal or in the external world, is 
viewed in its centralization, and leads back to the Prince of the 
kingdom of light in his earthly appearance-the Messiah-as its 
centre. Hence this expression in reference to the ascent and des
cent of angels designates the purely physical operations that 
emanated from the Redeemer in wonders, just as much as the 
purely moral works of regeneration and renovation. It is remark
able, however, that the ava/3atvEtv is placed first, whereas it would 
appear necessary that the 1CaTa/3atvEtv should precede this; the 
reason of this arrangement is doubtless no other than the fact that 
in the Logos, which in Jesus had become man, the colJective world of 
spirit was in effect transferred to the earth, and therefore the active 
flow of life perpetually issues from him and returns to him. 

§ 3. JESUS AT THE MARRIAGE IN CANA. 

(John ii. 1-12.) 

Ver. 1. The journey to Galilee mentioned (ver. 44) e.s contem
plated, is supposed to be accomplished, and Jesus appears in Cann, 
the birth-place of Nathanael (John xxi. 2) who probably accom
panied the Redeemer with John to Galilee. Cana lay about half a 
day's journey from the sea. of Gennesaret (Joseph. de vita c. lli.) 1 

From Jordan, on the shores of which we see Jesus up to this time 
(i. 28), he might reach Ca.no in two days; he would thus arrive 
there Tf, iJµepq, Tf, Tpfrf, (reckoned from thit last E'TT'avetav, i. 44.) 

Ver. 2-4. To the marriage, which probably tooli: place in a 
family related to him (since, according to ii. 12, the relations 
of Jesus were present), Christ also was invited. (It is un
necessary to take i.1eX110'T/ ns pluperfect, since it is not likely 
that the marriage was his motive for returning to Galilee ; it is 
certain that he had reasons of a spiritual nature.) As there 

1 There wo.s, besides, o. second city of this ne.me between Tyre and Sidon (.Josh. :xi:x. 
28), in thf' tribe of Asher, wbi<.-h, however, in o.ll probability is not meRut here. 

2 A :Z 
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was need of wine, lV[ary requested her divine Son to supply the 
deficiency ; doubtless Jesus designed to display his miraculous 
power. ns his nnswer shews. It would appear thnt the Lord had 
in some way giYen his mother an intimation to this effect, other
wise it is difficult to explnin how it wns that Mnry hit upon this 
particular form of the manifestation of miraculous power, nnd that 
.Tesus displayed it in this very manner. He refers only to time, 
where be says to Mary, oi.l?Tc.> 71Kei ,; C:,pa µ,ov. ('' npa, like 
,c=po<;, with the pronoun, relates to the last crisis of the Lord, e. g., 
.fohn vii. 30, xvii. I. But in the passage vii. 8, as here, the ex
pression refers to that which is less remote. Passages such as 
Matt. xiv. 15 do not come under this category, because there 
the pronoun is absent from /J,pa [ comp. the remarks on Matt. xxvi. 
18.J) The hour of Jesus was the time for action fixed by the Fa
ther, of whose holy will Jesus was undoubtedly every moment 
sensible. Of such passive submission Mary had no presentiment, 
and this accounts for her impatient haste. That the accostal 
,yvvtu is not unsuitable, has been already frequently remarked ; 
but from the words Ti i!µ,o"/, ,ea"/, uoi (corresponding with the He
brew -,1,, .. t,-~, comp. Matt. viii. 29; Mark i. 24), the chn

ructer of Trep~oof ~an in no wise be removed, although the rebuke 
which the expression conveys is indeed but gentle. After the 
Redeemer was introduced to his sacred office, the relation to his 
parents (Luke ii. 51), so far as his work was concerned, must 
be regarded as dissolved. The Son had now become the Lord 
also of the mother, who could secure her own happiness only 
by believing obedience to him. Because Mary, up to this very 
time, was conscious of earthly relationship to Christ, it might be 
difficult for her to understand this higher position, and hence this 
earnest admonition. 

Ver. fi, 6 .• Upon this' Mary, withdrawing, now refers the servants 
to her divine Son, who, as the iJpa is come, communicates his com
mand. (Ka0apiuµ,or;, purifying of hands and of vessels; comp. on 
Mark vii. 3, ff. The stone voplai [l~t-$ .. ~~], appear to have been 

very large, since a metrete, according to Eisenschmidt, contains 
seventy-two flasks. But, as Semler quite correctly observes, it 
is not said that water was changed jnto wine in all the pitchers. 
The precision of the narrative renders it in the highest degree pro
bable that John was an eye-witness.) 
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Ver. 7-10. They now clrew out of one (or more) of these ves
sels, and the wine was brouglit to the president of the entertain
ment, who knew nothing of what hacl previously taken place. 
(This is the only instance in which 'Apxvrp{,cXtvoc;, the superin
tendant of the feast, synonymous with -rptKA-tvapx71c;, UUJJ,7TO· 

uui.px71c;, occurs in the New Testament.) This person, astonished 
at the strength of the wine, tells the bridegroom that, contrary 
to custom, he is giving the best last. (Me0vu,ceu0at always means, 
if not exactly to be intoxicated, yet to have drunk copiously. 
Here, however, the discourse bas reference only to what was cus
tomary in the world, so that no conclusion can be drawn from the 
expression as to the marriage itself, at which Jesus was present, 
or as to the use of the wine that he bestowed.) In regard to 
this miracle of Jesus we must of course, in the first instance, 
refuse alike all constructions which, contrary to the meaning of the 
narrator (comp. ii. 9 with iv. 46), tend to remove the miraculous 
element from the story. This fact is strictly collateral with the 
account of the entertainment. Here is a substratum (water) whose 
substance is changed. The only correct explanation of this occur
rence surely is that according to which we understand a real effec
tive influence, manifesting its operation only in an accelerated 
degree. Hence the Fathers justly observe that here nothing else 
occurred than what is annually displayed in a more gradual de
velopment in the vine.1 Just so Meyer correctly understands 
the miracles, and Strauss himself, who at one time knew not how 
to ridicule it sufficiently, is now compelled in his third number of 
the controversial works (s. 113) against Bauer, to acknowledge the 
suitableness of supposing an accelerated process of nature. It is 
self-evident that on this principle the miracle is neither removed 
nor explained naturally ; the essence of the miracle consists in 
divinely effecting the acceleration of the natural process; and the 
form in which the miracle is exhibited is employed as an appropriate 
medium for its contemplation. 

Ver. 11, 12. John observes, in conclusion, that this was the first 
miracle (comp. iv. 54) wrought by the Lord for the tpavEpwutc; of his 
ooga. (With regard to the ooga, comp. the remarks on i. 1-.L) Seyf-

1 Augustine, in Joern. t.r. viii. s.nys: Jpse ff'cit vinum in nuptiis~ qui omni onno hoe 
fo.cit in vitibus, lllud nutem non mirnmur, quid omni unno fit; o.ssiduitute nmisit ttd
mirutionem. 
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farth (s. 82) justly observes thnt the o6Ea is on accessory idea to 'f,oo,;. 
The Logos, the absolute Light, radiates lustre (o6fa) from himself. 
The uap~ in which the Logos appeared Rmong men is as it were n 
veiling of the 'f,w,;, while in the miracles the bnghtness breaks 
through the veil, and tlrns reveRls the divine light thnt is shut up 
in an untransparent form. In the transfigurntion of.Jesus, the uapf 
itself appears perfectly illuminated nnd glorified by the 'f,oo,;. Now 
the circumstance that this was the first miracle of Christ serves in 
some measure to explRin the fact thut the Evangelist admits into his 
Gospel this in particular, which probably made a peculiarly deep 
impression upon him, although in other respects it must appear of 
comparatively minor importance to him, because no discourses accom
panied it. l\feanwhile the narration of this occurrence on the part 
of John is remarkable, especially as its chief contents are not suited 
to his spiritual character. The miracle involves in itself something 
very extraordinary, because here Christ appears to have wrought a 
miracle without a moral end. It is true the disciples believed (i. e., 
increased in faith) by means of it (ver. 11), but this object would 
apparently have been still better attained by means of another 
action in which real utility ,vas united with miracle, Both - the 
difficulties-that .John deemed this very occurrence so important, 
and that Christ wrought the miracle--appear to me to be solved, 
or at least diminished by one observation. The :first disciples of' 
Christ were all originally disciples or the Baptist. His manner of 
life--rigid, penitential austerity, and solitary abode in the desert
naturally appeared to them the only one that was right. What a 
contrast for them, when the Messiah, to whom the Baptist himself 
had pointed them, leads them first of all to a marriage ! Whilst 
.John dedicated them to a life of self-denial, Christ conducted them 
to pleasure 1 

This contrast needed a reconciliation, which was supplied by 
means of the miracle. Like the account of the purification of the 
Temple immediately following, and the miracle wrought upon the 
fig-tree, this miracle also has predominantly a symbolical aspect, 
and, when regarded as a significant act, is acknowledged to be 

1 Tbe Fatbers understand tbe marriage.feast to wbich Christ went eymbolically, as 
H.D imnge of the inward joy and happiness tLe.t Christ imparts to tbe soul, e.nd in which 
he bestows the wine of bis spirit-an interpretation very conducive to the practical treat• 
roent of the passage. 
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both intelligible nnd in harmony with the general procedure of 
Obrist. All reprehensive judgments thnt might obtrude themselves 
into the henrts of the rigid disciples of John then present were 
suppressed by the manifestation of the glory of the Lord, which 
shewed them thnt in Christ there was more than John, in 
whom they had never seen nnytbing similar. In relation to this, 
the fact might appear important also to the Evangelist. Those 
disciples of John whom he had in bis eye, in the composition of his 
Gospel, were disposed towards a rigid asceticism, and might fre
quently be scandalized at the more free life of Christians. Hence 
this occurrence in the life of the Lord was to him, as it were, 
an apology for the conduct of Christians, and an indirect intima
tion to the disciples of John not to over-estimate their asceticism. 

The Evangelist finally remarks, that Jesus went with his compa
nions1 from Cana to Oapernaum. (KaTe/317 is said, because Cana 
was further inland, whereas Capernaum was close to the sea.) The 
chronological exactness which is observable up to this point here 
becomes lost in a degree of uncertainty ; for, with respect to 
the stay of the Redeemer and his companions, the Evangelist em
ploys the general phrase : tcai €ICE£ iµ,etvav au 7TOAA.d.<; iJµ,epa<; ; and 
on this account the comparison of John's narratives with those of the 
synoptical writers, in reference to the order of their succession, must 
be very doubtful. 

§ 4. JESUS PURIFIES THE TEMPLE. 

(John ii. 13-22.) 

John opens this section with the statement, that the Redeemer 
went from Galilee up to Jerusalem at the feast of Passoi·er. From 
this we may, in some measure, deduce the time of the baptism of 
Jesus, and the temptation that succeeded it; but still, as it re
spects the chronology of the evangelic history at large, little is 
gained from this date, because the synoptim,l authors ( comp. the 
Comment. on Matt. iv. 12) give no information concerning the 

I Concerning the brothers of the Lord, comp. the Comment. on Matt. xiii. 50. 
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first public appearance of Christ. On account, however, of the 
chronological limitations which-follow, this passage is of importance 
to the history given by John. 

Yer. 14-16. Concerning the fact of the purification of the 
Temple, and the relation of this occurrence to that narrated in 
Matt. xxi. 12, ff. (comp. the Comment. i. on Matt. xxi. 12), what is 
needful bas already been said. John gives the citation ( ver. 16) 
merely from memory, and this accounts for the variation. The 
impression conveyed according to him is milder than that given by 
the synoptical Evangelists, because the general activity employed by 
the Lord in purifying the Temple is represented, according to John, 
in a modified degree. 

Ver. 17. The Evangelist adds the remaxk that the disciples 
hereupon remembered a scriptural phrase, viz. Ps. lxix. 10.1 It 
is not said whether this occurred to the disciples immediately at the 
time of the transaction, or later; but, according to the period 
given ver. 22, oTe i,,yep071 e,c ve,cpwv, the latter is the more pro
bable, especially since the disciples did not, in the first instance, 
understand the representation of the death of the Messiah. With 
regard to Ps. lxix. itself, it is so frequently quoted in the New Tes
tament (comp. John xv. 25, xix. 28; Matt. xxvii. 34, 48; Acts 
i. 20), that it cannot well be denied that the same was interpreted 
in the time of Christ as Messianic. And, accordingly, a mere 
accommodation of this passage on account of e. similarity of sen
timent, or a possible application to the existing circumstances, 
is not to be supposed. (Comp. the Comm. on Matt. i. 22, con
cerning Zva 7r"'A.71p(l)0fJ, and the review of Hengstenberg's Christo
logie in Tholuck's liter. Anzeiger Jahrg. 1831.) That the Rab· 
bins made such use of citations from the Old Testament, can be 
no proof that the authors of the New Testament did so ; on the 
contrary, the Holy Spirit, who inspired the latter, caused t!tem 
to understand the Scriptures of the Old Testament in their spi
rituality, and so to treat them. (On this subject comp. the excel
lent remarks in Billroth's Erkl. der Briefe an die Korinthier, Lpz., 
1833, s. 13, ff.) Until the Old Testament life is apprehended as 
an organic whole, penetrated by the same Spirit that prevails in 
the New Testament, by whom the figures fulfilled in the latter 

I In th• Englioh, verse 9.-TB. 
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were indited in the former, the use of the Old Testament passages 
in the New Testament will always remain obscure.I 

The Psalm describes David as the representative of Divine 
truth on the earth, and as the individual upon whom fell all 
the rnge of its opponents. The circumstances of the case thus 
make David a type of the Messiah, and, in accordance with 
such a typical view, the authors of the New Testament refer 
passages of the Psalms to the person of Jesus. The meaning of 

.,~~~-=2~ ;'f~":;:; r,~~.,i?-"~ ( ver. 10) ,
2 

in reference to the event 
that has been related, is easy to be understood. It obviously 
expressed the ardent zeal of the Redeemer for the purification of 
religion and its sacred institutions, while it intimated also the 
opposition that malice would raise against him; and from this 
opposition arose the danger to the person of the Lord. (The reading 
,caTe<pa,,y€ is plainly derived from the LXX.; in the text of John 
the reading ,caTa<pa,Y€Tai is doubtless the correct one.) 

Ver. 18-21. The following words are remarkable, which John 
connects with the purification of the Temple. The Jews ( through 
their representatives, the Pharisees) asked Jesus for a proof of bis au
thority in a <TTJJJ,€fov. (With respect to this, compare what bas 
been remarked on John i. 19.) Such a question certainly might 
have been induced by the previous extraordinary proceedings, but 
it arose from unbelief; Jesus therefore, instead of giving them 
a sign, answers, "Break down this Temple, and I will build it up 
again in three days." ('A7ra,cplVlEu0ai according to the Hebrew iT.:l.V· 

-'Ery€lp€iv = t:l"i?tT·) The Jews referred these words to the Tempie 

in the very vestibule of which they were standing; John, however, 
explains them as alluding to the Temple of the Lord's body, and 
refers them to the resurrection of Jesus. The view of the Jews,
that the allusion was to the external Temple,-was rejected by nearly 
all the ancient expositors, been.use, in that case, John must have 
erred in his interpretation of the obscure words of Jesus. But 
the supposition that Jesus intended merely to refer to bis resur
rection, was also encumbered by considerable difficulties. 

It is true, the circumstance that in this passage it is said : E,Y€pw 

l Comp. the first supplementnry note (which is worthy of perusal) in Tholuck's Com
ment. on the Epistle to the Romans. 

~ In the English, ver. 0.-TR, 
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avTOv, while in the New Testament the resurrection of Christ is always 
traced to the Father, was indeed the least of these difficulties ; for, 
chap. x. 18, Jesus says similarly : e~ovulav ~"' 7ra,}\,w M/3t:'iv Ti'/V 

tw17v. But, according to the above ~upposition, the mistake of the 
Jews remains inexplicable; for if the Redeemer \'l'ished to be un
derstood in bis words, and uttered them Sn/€Tucru',,-pointing to his 
body,-it is inconceivable how the Jews could hnve thought of the 
Temple. l\ioreover, a reference to the death of Christ, expressed 
distinctly and so as to be generally understood, does not uppear 
suitable in his discourses at this very early period, since it is 
towards the end of the Lord's public ministry that we first perceive 
in them the intimations of his violent end; and a reference to the 
remote future, instead of the present, which the Jews request, does 
not seem appropriate. Especially, the che.llenge to the Jews to 
cause the dissolution of his body, is hardly consistent with the decla
rations of Christ in other places respecting his death. Meanwhile, 
the challenge to Judas, chap. xiii. 2 7, to accomplish his deed, is very 
similar. If, therefore, the reference of the words to the body ought 
to be regarded as the first and only one, then it would be necessary 
at least to say (with Luther, Tittman, &c.) that John has not 
correctly placed this occurrence in connexion with the discourses 
which here accompany it, since it belongs, as the synoptice.l authors 
assign it, to the end of Christ's ministry. This might appear 
favoured by the circumstance that, in the impeachment of Christ 
before the Sa.nhedrim, mention was made of this declaration ; for 
it appears more consistent that what he bad spoken recently should 
be referred to, the.n what he had said years before. Yet the chro
nological accuracy of J oho speaks too strongly against this suppo
sition. 

These difficulties, associated with the one as with the other 
acceptation of the words, have induced some very distinguished 
investigators (Herder, Liicke, Bleek, &c.) to regard the Temple as 
a designation of tlte wltole Jewislt worsltip. The following would 
then result as the sense : " Even if the whole order of the Jewish 
divine worship be discontinued, I will in a short time found a new 
one." 

But Tholuck, in opposition to this, observes, that the Jews, by 
whom Christ must have wished to be understood, could not possibly 
have discovered such a sentiment in the words; this acceptation 

2 
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being opposed by the expression va6<; otJTo<;, which indicates a 
rnference to the visible Temple. Further, the eryepf;) avT 6 v affords 
ground for question, since Jesus, in fact, did not rear again the old 
constitution of the Jewish divine worship. And, finally, according 
to the above acceptntion of the words, the ev TpuTtv i,µepat<; can 
only be taken in the general signification" shortly," "soon."' We 
have already said what is necessary concerning this subject in our 
remarks on Luke xiii. 22; and Tholuck expresses himself in like 
manner (in his Comment. on that passage), with reference to Hosea 
vi. 2, which has already been aclduced as an argument for the asser
tion that ev Tptutv T}µepat<; stands equivalent to ev0ew,, "shortly.'" 
The phrase" two or three days·· is thus substituted for the formula "in 
three days,"" which latter can have no other sense than that which lies 
on the surface of the words. In Matt. xxvi. 61, Mark xiv. 58, Ota. 
Tptwv fJµepwv stands in a relation somewhat different; i.e., it refers 
to a continuous activity :-building from this time "three days 
through without intermission.") In this state of things, the expe
dient to which resort has been had appears untenable, especially 
since, if it be adopted, it directly follows that what the Evangelist 
took to be the meaning must be pronounced incorrect. 

Accordingly, it seems to me that the difficulty can only be relieved 
by the admission of adouqlesense in this passage.1 In the first place, 
the passage is quite parallel with Matt. xii. 38, xvi. 4, and is a 
refusal of the request for a sign. Christ knew the insincerity of 
the heart from which the request proceeded, and therefore refused 
the miracle. This denial in the answer of Christ consists mainly 
in the antithesis between XvuaTe and eryepw, which bas been entirely 
overlooked. Jesus first demands of the Jews something impossible, 
and with that connects his miracle, which, by means of this con
nexion, becomes itself an impossibility. "First break ye down 
the Temple, then I will rebuild it !" Thus the imperative is doubt
less to be taken as making· a challenge,2 and vao,; in this con-

1 After n. renewed considerntion of o.11 the arguments that favour the other interpre
tations, I o.m confirmed in this view. All tlmt hns been adduced by Tholuck and Kling 
(Stud. 1836, h. I. s, 127, ff.) in support of the justness of the Evangelist's interpreta
tion, o.nd by Liicke and Bleek (Joe. oit. s. 442, ff.) in favour of the construction of the 
pusse.ge, nccording to which it refers to the discontinuance of the national worship, ap
pears to me to possess only relative truth. It is ollly the blending of the two that t.>x
hausts the extraordinarily pregne.nt declnrntion of the Lord. 

2 Liioko is of opinion that it merely administel's rebuke: 11 Go ou profaning thf' Tern-
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nexion is to be understood e.s referring to the visible Temple. Thnt 
such a signification is to be received as the primary rnenning of the 
words, appears to me irrefutably deducible from Matt. xxvi. 61, 
Mark xiv. 58. The wituesses before the High Priest referred to 
this language of Jesus. Of them, however, in the first place, it is snid, 
that they did not agree in their accusations, although no particulars 
are given as to how far they differed; nnd secondly, they are both 
called false witnesses (1\iatt. xxvi. 60.) This cannot but be involved 
in their saying that Jesus had declared he would break down the 
Temple, and in three days would build it again, since he hod said, 
" break ye it down, then will I build it up." By means of this appa
rently unimportant alteration, the sense of the whole phrase was in
verted, and Christ appeared as a wanton despiser of the sanctuary, 
who would like to destroy it; while in bis .:>wn words, when i-estored 
to their proper meaning, his activity is represented as repairing 
all destruction. But, deducting this distortion, there is nothing 
false in the words, and if no importance were to be attributed 
to it, how the witnesses could be called false is not to be con
ceived. (Although Mark [xiv. 58], in his review of this im
peachment, does make the antithesis between vao~ xeipo-rrol'T}TO~ 

and axHpo-rrol'T}To~, Tholuck certainly is right when he maintains 
that this does not indicate a spiritual exposition; but still I cannot 
with him admit that they thought of a Temple coming down ready 
from heaven. The expression ~it,, Tptoov -l]µ,epwv indicates a con
tinuous activity, and [John ii. 20] the antithesis to forty-six years 
points out a supposed great acceleration of the process of building. 
Thus they may have thought that Jesus would join the stones 
together without manual labour, by meo.ns of magic puwer. At 
any rate, their notions did not go beyond the outward Temple.) In 
the second place, however, the words of the Lord-as is frequently 
the case with brief, enigmatical expressions-contain, in addition to 
the allusion intended for the many, an inward meaning, which 
first occurred to the disciples after the resurrection.1 According 

ple !" which does not correspond with the connexion, and presupposes the co1Tectnese of 
the reference to the divine worship. De Wette quite incongruously takes the impero.· 
tive as bypoLbetic. " If ye break down this Temple, then," nnd so forth. Tlle impero.
tive never thus occurs; in tbe passage o.dduced by him (Matt. xii. 33), it is to be under
llU>od simply as milking o. cho.llenge. 

1 Tl.te objection of Kling, that this supposition appee.rs incompatible with the divine 
simplicity of the Lord e.nd of hi& words, is tJnf~unded. The divine simplicity of Christ 
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to this, the Templo signified the body of the Lord, which the Jews 
caused to be n11iled to the cross, but in which Jesus rose again 
on the third day. This u77µe'io11 11lso quite corresponded with the 
sign of Jonah; for, like this !alter, it was invisible, it was im
parted only to foith, and it corrected the sins of those who then 
believed, while those Jews who asked for signs, desired only an 
exciting feast for the eyes. (Comp. the Comm. on Matt. xii. 40.) 

As regards the forty-ilix years mentioned, John ii. 20, in which 
the Temple was built ; the reckoning refers to the rebuilding of the 
Temple after the exile. Herod began it in the eighteenth year of 
his reign (Joseph. Arch. xv. 11), but it was not finished till a few 
years before the destruction of the city. Probably the building was 
often interrupted, and when these words were spoken, a large prin
cipal edifice was just completed, forty-six years after the beginning 
of the embellishment. 

Ver. 22. John's observation is remarkable, that after the resur
rection (with regard to byeLpeu0ai et<: ve1<:pw11 comp. the Comm. on 
Matt. xxii. 29) the apostles believed not only this declaration of 
Jesus (in its deeper sense) but also the Scripture. The hypothesis 
of Dr Paulus, who by rypacf,17 understands some small composition 
which gave an account of the occurrence just reported, does not 
deserve a serious refutation. Lucke very justly appeals to John 
xx. 9, for a proof that the Old Testament is intended. It is true, 
direct prophecies respecting the resurrection of Obrist are not 
contained in the Old Testament, except in Psa. xvi. 10; but ac
cording to Luke xxiv. 26, 27; Acts ii. 2-i, ff.; I Oor, xv. 4, it 
plainly appears that the apostles found typical prophecies of this 
foct in the Old Testament. The history of Jonah, and perhaps 
Hos. vi. 2, were probably the passages which they so understood. 
Moreover it is manifest that not only the prophecies in the Old Tes
tament concerning the resurrection are here meant by the term 

co-exists with n copiousness in idens, which discoversitse1f in words of mnnifo1cl reference. 
\Vhy should we not ncknowledge in Christ thnt wllich we obser\-e in men of genius? 
The oneness of the sense in liis rieclarntious, I do not deny; I only mni nto.in the mul
tiplicity of their collnternl references. Meyer·s interpretution of this difficult pussage is 
pcculinr. I-le thinks thnt Cbrist snid to the Jews," kill me, l\U<l in three days I will rise 
o.gain !" 11ncl ani<l it in the firm belief thnt if it should come to pnss that the Jews shouhl 
kill !Jim, Goel would reanimate bim. In this case tile pnssnge is a. prophecy in regard 
to the resunection ; tho.t which dicl uot theu tt\k.e place, was fulfilled subsequently. The 
·view certo.inly con1meucls itself; only it then remains unexpluined how the Jews, upon 
the utteronce of such words, could think of the stone Temple. 
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'Ypa,cf,iJ, but the sense of the words is to be ta.ken tlms, " through the 
fulfilment of the i11di-cidual [prophecy J, their faith in the divinity 
of the Sc1;pture as a ,vhole was confirmed." 

§ 5. THE VISIT OF NICODEMUS. 

(John ii. 23-iii. 21.} 

There is only one more occurrence related in addition to what has 
just been considered, es having ta.ken place during the residence of 
the Redeemer in Jerusalem, e.t the first feast of Passover, viz., the 
visit of Nicodemus. 1 That this visit would be of importance to 
the Evangelist only on account of the discourses which the Lord 
held upon this occasion is self-evident; these discourses, however, 
stand in the most intimate connexion with the me.in design of the 
Gospel, aud form, as it were, a commentary on John i. 17. They 
exhibit the efficacy of Christ in relation to the law :-whilst the latter 
only prunes away the impure excrescences of sin, Christ gives a 
new heart e.nd a new mind, creates a new man born of God. Hence 
the Evangelist-in the words iii. 16-21, which he connects with 
the discourse of Christ-gives warning (primarily to the disciples 
of John) that he who, through unbelief, excludes himself from 
Jesus, the source of salvation, will assuredly trifle away his sal
vation. 

Ver. 23-25. In these verses, which form the transition to what 
follows, John briefly informs us that the whole impression which 
Jesus produced during his presence in Jerusalem, was very favour
able. Me.ny believed in him on account of his miracles. But the 
divine power of the Saviour discerned the inner being of men ( Td iv 
av0pW7r<p = o fuw 11v0pw-rro<; in the language of Paul, in opposi
tion to the external, visible workings of the interior, which mani
fest themselves in word and deed), and on this account he did not 
take them into close connexion with himself. It would certainly be 
a mistake to believe that Jesus held himself at a distance from 
these persons, because he discerned insincerity in their assumed 
faith ; on the contrary, we are merely to regard them as persons 

1 Comp. Scholl's Treatise on tL.is section, in Klaiber's Stud. B. v. h. 1, and Knapp'• 
int.erprete.tion in his ecriptia varii argumenti, Halae, l80l). 
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easily affected by good, while in like manner also they were again 
easily determined by evil. The spurious open friends of Christ are 
contrasted, chap. iii. 1, ff., with a secret a<lherent. The former, 
therefore, were not so much malicious ns superficial, shallow, waver
ing men; the sensible impression resulting from the <r'T]µ,e'ia, com
bined with the influence exercised upon them by the power of the 
truth, inclined them towards the Holy One; but so soon as the full 
energy of evil met them agnin, it overcame them. Accordingly 
the idea of the 7r£un<; here is the ordinary one, only that in the 
passage before us the term designates the most general reception of 
divine influence into the mind, the lowest step of faith, which may 
be associated with great impurity. 

Chap. iii. 1, 2. Nobler and more profound than those who have 
been described was Nicodemus; the Saviour at once led him more 
deeply into the truth, and sought to win him entirely for the king
dom of God. As to bis name ; it has been compared with the 
Hebrew o:rr:i_, or l'i"D"1i?~· which must be formed according to the 
Greek mould. It may, however, be thought that NiKOO'T}µ,o<; is 
= NiKoXao<;, a translation of the Hebrew o_:vl,:i,. (Comp. Rev. 

ii. 14, 15.) As to his person ; Nicodemus w;s' O:n apxwv (i. e. an 
officer of the Sanhedrim = ""liP· Compare John vii. 50, ff.; xix. 

38, ff. 
The Talmudists mention a rich Snnhedrist, Nicodemus, who was 

properly called Bonar, and he is said to have lived about the time 
of Christ; but the identity of the same with the follower of Jesus 
cannot be ascertained with certainty. To us the importance of the 
man's outward characteristics is surpassed by that of his inward 
disposition of mind; a just apprehension of which is necessary in 
order truly to understand the circumstances that follow- The visit 
of Nicodemus at night is doubtless to be regarded as the conse
quence of the fear of man ; that this was bis temptation is distinctly 
shewn by a comparison of John xix. 38 with ver. 39; both Joseph of 
Arimathixu and Nicodemus were timid followers of Jesus.1 However, 
this timidity of his was no positive transgression of law ( on which 
account Jesus does not rebuke it, and still less does John in the 

1 It might indeed be snid thnt becnusa it is stnted only of Joseph, tho.t be was afraid of 
the Jews, another en use is to be supposed in the cuse of N icoclemus. But whnt is o.cldt>d, 
ol.1Up. xix. 89, Lius not so much the nppenrt\uce of being tli:fferent from the statement in 
ver. 38, ns tho.t of being designed to reuder the latter more determinate. 
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words. iii. 19, ff.), but only nn expression of sinful nature generally, 
which thus mRnifested itself in the probably weak and anxious 
constitution of Nicodemus. Because he was on the whole turned 
towards the light, the Lord showed him the way in which we 
may become free, not merely from a single manifestation of sin, 
but from the entire sinful nature of the old man together with all 
its manifestations. Susceptible oftlrnt which was holy,he had appre
hended its existence in the person of Jesus ; and, in like manner, the 
(T'fJµ,eUL of Jesus indicated to him that Jesus was one sent by God. 
The miracles thus accomplished for him their own proper end-viz., 
they proved Jesus to be a messenger of God. Whether he regarded 
Christ as the Messiah cannot be determined from the words a7ro 
Beov EI\.TJAVBa,;, since every prophet who had the gift of miracles as 
the proof of his office, was looked upon as sent from God. If, how
ever, he did see the Messiah in Jesus, he certainly did not perceive 
in him the divine nature, for with such a perception, the whole gene
ral expression iav µ,i} ij o 0eo<; µET' auToii-which may also be said 
respecting the relation of every pious person to God-would not be 
at all suitable. 

We conceive of Nicodemus, therefore, at the best as occupying a 
point of view purely legal, as being a serious man, and one of sin
cere mind, who, on account of the miracles, recognised something of 
the higher kind in Jesus, but did not of himself rightly know what 
opinion to pronounce respecting him. In order, however, to gain 
sure information on the subject of bis inquiry, he came to Jesus in 
such a manner as not to expose himself to the Jews, but so that in 
the stillness of night he might enjoy uninterrupted conversation; 
and Jesus now opened to his mind a new spiritual world. 

Ver. 3-5. The address of Nicodemus is evidently reported in an 
abbreviated form, for it wants the very question to which the answer 
of the Lord refers. It doubtless related to the kingdom of God, 
which was at that time so ardently longed for by the Jews, and to 
which he, as an Abrahamite, rightly deemed himself called. The 
admonition of Jesus, that in order to enter this kingdom, it is neces
sary ,yevV7J0ijvat tivw0ev, is then perfectly suitable. This phrase
as will be sbewn immediately-could not be in itself entirely un
known, and therefore incomprehensible to the learned Jew; although, 
in reference to kis own person, it must have been obscure to him. 
Hence the q.uestion in ver. 4, which-as Tholuck justly remarks-
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1s 011ly to be unrlcrstood thus, "That expression surely cannot be 
tnkcn in its literol sense, for how shall I, in my circumstances, apply 
it to myself ?" 1 (Used in reference to a Gentile it would have been 
perfectly intelligible to him.) Now, in the first place, rts respects the 
meaning of the expression /3au1Xeta Toii 0eou in the language of 
John-it does not essentially differ from what is usual in the other 
writings of the New Testament ;2 only that in John's Gospel the ideal 
aspect of tho kingdom of God prevails, whilst in the Revelation the 
external aspect 1s predominant. Hence, unless circumstances-such, 
for example, as the adherence in this instance of .Nicodemus to 
J ewisb views-led John to decide upon a different course, be used, in
stead of loe'i:v or elueX0e'i:v el<, T'f/V /3au. T, 0., the more spiritual phrase 
lxew l;w'f]v al,:;v,ov ( comp. iii. 15, 16.) The reason of this is found 
(comp. the Introduction,§ 2, 3) partly in the general peculiarity of 
John, but especially in the design of ltis Gospel. The object that 
he kept in view while writing was a spiritual bias of mind, which 
dreaded nothing so much as what savoured of materialism; and 
he aimed _et this its partiality for the ideal in order to gain it 
completely over to the side of the truth of Cbristianity,-well know
ing that the Spirit, when the subjects of this bias yielded themselves 
to bis dominion, would instruct them concerning the true relation 
of spirit and matter, in the just combination of which the true 
realism consists, this being equally at a distance from idealism end 
_materialism. Where this regard to the spiritual bias was absent
as in the Revelation-there the Evangelist strongly declared the 
necessity that the inward should emerge from its inwardness and 
come forth in substantial presence. As therefore it was necessary 

l De Welte supposes Nicodemus to have understood the words ')'l!VIITJ8ijvcu civwBEv a..~ 
signifying corporeal birtb, in order that be may then be able to observe," Such obdurate 
ignor11nce in n Jewish teacher of the law is strange, and, indeed, improbo.ble; e.nd since 
it corresponds with a prevailing type of dinJogues reportetfby John, it may be pieced to 
the account of the nnrrotor's representation;"(!!) ns if the sequel did not spenk but too 
decidedly for the justness of John's description! The obduracy of the Jews induced 
them altogether to despise Clnist and his salvo.tion; and is it improbable that this me.Di• 
fested itself in the life.time of the Redeemer? Or do not the synopticoJ Eve.Dgelists re• 
preAent them o.e equally obdurate? Moreover, in relation to Nicodemus, the diffi.cnlty 
tho.t lends tie Welte to suppositions so inadmissible, and so destructive of the di"·in~ 
authority of the Evangelist, is one purely self-crented. 

2 Compnre the development of the ill.ea in the Comm. o~ 1\.latt. iii. 2; and also TLvh1t•k 
in his Comm. on the Sermon on the Monnt, Mntt. v. 3. 

VOL. Ill. 2 B 
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t.hat the "V\'ord sl1ould become flesh, so must the kingdom of Spirit 
at some time predominate in external manifestation. 

The only thing, then, remaining for explanation is the expression 
,yevV'l'/Biiv= avw8ev, instead of which we have in ver. 5 the words, 
"fEVV'l'/8iiv= €~ voaTo<; lffl,l 7rvevµ,a,To<;. ("AvroOev is to be tRken in 
the signification of OEL"Tepov [ ver. 4 J, 7ro"J\,iv-as 7ra"J\,i'Y'Yeveu{a [Tit. 
iii. 5] also sliews-arid not as meaning" from above.'"1) The Rnb· 
bins use this term in reference to proselytes, whom they call " a 
new creature," ;-,-a;,ri iT'l"'l!l., But this designation of proselytes, 

according to tJ1e e;._p;~ss int~rpretatious of Rnbbius, refers only to 
their altered external relations. 

Nicodemus might therefore well ask,-how can such a term 
apply to me (and all Jews, ver. 7, oe'i uµ,a,; ,yevv,,,9i,vai &vwOev)? 
"V\-e are Abraham's seed, and to it belongs the promise! This 
leads the Redeemer to represent the nature of this new birth not as 
n:temal, but as internal and spiritual.2) Some difficulty, however, 
is occasioned by the circumstance, that the ,yevV'T}<Ft<; is traced 
not only to·the 7rvevµ,a, but also to the vorop, whilst irp.mediately 
afterwards (ver. 6 and 8) 'TTVEVµ,a only is mentioned. The ordi
nary interpretations of this difficult passage afford very little satis
faction. Grotius takes it as lv 01,a ovo'iv, " to be born of Spirit, 
which like water purifies." But this interpretation is founded upon 
the false opinion, that here the discourse refers only to a moral 
purification. This was just the view of Nicodemus, to which, 
however, Christ opposed the creation of a new, higher being. 
Teller explains it by {,o<,)p 7TV€Vµ,antc6v, and understands it as 
meaning the reception of the doctrine of the -Gospel. But the re
ception of a doctrine is an a.et of the existing man, which no one 
can call a new birth without the utmost degree of hyperbole. 
Nor am I. any more prepared to admit, with Tholuck, that _.the 

I In Uvayu,vQw, J Pet. i. 3, 23, the ,i,,1,,1. has only the meaning or repetition. 
2 Tl.Jat tLe ideo. of regeneration was unintelligible to Nicodemus ie seen, if the ex. 

pressioo be te.ken in its specific, narrower sense-viz. as tile communication of a higher 
life nnd consciousness, which can only be effected by the Holy Ghost, the requisite 
condition to the outpouring of which upon mankind wes supplied by the glorification 
of CLrist (.fohn vii. 39.) In this narrower sen~ no Old Testament saint could speak 
of regeneration, &.!though, indeed, important transformations ( which might be called 
regeneration in the wider sen~, e.nd which, by the impartation of new no.mes, were en
nou.nc.ed as types of regeneration) did occur in some individuals; as, for exw:pple, in the 
case of Abram nnd J BCOb, who were therefore cfLlled Abraham and Israel. ( Comp. the 
remerks Matt. xi. 11..) 
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mention of water was only intended to assist Nicodemus in under· 
standing the phrase, and to indicate its reference to baptism. The 
reference of the expression to baptism1 (especially according to Tit. 
iii. 5) certainly is clear; the only question is, how this is ~o be taken; 
for the view of Knapp,2 that baptism is to be understood as ,ca0a
purµ,6c;, is plainly unsatisfactory, although, at the same time, he 
apprehends the idea of purification more profoundly than Grotius. 
Lucke follows Knapp in the aMeptation of.f5&,p. In my opinion, 
the true meaning of the pass.age is best supplied by the following 
verse. 

Ver. 6. Here, in order to demolish the prideofNi_codemus in his 
corporeal extraction from Abraham, the uapg, as generating, is placed 
in contrast with the 'TT'vevµ,a, as also generating, and the words of the 
Lord express the simple, easily intelligible sentiment, that what is be
gotten carries within itself the nature of that which begat it. Still 
it is plain that here the idea of generation is apprehended pro
foundly, as the communication of being to another; but no one 
can impart anything which is not contained in his own nature, 
and accordingly 4'Ut of the uapg, as the antithesis to 'TT'VEvµ,a, 
uothing 7[.VEVµ,an,c/w can go forth. Further, however ( comp. the 
remai·ks on John i. 14), uapg is not to be interchanged with uwµ,a, 
or wit;!t the dead substance of the uliiµ,a, i. e. the ,cpeac;; but it is to 
be taken in combination witb +ux..;, in which combination alone 
procreation is within its power. The cont.rast to 'TT'Vcilµ,a is the 
natural, sensuous life placed in the power of the perishableness 
and sin of the JC6uµ,oc;, whilst 'TT'vcilµ,a points out the nature of 
the higher imperishable life.3 Hence the expression EJC 'TT'veuµ,aroc; 
'TT'vevµ,a plainly means " that which is imperishable can only have 
its origin from the fountain itself of imperishable life." 

1 As John vi. is n commentary, or, if it be prefe.rred, a prophetic lesson, on the words 
of the institution wl.iich contnin the mystery of the supper,· so is John iii. upon the bap. 
tismnl formula which contains the mystery of baptism. 

~ See t!Je discu~sion of tllis subject in his Scriplis var. arg., p. 109, sqq. 

3 Glemens Alex. snys: Laxlls- -roV X6yov -rO -n-veV_ua, w~ Q,µ.a aapK6s-. In other 
wortls, the creative element in regeneration is tlle tlivine Being itself operating through 
the Logos (comp. John i. 13, lK 0eoV EyEv'11Jth1aav), so t.l..111t we mny suy, tbe uew birth 
comes to pnssfrom God, through the Logos, in. the Spirit. The. Letter to Diognetus 
cenp. 11) describes regenei-nlion us n selr•reproduction of the Logos: 0 AOyos- 7rcivTo--re 

vios lv dyiwv Kapaia,~ -yevvWµ.1:vov. The Logvs reprot.luccs himself in each soul, a..s 
the spw:k elicits tlle flame in n kindling substance. Accord~g to Ja1ues i. 15, tlle 
develo11ment in evil is n kind of new birth, the end of whicll, however, is death. 

2 B 2 
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Thus understood the J,c has its menning precisely defined, nnd 
hecausc the snme preposition is connected, ver. 5, with i:,So,p, this 
must nlso have its discoverable relation to the ryivv'T]<n<;. The two 
parallels, Tit. iii. ,">; I Pet. i. 23, facilitate the interpretation here. 
In the lntter, the Xc\ryor;; twv (= 'TrvEvµa) is placed as an dcfJ0apr,j, 

in opposition to the <T'Trop<i cfJ0apn7, nnd in the sequel, ver. 24, 
,rapf is described 11s the cfJ0apT6v.1 Accordingly the comparison 
of regeneration with the rise of a n·ew being here stands forth in the 
most distinct manner. But Tit. iii. 5 is the only passage in the New 
Testament in which, so closely connected with the operation of the 
Spirit (ava,ca{vo,,rir;; 'TrVEvµ,aTor;;), mention is made of water (XovT

pov 7ra)wyryf'vf'<Tlar;;), and that with .evident reference to baptism ; 
a.I though in Ephes. v. 2G, XovTpov Tov iJSaTo<; ev p~µ,an, the piJµa also 
unquestionably signifies the operation of the 7rvruµa. (The remark
able passage l John v. 6, 8 [ comp. John x.ix. 34], requires a specie.I 
consideration by itself.) Now if Gen. i. 2 be adduced as a description 
of the process of creation, where the Spirit is represented as moving 
upon the water, an interpretation is suggested for the passage • as 
follows. The ideas of birth e.nd of creation are ~losely related ( on 
which account also the regenerated person is called ,caiJ!.iJ KTl<Ti~. 

2 Cor. v. 17) ; e.s in the creation the watPr appears as the material 
that is moulded, and the Spirit as be who exerts the plastic ijOWer, 
so also in the rywv,,,0iJvai ef iJSaTo<; "al, 'TrvEvµaTo<;, the Spirit is the 
creative principle of the regeneration, while the iJSo,p is the feminine 
principle of the same,2 the element of the soul purified in sincere 
repentance, as it were the mother of the new man. Accordingly 
without changing the idea, it might have been said : '" vvxiJr;; Ka~ 
7n1ruµ,aTo<;. The e~ {,SaTo<; simply indicates that it is not the soul as 
such, but the penitent soul, in which regeneration can be the result.3 

1 Also .Tames i. 18, tl.Je "-oyo• a"-~fl•la• s.ppeo.rs as tl.Je principle, so to speak, impreg
nating the soul with higl.Jer power. 

2 Comp. in Meyer's Blatt. fiir hoh. Wabrb. tu. ii. s. 76, ft'., the tJ;elLtise on some signi
fications of tLe word water in the Holy Scriptures. 

a In many passages of lloly Scripture, regeneration is compared to creation, e, g. 
in Rom. iv. 17; 2 Cor. iv. 6; Ephes. ii. JO. Many have derived a just insight intO this 
pasuge frC'm f"xperience. Thu8 sings a Christian poet :-

" From nothing, Lord, tl.Jou mad'st tbe world, so Jet me nothing be, 
And thence a something after thine own image form ! 
By natW"e I am like tl.Je wast.e e.nd gloomy earlb-
01.J tl.Jat my eyes s.ud heart with teezs would overflow ; 
And tben might thy Good Spirit these sad waters hov'ri119 u'er, 
ReRnimate my lifeless lleart with light and strength!" 
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In the intcrpretnlion of thiB importnnt passage, eonsidemble flid 
may be derived from the language of Paul, J Cor. x. 2 : 7ravTE<; cl,:; 

TOV Mwiiuijv ifJa7r7{uaVTO EV Tf, v«f,tJ\.?7 Kat €V TTJ 0a"}\.aua--a. 

The cloud here-as tho column of cloud and fire, the symbol of 
the divine presence-designates the Spirit, while the sea designates 
the water. The passage through the Red Sea is to the npostle an 
net of birth, a passage !)Ut of a defective condition into one nearer 
to perfection ; the death of the old, the birth of the new. To every 
new formation, however, belong two powers, •he creative energy, 
and the substratum on which it operutes. The same is involved in 
the parnlJel of the deluge with baptism, 1 Pet. iii. 20, 21. (Comp. 
Rom. vi. 4 ; I Cor. xii. 13 ; Col. ii. J 2.) Hence the reference 
to baptism here is just, though it is to be understood as alluding not 
to the sacrament, but to the idea of baptism ( comp. the remarks on 
John vi. 51); and this is a symbolical mode of expressing the inward 
occurrence of penitence in the soul,1 which, in its necessary connexion 
with faith, forms the negative requisite to regeneration,-suscep
tibility of the operation of th~ Spirit. Purification is thus only an 
effect of regeneration ; the essence of the latter is a mysterious union 
of the powers of the world to come with the soul, which, in its own 
nature, possesses the capacity of being purified by the divine cpw,:;, 
just as much as thnt of being obscured by the u1t:0To, which rules in 
the Kauµo,, according to the inclination of the free will towards the 
one or the other element. It is upon the surrender of man to the 
world of light and its powers that he first arrives at true being and 
consciousness; he becomes via, or a.v0pw7ro, Ehov (John i. 13; 
l Tim. vi. 11.) God is ·the absolute 7rVEvµa (John iv. 2-!), 
and the ,YEVV'TJTOt 7rvEvuaTo<; are = ,YEVV'TJTOt EK Ehov (J\.IIatt. xi. 11 ; 
John i. 13.) Now the New Testament unfolds this higher degree 
of life ; whereas in the Old Testament nothing more than the 
susceptibility is awakened. Accordingly • the prophets promise 
a new heart (Jerem. xxxi. 33 ; Ezek. xviii. 3i ; xxxvi. 26) 
at the coming of tbe Messiah, and the pious of the Old Tes
tament may be regarded at the most as persons who, through a 

Tears al'e the nno.logous visible expression of tlie soul dissolving in the water of bt1p 
tism, over which the regenerntiog S1lirit of God moves; and the regeneration is a spiri
tual process of c.-ention, whicll is perfectec.l in degrees simillll' to those in which the Ge
nesis, the 011tw11rd physicnl creation, wns developE-J. 

I Comp. in the Ohl Testnment snoh pnssnges os Ezek. xxxvi. 2~; Zich. xiii. 1. TliP. 
bnptism of Jesus itsc·lf forms n sublimP nnalogy to this. 
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powerful clinuge in their life, often marked by a new name, typiji'ed 
the regeneration. But this regeneration itself remains a pure 
prerog11tive of the Xew Testament. (Comp. the Comm. on Mntt. 
xi. 1 I.) Yet its essence cannot be regarded as consisting in 
man·s reception-of a tendency that opposes his nature, ns though 
by some means John should become a Peter, end Melnncthon a 
Luther; in that case God, who also created.the natural mnu, would 
contradict himself. On the contrary, regen~ration is a purifying 
and i1n:ig01·ation 0,- the natural ma11, through the impartation of 
a totally new principle of life, which becomes united to the 
divinely-related element still subsisting in man after the fell. 

, er. 7, 8. That such a change is possible now awakens the oston
isbment of Xicodemus. • The Redeemer assists him by a simile 
drawn from nature. We are acquainted with the effects oftbe wind, 
but the secret causes of its rise, and of the course that it takes, we 
know not. (That 7T'vroµ,a l;tere is to be referred to tb~ natural 
phenomenon of wind, and not to the Spirit, is rendered decidedly 
certain by the cpmpii.rison, and by the expression c/Jwvi}v avTov.) 
In like manner the powers of the invisible world act mysteriously; 
he who does not experience their effects, believes not their power. 

• Yer. 9, 10. Up to this point it cannot be said that Nicodemus 
betrayed in bis conversation with Cb:ist either arrogance or un
bf ; but that these did lie at the bottom of his bee.rt, is shewn 
by the following answer and the words in which Jesus replies. The 
words themselves, 7T'ii:,,, SvvaTai Taifra ,yevJ<T0ai, might proceed 
from a believing though inquisitive mind (comp. Luke i. 34, where 
Mary utters the same expression); but the reprimand of Jesus does 
not permit this supposition. The reference to the function of 
Nicodemus as a teacher, on the one hand, serves to humble him, 
and on the other, represen ta the person of Jesus as the Teacher of 
teachers, the possessor of the highest knowledge; that of the relations 
of the spiritual world. It might be asked, how could tbe Redeemer 
suppose a knowledge of regeneration even in a Master in Israel ? 
Doubtless on account of the analogy involved in the relation of the 
heathen to the Old Testament economy, together with the inti
mations in the Old Testament (Ezek. xxxvi. 25; Zech. xiii. I), 
which indicated to the Israelities the necessity of a similar_ change 
of heB1t in order to be able to enter the kingdom of God. But the 
more appropriate remark is. that the ,ca1, TaiiTa ov ,ywC:,u,cu<; is uot 
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to he tr1uislo.to<l, "An<l thou knowest not this'?" but, "And thou 
Rc

0

est not into this ?" Thus regeneration remains, even according to 
tho wor<ls of Christ, something new, anrl the sense is, "Thou under
standest not the intimations of the Old Testament; the law there
fore has not fulfillecl its _ <lesign in thee, no true repentance is 
awakened in thee; otherwise the nee<l of a totally new birth would 
declare itself in living utterance within thee," Meanwhile, since 
our Lord afterwards proclaims redemption to him (ver. 14, ff.), with 
regarcl to the con<lition of Nicodemus, we may judge that he had 
within him the want of redemption, but, OD account of his Jewish 
prejndi,::es, had not been able to arrive at the clear consciousness 
of it; this consciousness the discourse of Jesus is intended to 
awaken. 

Ver. 11, 12. This loft~ character of Obrist is expressed still more 
distinctly in the following words. In them Jesus ascribes to _him
self the immediate knowledge of things in the spiritual world. ("O 
o'ioaµ,ev, 8 ewpd"aµ,ev primarily indicates the experience of the 
senses, which is here intended to represent the immediate know
ledge of invisible things in contrast with a knowledge gained by 
abstraction and reflection.) The guilt of ignorance is attributed 
merely to the unbelief of men. 

(The ov /\.aµ,/3avew [compare i. 5, l J, 12] is to be understood as 
meaning the reception of the reality, not that of mere conceptions. 
The powers of the Spirit alone could awaken new life within ; it 
could not be accomplished by altered conceptions or modified ideas.) 
On account of this unbelief, the Lord refuses to impart any deeper 
instruction concerning the '7Twc;- of regeneration, which was to be 
sought in the ultimate principles of the spiritual world. He adheres 
to the fact, which is an E'7T/,ryetov, so far as it takes place in men 
who dwell on the earth. (It is indeed no ,y,j"ivov,2 since powers 
from on high produce it.) The remainder of the discourse now 
turns from Nicodemus ·to the others present,-probably bis com
panions._ 

Ver. l 3. The connexion of this verse with the preceding is no 
other than this ; "And yet even the Soo of }.fun, who descended 

1. The o.rticle O 8,8ciaKaAo-: is to be Lnken thus: the great Tencllei- whom the people 
think thee, and whom thou cleemest thyself to be. 

2 Bengel mnkes· use of thp, t>xpression: the ~enerntion is ex coelo, non quiU~m in 
coelo, cAt illa in morgine coeli. 
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from he1wen, is he from whom alone a disclosure can be del'ived 
concerning the mltyEia and l-rrovpavia." The passage is quite 
parallel with Matt. xi. 27. (Compare the exposition of the lattel'.) 
The perfect ava/3e{3,,,tcE is to be taken as the €WpatcE 7T'W7f'OTE, i. l 8. 
It is the absolute denial oftheava/3ai'vEw El<; Tov ovpav6v :-" neither 
has RD)' one ever gone, nor can any one go, into heaven." (Accord
ing to the connexion, the idea of going to heaven involves tbe 
knowledge of the hee\'enly things which would result therefrom.) 
The creature cannot, by his own powel', penetrate into the eternal 
world. Such a Titanian enterprise would be either folly or crime. 
But eternal love itself has indeed stooped, and in itself dis
oloses to the humble oil the treasures of wisdom and knowledge. 
( Col. ii. 3.) The reference of the words to the ascension, or, in
deed, as the Socinians say, to the corporeal transport of Christ into 
heaven (raptus Christi in codum), and such like interpretations, 
are of course to be altogether rejected. In order, however, not to 
produce by the words tcaTa/3?,,,; e,c Tov ovpavov, the idea of a re
moval from heaven, o c;,v ev T<j', ovpavcj, is added. (Just in like 
manner vi. 38 compared with ver. 46.) This appendix, understood as 
the imperfect, would present an intolerable pleonasm. Lucke and 
Tboluck justly remark that the coming of the Son does not annul 
bis existence in heaven, as if he were dependant on locality, but 
that even at bis incarnation he ceased not to be with the Father in 
eternal presence. (Concerning vlo,; Tov av8pd,'Tf'ov, compare the 
Comm. on Luke i. 35.) 

Ver. 14, 15. The connexion of this important verse (ver. 14)1 

with tbe preceding, is simply this: "Ye accept not my testimony, 
and yet ye can obtain the truth from no one else ; know, how
ever, that not merely the word of the Son of Man is presented to 
faith (not to preliminary knowledge), but his whole appearance, 
and especially his deepest humiliation ; the Son of Man himself is 
the object of faith presented to all by God, therefore you must yield 
faith to me." The words thus contain a strengthened exhortation to/ 
faith, since life depends upon it. According to this connexion, it 
surely must be in the highest degree improbable that-as Lucke 
and Tholuck think-there is in this verse an application of the term 
hrovpavwv to Christ; for just before this (ver. 12) the Lord had 

I Compare the Treatise on this passage by Jakobi in tbe Stud. 1831'>, b. i. s. 1 ff.; like· 
'Piise De Welte's remarks, ibid 1A34, h. 4.. 
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ctltuyet!ter refused to communicate things purely heavenly. And 
• moreover, how could the crucifixion of Christ, which took place on 
earth, and belonged entirely to earth, be called o.n €'1rovpaviov, when 
regeneration is co.lied an e7TL-yeiov? Besides which, the death of the 
Redeemer, although immediately connected with the forgiveness of 
sins, was not so closely coimected with tlie new birth. Hence it is 
more natural to suppose that the reference to the E'Trovpaviov is here 
entirely dropped, so that ver. 14 is connected with that which pre
cedes, simply in the following manner: " the Son of Man alone is 
come f1·om heaven and is in heaven, therefore he alone must be 
believed in; to which end he is set up for the contemplation of all, 
o.s Moses set up the Serpent." This at any rate appears simpler 
than to say, with Tholuck, that the crucifixion is called on hrov

pavwv, in so far as it rested upon a decree viewed as made in heaven. 
We now proceed to the.contents oftbe passage itself. It belongs 

to those few discourses of Jesus in which be speaks as it were pro
phetically of his expiatory death. (Comp. the Comm. on l\Iatt. xx. 
28.) Hence it partakes of the general character of these passages, 
containing intimations rather than details_. (See the reasons thereof 
in the other passages.) The Redeemer takes the occurrence related 
Numb. xi. 8, 9 typically (o decided testimony, from the mouth of the 
Redeemer himself, to the allowableness of typical interpretations), 
and compares the believing gaze of sick people upon the uplifted 
brazen Serpent and their corporeal recovery, to the gaining of eternal 
life through the believing look of the sinful world upon the uplifted 
Son of Man. Hence the suspended Serpent1 was a uvµ/30)1.ov 
UWTTJp{ar;; (Wisd. Sol. xvi. 4). Lucke thinks that, according to 
the view of Jesus, it was an imdesigned symbol of the idea of 
expiation.· But whence this is to be deduced does not appear; the text 
contains nothing to favour the opinion. On the contrary, in the 
express divine appointment of this particular remedy, we must pre
suppose the decided purpose that it should be a type of the coming 
redemption through the Crucified One, even although Moses may 
not have understood the deeper signification of the Serpent ; because 
otherwise it would be un accidental coincidence, which iu the 

l The Serpent was for n very long time preserved nmong the peuple, and divine honour 
was paid lo it under the nnme ofNechusbtnn. King Hezekiah on this account caused it 
to be destroyecl (2 Kings xviii. 4.) Comp. MenkE'ln Uber die eberne Scble.nge. Bremen. 
1820. Also KC'rne's Tn•ntiee in Bengel'e Theol. Archiv. Bnnd i. 

2 
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sublime a1T1mgeroents of God cannot be supposed. This is con
firmed by tbe o,/;;, in which, according to Liicke·s more just remark, 
the highe1 etbical necessity is intimated. With regard to the point 
of comparison between Christ and the uplifted Serpent, it is a ques
tion whether this consists merely in the elevation, o_r also in the 
form of the Serpent. According to Ron. viii. 3, it appears to me 
most probable that both are to be combined. It is there said that 
God _sent his_ Son ev oµ,oUdµ,aT£ uapll6~ aµ,apT{a~. • 

The Serpent is thus to be regarded as a symbol of the sinful 
nature to which the Saviour in his incarnation assumed resemblance. 
Accordingly, the remedy appeared in the form of _that which was 
to be healed. The Serpent"s bite-an imitation of the wounding 
of Adam through the seduction of the old Serpent, i. e. the Devil 
-was healed by a look upon a se17Jent-:form, e.nd faith in one 
who died conquers death. The word of divine truth loves such 
apparent contrndictions, in order that, by foolish preaching, the 
wisdom of the world may be put to shame ( 1 Cor. i. 20). Now, 
although John gives in the follow.ing verses (iii. 16, ff.) the sim
plest interpretation of the vyID0ijvai oe, T6v v1ov T, a.,-refen-ing 
it to the sacr.ificio.l death of Jesus,-yet attempts have been made 
partly to modify this interpretation (Dr Paulus explains gOIDtcE, ver. 
16, by the words "caused to be born"), and partly to give to the term 
vyofw itself another meaning, in order to remove the abhorred idea 
of sacrifice. Iu the passage Numb. xxi. 8, 9, the word· does not 
occur; there it is said, c,~---t,~ 0"~, LXX. 0~s mi tr'T}µ,e{ov, " set 
up for a sign." But since that which is set up to be gazed at 
is usually elevated, the &.Jr<,,0-fjvai might well be used with respect 
to it. The Hellenists, however, employ this verb. ·also for ~tv~ in 

the signification " to exalt, to extol." (Luke i. 52: x. 15 ; M~tt .. 
xi. 23, xx.iii. 12.) Hence Dr Paulus de1ives_the rendering" the 
Son of Man must be exalted in light and glory, and the recognition 
of bis exaltation is eternally salutary.'' But the passages viii. 28, 
xii. 32, ff., clearly shew that the Jews understood the term &.Jr<,,0-fj

vai otherwise, and referred it to death. In the latter passages not 
only does John again supply the distinct i.nterpretation that vyw0-fj

vai means the crucifixion, but the same thing also presents itself 
in the words of the Jews. Probably therefore the Lord used the 

AramA.ic term rii2t; Esra vi. 11, or.;,~ry. Esth. vii. 9, 10, ix. 13, for 
3 
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Lho oustomnry phrnse " to hnng up a criminal on 11 post, to crucify," 
ns nlso the LXX., Esth. vii. 9, npply u7'a,vp6w. Then a.rises the only 
consistent sense, thnt the crucified Messinh would become such a 
U'Tffl,Etoll (o:,) to the whole believing world (7ra<; 0 7T'tU7€VWV,) 

Here we .. find for the first time the expressiC:n so co=on in the 
language of John, swil a,lwvto<; in antithesis with CL'TT'WAEta.1 Its mean
ing appears in connexion with the general explanation of t<M? given 
in the remarks on i. 4. We there saw by this that John understands 
absolute Being, as the source of all that is created. Now, according 
to a deeply spiritual idea, the Scripture in general ascribes true being 
to the creature only in connexion with the origill of that being; where 
sin dissolves that connexion, there 0-ava,To<; steps in (Gen. iii. 3), and 
hence he who lives in o. state of sin is called vetcpo<;. Accordingly 
a7rwJ\.eia, is to be taken as the antithesis to tw1, and equal to 0ava,

To<;. By this, an annihilation of substance is not intended; but the 
idea of true life (that of the Spirit) requires consciousness, and not 
that of the senses merely, but a spiritual consciousness. This is want
ing where there is o. deprivation of spiritual life generally, and the 
&v0pw7ro<; vvx.itc6<; or ua,ptctKO<; only vegetates ; such a condition, 
therefore, is called absence of sw17, or death. Now, the design of 
the advent of the Logos in flesh is just this : out of the fountain of 
life to pour life again into dead humanity,-to restore the connexion 
that has been destroyed. From the a,vroswv a derived 7T''T/'Y'7 Tij<; 

twi)<; was to be drawn for every soul ; and in this fountain the soul 
has not merely a temporal life, but, because connected with the ab
sol_ute Being, it has eternal life. It is self-evident that with this, 
happiness, peace, and joy are given; but still none of these terms 
can be substitute·d for twil alwvio,; itself, any more than in the case 
of O.,~IJ, because they are only consequences of life, not the life 

itself. Accordingly, the intimate. union of the divine and the 
human is not confined to the person of our Lord; that which began 
in him is gradually extended, and, as the Logos in Christ came 

1 I~ is remnrknble· how the most profound men of different times, n.nd of various states 
of cultivation, bnve agreed with the Holy Scriptures in the choice of me.ny signi.ficu.nt 
e::s.pressions for the sph-ituo.l lire. Thus PlutMcll writes: oIµa, '3E Kai -r ij s a L cu II i o u 
t' CU ij s. nv O 0uls eZi\.tJXE:V, eVOa,µov ~Iva, -rO -r-fi ')'VWau ,u.•i 7rpoavoAL'1TEiv 'Ta -ye110µE11a 
( de laid. et Osir. c. i.) And Pllilo : t' w ,j µE.v a i. W v, o s .;, -rrpOs TO Ou KaTu,Pv-y'1, tlll
va-ros d' 0 d'1T0 TolJT011 Opaaµ.6~ (de p1·ofugis. edit. Pfeiff. vol. iv. ~58.) In the same work. 
p. 266, we 11l so find tlJe kindred expression t'w•i ci:tow~, wllich lloes not occur in the New 
Testnmeut. 
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forth "man, so through him men appear in the divine nature (2 Peter 
i. 4.) Without reunion to the fountain of life through foith, man 
remains in death. Sincere obedience to the law should not and 
c!l.nnot be substituted for it, this being destined merely to awaken 
the consciousness of' estrangement from God, and to lend to the 
necessity of faith in Jesus (Rom. iii. 20.) Here the conversation 
of Christ with Nicodemus concludes. . If it be further enquired 
what effect this produced upon Nicodemus, the history does not 
furnish any additional particulars ; but that it did not vanish from 
him without making some impression is sufficiently shewn by John 
vii. 50, ff. xix. 39. 

Ver. l G. The Evangelist1 now blends with this discourse of the 
Lord nu explanatory appendix, (such as we often find in the Gospel 
of John), in which be admonishes his 1·enders not to pass by 
this gracious sign in unbelief. That the words which now follow 
are not those of Jesus is demonstrated by the fact, that the 1·eference 
to Nicodemus is entirely dropped, and the thoughts-are carried back 
to the Proremium (i. 5, 10.) Moreover, the aorist (/rya7r'TJU€, and 
especially eow,ce) represents the expiation as completed; and finally, 
Jesus never applied to himself the term µ,ovo,yEvrJ<;. (Comp. also l 

John iv. 9, from which passage we see the genuineness of the verse 
R.S Johu·s.) •The eow,ce explains the previous vyw0ijvai oe'i:, as we 
have already remarked. John uses epxeu0ai el,; -rov ,c/,uµ,ov (as 
chap. i. 9 shews) for the general idea " to be bo1n and to work on 
earth." Lfro6vai is equivalent to 7rapao{oovai. (Comp. Rom. viii. 
32 with· Ge.I. i. 4, Luke xxii. I 9.) Hence it can only be com
pleted by the words el<; TOV 0ava-rov. 

It is here remarkable that the work of reconciliation is traced to the 
divine /uya7r'T}, which appears heightened by the antithesis to ,couµ,o<;, 

this expression involving not merely the idea of universality (as 7ra,<;, 

ver. 15), but also that of sinfulness, and therefore of unworthiness to 
be loved. The idea that the divine love is the source of reconciliation 
so exactly harmonizes with the constant usus loquendi of the New 
Testament, according to which not God but ~en appear as recon-

l With respect to ttis o.nd similar !ippendices in the Gospel of Jobn, comp. the remarks 
of Tlioluck in his Comm. on Johu s. 35, f., wliere it is proved that nothing can b~ in• 
ferred from these appendices derogatory to the historice.l cl.iaracter of tbe book. I agree 
..,itb Kling (Joe. cit. s, 138 J, in considering Lticke's hypotuesis, tbat "in ver. 16 John 
ha& reported the ,vords of Jesus in a freer manner, viz, mingJing his own words with 
tboF>e of <.:Lariet," suspicious. 
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cile<l through Christ (comp. 2 Cor. v. 19), that it must he regarded 
as intelligible, although it has recently been doubted whether 
nn objective reconciliation of God can be meant in every instance. 
But the assertion of the doubtfulness of the latter point (with 
perfect correctness) in the doctrine of the Church, proceeds from 
the circumstance that in the New Testament, parallel with the 
above class of statements, another runs, according to which the 
state of mon while unreconciled is the continuance of the wrath of 
God~uponhim (comp. the remarks on John iii. 36.) Hence the New 
Testament speaks of wratlt as well os love in God towards the 
world ;-love towards the divine· idea which remains even in the 
sinful being, wrath towards the sin that is in him which God 
cannot but hate, as constituting the plague of his creatures,. and 
destroying the harmony of the universe. Accordingly, reconcilia-
tion is to the creature the abolition of estrangement; ond in like 
manner, in God it is the adjustment of wrath and favour, which 
are both to be regarded as in God; ond it was necessary that this 
latter idea of adjustment should be apprehended and represented as 
the reconciliation of God himself.1 However, this expression is 
better abstained from as suited only to the Old Testament point of 
view; while, instead of this, there remains the New Testament mode 
of representation, which places reconciliation only in the creature, 
and describes God os effecting it. (Comp. the excellent re!llarks 
by Meyer in the Blatt. f. hoh. wahrh. ix. s. 109, ff. on Stier's essay 
in his Beitriigen zur biblischen Theplogie.) 

Ver. 17, 18. This mode of apprehendi.ug the offering of Christ 

1 Hence this mode of expression occasionally occurs in the Old Testament,-e. cir
cumsto.nce which proves that it is to be considered not ns positively false, but merely os 
o. subordinate point of view. In the 91d Te!-1.tament, e. g., the phrase ':"'Ti':"'T., ""lr,~., occurs, 
2 Snm. xxi. 14, xxiv. 2.5. [The expression in 2 SllID. L""i::i. 14 is 'Q.,:"'1'.:IN ~:-,Y~,"."-ri~ 2 Sam. 

xxiv. 25 it is r,~r,., ~l'~,.-TB.] Th.is literally signifies" God e.l10°w~d w;;;;elf to hear," 

but since it st~nds i;·~~nuexion with the presentation of offerings, Luther conld cor
rectly tronslnte " God wns reconci1ed." The formula N "?. '.~ZI 1~.,;. Ps. xlix. 8, Sept. ~,~0-

vtu .,.,; 0.e.<ii iE{>..auµ.a is more definite. Nevertheless., ordii:io.rily even in the Scriptures 
of the Old Testement the creBture is described o.s the party reconciled., so tho.t tbe offer
ing is necessary for lhe snke of the crenture. In the New Testament, however, God 
appears expressly ns he wl.Jo effects the reconciliation itself, which can be sni<l of the Ol<l 
Testament only so far as the offerings were brought, not according to the impulse of tUe 
pers6cs w\Jo presented tl.Jem, but nt the command of God, and according to his appoint
ment, he himself therefore in this way bringing o.bout the reconciliation. ( Comp. the 
pnrticulo.rs ou this euhject in the Comm. 011 Rom. iii. 2~.) 
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for the world, llS the highest proof of divine love, must have com
mended the Gospel very much to the immediate readers of John, 
whose bias was thoroughly anti-Jewish, and who, on this account, 
were scandalized at the notion that the Messiah; as a strict judge, 
should punish the world. The Evangelist therefore pursues ·the 
thought. He denies that the Son came into the world for the pur
pose of Kpicn<;; he came for the purpose of a-roT71pla, which is ob
tained by means of -,r/un<;. Faith is here again evidently to be 
ta.ken in the real signification which, as we have already shewn, 
pervades the w!10le language of Scripture. It is the reception of 
the element of cf,r.ii,; brought into the world by the Messiah. Hence 
it is also said of the believer, ov KplveTa£ ;-he hllS already 
accomplished the separation in himself, for, departing out of the 
a-KoTo<; he has turned to the cf,ro,;. (Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 2, xi. 31.) 
From what has already been remarked, we see that olthough John 
asserted that Christ did not come (immediately, positively) at his 
first advent for the purpose ofjudgment, nevertheless he by no means 
intended to deny tha~ the Kp&i,; always negatively followed in his 
train.1 As it manifests itself in the believer, while henceforth he is not 
condemned; so also in the unbeliever, since he is condemned already. 
For the Kp&i,; is the separation and the cf,ro,; is the element that 
distinguishes e.nd separates. On this account it is said in the par
ellel uassage (xii. 47, 48) that the word of Christ judges every one 
who (hears it and) does not believe. The word is to be llppre
hended as 7n1roµ,a and ,ro17 (vi. 63), and consequently is equiva
lent to cf,w,;, which either gains the dominion over man and blesses 
him, or, being rejected, flees from him and condemns him. He who 
wi]l not suffer its influence, consequently avoids it; btit in that very 
act he shuns the beatifying power of the Light, and is excluded from 
its kingdom. Accordingly it is evident that faith in the name of 
the Only-begotten is the net of living in his element, the appropria
tion of his being. The remark, that here the gen~ral judgment of 

l The observation of De Wette (s. 40) on tl.Jis subject, tLat "God, as the highest, hnp. 
piest being, hos nothing to do with the discord between good and evil, and consequentJy 
do<:" not judge," is entirely void of eell,Se. Thie lleight nnd happin·ess of hie beiug, on the 
coutrary, goes to prove tlle.t God is the Judge of u.ll worlds, in order to which it is requi
site that I.Je ellould not belong to the discord. Altllough John says (ver. 22), "the 
Father judgetb no one, but [llatb committed ell judgment unto] tbe Son," this only in
''oh'es tL.e sentiment tbu.t wbile judgment ie a manifesLive activity of God, the Eather 
e.lways manirests himself in the Son. 
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llio world is not spoken of, nffords no aid whntever in ascertaining 
tho sense of the p11ss11go; for <luring the life hem below, and in 
the uso of the rcmecly offered here, the rIWT'TJp{a or the ,cp{rit<; is 
effected, and the separation which will take place at the judgment 
of-the worlcl, will be merely the manifested and final issue of that 
which hns long existed within. 

Ver. 10-21. That the ,cp{rii<; consists in avoiding the element 
of the Light1 and in the love of darkness (i. 5-10), John further 
shews by unveiling the moral causes of this strange phenomenon. 
The Light in its operation ought to be welcome to every one, but it 
discloses the secret depths of the soul, and this the hypocritical and 
impenitent man shuns.2 In the expressions epxeu8ai and ov,c 

ep-x,eu8ai, a!)tivity on the part of man in the work of conversion is 
very suitably pointed out. The Light (the Spirit) exerts positive 
efficacy ; the negative part, reception or rejection, belongs to man. 
(With respect to the criminative activity of the Spirit, as the in
ward light, comp. John xvi. 9. With the accusation of sin, the 
work of the Spirit begin,Y, proceeding gradually to deeper operations.) 
Some difficulty, however, is occasioned in this passage by the cir
cumstance that two classes of men appear to be distinguished ; 
those of the one class hate the Light because it discloses cpavl\.a in 
them, and those of the other class love the Light because _it makes 
manifest good actions. ('AX118eia forms the principle of the 
several manifestations ; the EP"'fa a,ya8a are the qcts proceeding 
from it. Compare the remarks on the truly Johannine formula, 
71'ote'iv TTJV aX118eiav, l John i. 6.) It might therefore appear as 
if, according to the opinion of John, just and holy people alone 
and no sinners could come to the Light; a sentiment which contra
dicts not merely the doctrine of Scripture as a whole, but also the 
express declarations of the Evangelist. (Comp. l John ii. 1, 2.) 
On ·the contrary, the meaning is to be taken thus: Isolated bona 
opera do not fit men for coming to the Light ; these, on the other 

l The interpretation of q,Ws by meo.ns of the words .. doctrina Christi,'' which eTen 
Knnpp supports, is plo.inly o. Ji]ution of the thought (comp. Kno.ppii, Ser. VO.I': argum. p. 
250, sqq.) 

2 Seneco. excellently observes: Qua.re vitia sua nemoconfitetur? Quio. etiwn nunc in 
il1is est. Somnium nnrrore vigilnntis est, ( epist. 45.) With this may be compo.reJ the 
words of Augustine (on the passnge), nccuso.t Drus peccato. tua, si et tu accuso.s, con
iuugeds Deo. Oportet ut oderis in te opus tuum, et nmes in te opus_ Dei. Cum 11.utem 
inceperit tibi displicere quod fecisti, ibi incipiunt bona tua opern. 
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hand, often have the very effect of withholding from the Light, since 
man builds upon them an lUaoucaioa-vV'T/ ;-but the fitness consists 
in the entire inwRrd tone of truth and sincerity, with that wbiol1 
proceeds from it. This disposition is manifested when there is no 
nttempt to exculpate self, but evil is called evil. Accordingly it is 
true, sincere penitence that leads to the Light, and this must take 
place just as much in him who, owing to circumstances, bas not 
fallen into gross sins, as in him with whom such is the cnse.1 

Thus understood, the expression '7TOtei:v a.)..ry0eiav also gains its pro
per, profound signification, sinne it indicates the principle oflife; and 
just in like manner, the words ev Be,j, la-nv elpryaa-µ,Jva represent 
God. the source of truth, as the ground of all truth and sincerity in a 
creature, so far as they are manifested in him. (Hence ev retains 
it proper meaning; and the expression mli.y be explained by ev ov
vaµ,ei Beov.) 

§ G. SECOND TESTIMONY OF THE BAPTIST CONCERNING JESUS. 

(John iii. 22-3&.) 

The interview of Nicodemus with the Lord took place in Jeru
se.lem, but the Evangelist now brings Jesus to J udrea, in the neigh
bourhood of the Baptist, where he was at that time teaching in the 
enjoyment of his liberty. T}lat a second testimony from the 
Baptist is now adduced, in which no more is said of Christ than 
in the first, can hardly be maintained as conformable to the object 
in view, except on the supposition that the Evangelist bad persons 
in bis eye, to whom the Baptist's relation to the person of the Re
deemer could scarcely be presented with sufficient distinctness .. At 
the same time, ver. 24 renders it certain that the Evangelist pre
supposed the acquaintance of bis readers with the fate of the Bap-

1 If it Le ea.id that Ep-ya iu 0up dp')'aa,-,.i11a. may be eveu such acts of piety as Cor
nelius performed (Acts x.), which were accounted in him as means whereby he became 
plea.sing to God; yet it must not be overlooked tho.t this effect was not the result of the 
actions e.s such, but of the disposi1ion from which they proceeded-a humble, unpretend
ing spirit, siocere, ardent desire after God. So underetood, this briuge ue again .to who.t 
has s.lrendy been mentioned; he only who longs to know himself, anti who desire• in 
Lrue repentance to become free from sin, comes joyfally to the Light; for in him the Light 
d~c\oses the inward divine work, tba.t he wishes to be God's, which no man co.n do or 
himself. 
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ti!'lt. John, according to liis custom, again appended to the words of the 
Bnptistsomeremarkswhich relnte to the general design of the Gospel. 

Ver. 22-24. When Jesus left the city he bent his steps towards 
the Jordan, where he baptized; remaining, however, in the country of 
the Jews. (Concerning the baptism of Jesus, comp. the remarks on 
John iv. 2.) John also was baptizing in the neighbourhood, because 
the water there, being deep, afforded conveniences for immersion ; 
and the proximity of. ihe two messengers of God occasioned the 
following l;17T17u1.<;. (Alvwv is otherwise not known; probably it jg 

derived from l~~, which in the plural is used forfountain.) '$a">-,jµ, 

or, as some codices write it, '$a">-E{µ = o1,u;, was a name borne 

by several cities of Palesti~e. In-the first ptaTce, the city of Mel
chizedek (Gen. xiv. 18), subsequently named Jerusalem, was so 
called; and, secondly, it is probable that Sichem also anciently 
had the same designation. But the Salem mentioned here is dis
tinct from both these. (Comp. v. Raumer's Palaestina, 2nd edit. 
s. 159, note.) 

Now, here arises the question, how the chronological data of 
John stand in relation to the statements in the eynoptical Gos
pels. (Comp. the Comm. on Matt. iv. 12.) Luke (iii. 19, 20) 
introduces the notice concerning the imprisonment of the Bap
tist quite incidentally, because he had just been speaking of him ; 
so that this is obviously not a date but a remark by way of an
ticipation. (Comp. the Com. on Matt. iii. 12, and on Matt. xiv. 
1.) In Matt. iv. 22, indeed, the visit of Christ to Galilee, which 
appears to have been occasioned by the report of tbe Baptist's im
prisonment, is annexed to the temptation of Christ, and just so 
Mark i. 14 ; but this circumstance does not involve any contradic
tion to the statements of John, unless this journey to Galilee be taken 
as parallel with that which is related i. 44, ii. I. However, there is 
nothing, throughout the text, that renders it necessary to do this; 
it may be taken as simultaneous with that mentioned John iv. 3. 
If this be done, the account of Matthew and Mark only appears 
very much abbreviated. Both leave out all that occurred between 
the temptation and the imprisonment, viz., the first journey to 
Galilee at the m11rriage in Cana (John ii. 1, ff.), the journey to the 
Passover (John ii. 13, ff.), and lastly the journey to Jordan (Jolm 
iii. 22.) Hence we need only suppose th11t while Jesus was dwelling 
ne11r Jordan, John the Baptist was arrested, and that this occu-

YOL. V, 2 C 
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siuned tl1e journey to Galilee (John iv. :3), 1md then ull exrtctly 
harmonizes; for l\f11u. xiv. 1, ff. is evidently the more precise nnr
rntion of the particulars of the imprisonment, although introduced at 
a subsequent period when reference is made to the death of the Bap
tist; but how long he was in prison we know not. The only thing that 
can be snid in opposition to this an-angement is, that still the omiission 
on the part of Matthew and l\fark appears very strange ; but we need 
uot consider tbe period thus passed over to b.e more than one week. 
The journey to Cana was merely a subordinate one; in Capernaum 
Jesus remained (according to ii. 12) but a few days, in Jerusalem 
only during the feast, and at the Jordan we need suppose only a short 
stay. Besides, the relation of the Baptist to Jesus implies that he 
would work with Jesus only a short time. His duty was completed 
ufter the baptism of Jesus, and after he bad directed bis disciples 
to Jesus ; his imprisonment formed only the completion of his per
sonal history. Matthew and Mark therefore might justly connect 
the imprisonment with the commencement of the ministry of Jesus 
in Galilee, concerning which Matthew knew nothing by personal 
observation, as be was called subsequently. Hence I quite 11.gree 
with the ancient opinion, to which also Eusebius,1 who relates it, 
was attached, viz., that Matthew and Mark give no account of what 
took place before the a1Test of the Baptist; although indeed that 
Father is in error when he says that John mentioned only the occur
rences before the same; for, on the contrary, the ar~est of the 
Daptist must be placed shortly before the journey to Galilee, which 
was occasioned by it. So also in the last editions, Liicke and 
Tboluck. De W ette, on the other hand, without adducing his 
reasons, adheres to the opinion that Matt. iv. 12 is parallel with 
J obn i. 44, so that the contradiction is not removed; he merely 
overs the.t Jesus commenced his ministry John chap. ii., as in Matt. 
iv. 12, without entering further into the e.bove representation. Yet 
at the same time he finds himself compelled, in commenting on iv. 
1-6, to make the confession (s. 55), "here, if we insert the 11.rrest 
uf the Baptist, Matt. iv. 12 does indeed appear to be parallel," 
but he adds peremptorily "it refers to an earlier period." 

l Luse h. H. E. iii. 24, edit. SLrotll. p. 156. OllKoiiv O µ.Ev 'lwd111171w -r6 'Toti Ka-r' airrtlv 
Ellu.yyEAi.ov ypa<l,f,, -rci µ.r,8{,,,,.w "Toii {3a7r-rurruU e:h q>uAaK;,11 f3i{JA-,,µ.lvou '1rp0w 'TOii 

I.pu,·-roU 7rpuy..fU.vra 7rapaa,iwaw. Oi ai Ao,.,,.oi Tpeiv eba')"')'tXtu'Ta: Ta f,J,E.'Tti ,,.,;,., ,l~ 
'Ti.i i,u::1µw-ri]p,ov K<IBupEu.11 "TO~ {3a7r-ri.crTuU µ.1111µ.oviUouau,. 
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Vor. 25, 20. The disciples of John now occasioned a dispute (the 
e,c i0:clicutes the origin) with a Jew. (The ordinary reading is 'Iov
oatwv. Bentle}" conjectures 'I,,,uou without uny ground. The singu
lar, however, individualizes more thun the plurul, and is certainly 
to be preferred.) The dispute related to baptism (,ca8apurµ,o<; = 
,Ba,rTurµ,a), which being performed only by John and Jesus upon 
Jews, must have excited surprise. The precise point of the con
troversy is not given; but the disciples of J obn must have felt 
their vanity wounded by the remarks of the Jew, while he pro
bably spoke of the baptism of Jesus as more effectual than that of 
John; hence they hasten to their Master, and, as it were, complain 
to him of Jesus, that all are crowding to him. (The remark, rf, 
uv µ,eµ,apT1JP'T/1Ca<;, is justly apprehended by Tholuck as an elevation 
of John above Jesus.1) 

Ver. 27, 28. The humble Baptist, however, reminds his vain 
disciples of the contents of his testimony (comp. i. 15, 30), and 
refers that which was higher in Christ to the divine appointment, 
which had ordained to him a more elevated position_ There 
might be a temptation to understand the general phrase in which 
the Baptist expresses this sentiment-ov ouvaTa i av0pw7TO<; IC. T. ;,\.. 

-as meaning, "Man may not take anything to himself which 
is not given him from above, although be can." It might then be 
thought that the Baptist, 'tempted by vanity, represented himself as 
the Messiah, and in that case he would have arrogated to himself 
something which had not been given to him. But the sentiment is 
undoubtedly to be taken thus: Even if man does assume anything 
to himself it can yield him no success, unless God wills his prosperity. 
Be the course of things therefore as it may, all is disposed from 
above, and without the will of God, notlti11g comes to pass.2 (In 
the phrase a.XX' 8n a,reuTaXµ,evo<; e•µ,l, two constructions are 
blended. The aXXtt is to be explained from the antithesis to the 

1 Taking the testimony of John ooncerning Jesus as tb11t of a superior concerDing an 
inferior, o.nd ns it were reminding John of tbe signW. advantage which Jesus had reoped 
from Joiln's testimony,-TB. 

2 Tile ideo of tile outhor appears to be this, thot if the Baptist had spoken tilus, "Me.n 
may not, ought not to assume anything to himself, &c.," bis phraseology woulU have beeu 
open to the construction that be himself was the Messiah, because his hea.rers might 
opply bis words to Jesus as o. kind of enimedversion. But to.king the lat'ter rendering, 
given by Olshausen, nothing of the kind is indicated in tho words of Johu; they on tlie 
contrary testify that as prosperity attended the work of Jesus, it might be presumed tilat 
God approved it.-Tn. 
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foregoing ovK €iµ,l €fY61 o XpurTo<;, and the sentence then runs : J;\,;\' 

o ar.€<T7'a:\µ,evo,;; eµ,'1Tpou8€v JKdvov, The 8-n, however, is agnin.con• 
nected with the µ.apTVp€iTE, and supposes theTepetiti<m of 8n €l'IToV.) 

Yer. :HJ, 30. The Baptist now represents the different relntions 
of himself nnd Christ, under the familiar Old Testament figure of 
marriage. (Comp. the Comm. on Luke xvi. 16.) The Messialt. 
himself is the Desire of humanity, and humnnity represented by 
believers, ns its noblest members, is called vv1-uf,,,,. The two are en
twined in tl1e most intimate bond of love, which in its highest manifes
t.ation,-mnrriage,-appears in the incarnation and personal ministry 
of the Son of God on earth. The Baptist further asserts that he is 
the Bridegroom's man (comp. the remarks on Matt. ix. 15, where 
the term vw~ -rov vv/J,<f,wvo,;; is employed), who conducts the Bride
groom to the arms of the Bride, but remains without the bridal
chamber, (i:. e., enters not into the kingdom of God itself, comp. the 
remarks on Matt. xi. l 1), and listens to the rejoicing of the Bride
groom. 

Holy Scripture does not shun the use of such graphic represen
tations, derived from sensual Jove,1 in order to illustrate spiritual 
relations ; because they are intended for readers whose eyes are 
purified and enlightened, while to the impure, everything, even that 
which is purest, appears defiled. Such 1;1assages of the New Tes
tament support the exposition of the Song of Solomon as refer
ring to spiritual love, without which the book would not belong 
to the canon. (The formula xapa '11'E'lf'A1JpwTai occurs also xv. 
11, xvi. 24, xvii. 13. The joy of Simeon was completed as he 
folded the child .Jestis in his arms; the joy of the Baptist was com
pleted when .he saw the bride in the arms of the Messiah,-i. e., 
when he beheld the commencement of Messiah's spiritual work, 
which endowed humanity with higher spiritual powers.) The hum
ble Baptist now willingly retired with his circle into the shade; he 
knew that, according to the appointment of God, the Messiah would 
increase. Th.is unassuming, child-like feature perfects the charac
ter of the Baptist; a higher power, new life, su.rpassing the Old 
Testament, he did not possess; but with entire humility he acknow
ledged his position, and attested the subordinate relation in which 
he stood to the plan of God. 

1 More profoundly appreLended, it must be said tl,ut spiritue.l love is the origiuo.J, o.od 
1:1.ll !:ltw;ual Ion: ie oul)' e. trouLled e,cho of tl.ie reu.liay of tl.Je fonner. 
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Ver. :JI, 32. 'l'lic following words, ns far as ver. :,fj, nrc evi
dently not the Bnptist's, but those of the Evangelist, who is in tlH, 
1111bit of joining liis own words immediately to those which he re
ports ;1 for, in the first place, they arc not at all suited to the 
point of view occupied by the Baptist and his adherents, since 
these persons evince the ~appy result of having received the 
words of Jesus, which had not yet taken place with the Baptist; 
the sentiments issue from the profound roincl of John, and are 
completely clothed in his garb. In the second place, they also 
arise out of the connexion ; for the latter verses refer not to the 
relation between Christ nod the Baptist, but merely to that between 
the Redeemer and believers or unbelievers. The first verses ( 31, 
32), however, do contain a further significant reference to the dis
ciples of J oho, to whom it was intended that their lviaster should 
be shewn in his proper position with respect to the Redeemer. The 
Evangelist now, in the following verses, places the Baptist in con
trast with Christ. John, although the greatest born of women 
(Matt. xi. 11), is nevertheless only an earthly sage, greatly en
lightened by the Spirit of God. On the other hand, whilst the 
Baptist can only speak as his origin permits, Christ is purely from 
heaven (&voo0ev is explained by the immediately subsequent words, 
e" -rov oupavov),-one who bears witness to mortals of heavenly 
things seen by him directly. (Comp. the remarks on iii 11.) 
(The phrase : o ctv e" -rf},;; "(11<;, e" -ri},;; ,yf},;; eunv, appears tautologi
cal; but Lucke justly observes that the former sentence is the sub
ject, and the latter the predicate,-the former indicating the origin, 
the latter the occupation,-so that the meaning may be resolved 
thus : o €/€ -rf}<; ,yf},;; 'Y'1JLVO<; eun.) The expression El€ -ri},;; "f11'- ;\.a;\.eZ, 
however, is peculiarly remarkable, and certainly appears too strong 
in application to o. prophet who speaks under the impulse of the 
Holy Spirit.2 The term e-rrL,yeta (iii. 12), may be compared; but 
while this cannot be interchangeu with <y"}i:va, et€ and hrt appear by 
no means synonymous. The passage is best understood thus: even 

1 On this subject comp. the apologetic rerr.o.rks of Tholuck in his Comment. s. 36. 

2 1-Iowever, its struugPness does not nutl10rize such nn unsuito.b]e expression 11s thuL 
of De Wette iu his remarks on the passage: "the remurkllble undervaluation of all, even 
of tlie Da.ptist, must be l'egarUed ns the excess either of modesty in the Baptist, or of the 
apolo_getic element (!) in the EYnngelist." The first question is, whethPr excess cnu nL 

nil hr aupposell. 
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t hnl which is di,·inc in the discourse of Jolin, he spanks from enrth, 
-i. r., in nn earthly, veiled form,-whilst Christ presents that 
""hich is heaYenly from heaven, i. e., in heavenly luminousness nnd 
purity. John speaks ('TJp,a,Ta av0poJ'Trov, but Christ utters (JTJµaTa 
Beov. (Comp. ver. 34.) In ,Tohn the divine itself is mnnifested 
in a human, subordinate form. , 

Yer. 33, 34. The Evangelist deeply deplores the fact that this 
heavenly testimony is not received (i. e., only by a very smu.11 
number in proportion to the mass) ; but s'till, taught by inward ex
perience, he is compelled to add that he who has received this tes
timony has derived from it unspeakable happiness ; be has expe
rienced that God is true,-that he fulfils all his promises, and satis
fies all desires. (~<f,pa,,ylt;©, to seal, to confirm. Just so vi. 27; 
Ephes. i. 13, iv. 80. The confirmation here refers to the "Xa/3wv 
himself, as well as to the others also.) Now, this confirmation 
is founded upon the circumstance that he speaks p-rjµ,aTa E>eoii. 
One expects something entirely different, e. g., that it would be 
said, "since in him all prophecies are fulfilled.'' It is true that 
words of God need not necessarily be fulfilments ; they may be 
new promises. But he who speaks divine words is the Messiah, 
of whom it was promised, "I -mll put my words into liis mouth" 
(Dent. xviii. 18.) Consequently this sentence means the same 
thing, for in the Messiah all promises of God a.re yea and amen 
(2 Cor. i. 20.) The conclusion: OU ,yctp EiC µ,frpov otii©a-tv, "· 7', A. 
explains how he who is sent from God is able to speak piJµaTa 
Tov Beov, for airr<j, is to be supplied. Even John had the divine 
spirit in a certain degree (E" µ,frpov = µeTpl©<;, the reading EiC 
µepov,; is merely explanatory), but tbe Messiah had the entire ful
ness of divine life and divine power; the word of the Father dwelt 
in him, and therefore he spake p-rjµ,a,Ta Tov Beov. Meyer has so mis
understood the passage as to consider the words ou ,yctp EiC µfrpov 
otiiwa-t a general phrase, applying to all messengers from God; 
God, be says, always gives his Spirit without measure; the dif
ferent degrees in which it is participated depending merely on 
the different degrees of receptivity in the roceivers. The words 
evidently refer merely to the 15v a7rea-TetXetv o Bea<;. (The pre
sent otii©a-t very aptly points out the permanent communication of 
t!.e Spirit by the Father to the Son, so that a constant flow 
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nnd reflow of living power is to be understood. 
52.) 1 

-HJ7 

(Comp. 1. 

Ver. 35, 36. Instead of the general expressions that have hitherto 
been employed respecting the Messiah (o &.vw0ev, ett: Toii ovpavov 
epx6µ,e110<;), the term vi6,; now occurs, by which the altogether peen liar 
relation of God to him, as bis Fatl,er, is designated. (For arya7rav, 
c/nXe'iv also is used in the same sense. Comp. v. 20.) In con
seq.pence of this relation, God has invested the Son, as the lieir, 
with the sovereignty of"t.he world, and, for this reason, on him de
pends the believer"s life and happiness. (Comp. the observations on 
Matt. xi. 2 7. To refer the 7ra11Ta merely to the moral efficacy of the 
Redeemer through his teaching, is to render the meaning superficial, 
and thus to contradict the characteristic feature of this Gospel. 
Comp. the remarks on Matt. xxviii. 18; l Cor. xv. 27, 28.) In the 
concluding verse (as iii. 15), eternal life is associated with faith. Here 
we need only inquire, how the a7Tet0wv is related to the µ,'f/ 7Ttu
Tevwv (ver. 18.) The two expressions are, it is true, different in 
themselves, but here they are so employed as to be completely 
synonymous; as Lucke acknowledges in bis second edit.ion, al
though he had previously denied it. Unbelief is itself here regarded 
as disobedience, and, indeed, as total disobedience proceeding from 
_the entire man ; and being such, it is not merely an a7Tei0eia, but 
t!te a7Tel0eia, out of which all others arise. Comp. Rom. xi. 30-
32 ; Ephes. ii. 2, v. 6. In the latter passage, even the op,y'i/ Tov 
Beov is connected with the a7Tel0eia.) As parallel to ovtt: 8yeTai 
tw1111, it is added: aXX' iJ ~P'YiJ TOV Beov µ,evet €7T0 auTDll. (vVith 
regard to tw11 and op,y17, comp. the remarks on iii. 15, 16.) John, 
the preacher of God's love (l John iv. 8, 16), knows also the 
wratl, of God, which of necessity exists where there are the energy 
and ardour of love, since in wrath it is only the other pole of love 
that is exhibited.2 That which is kindred it draws to itself, whilst 
that which is discordant it l'Cjects, and, in the same being, -it at
tracts the element of the former, whilst it repels that of the latter. 
Accordingly, love c11nnot be without wrath, 11ncl, as no property of 
God operates without the others (for in him all are essentially one), 
so love does not work without imp111·ting reward (or rnther benefit), 
and wrath does not work without punishing ( or infliGting pain), as 

1 In the English, ver. 01.-Tn. 
:1 With respect to Opy•i -roii 0t:oi:'i, comp. Llir Comment. on ~Iatt. xviii. 31, ::i:-,. 
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t.he two forms in whwh righteousness is displayed. So long lis 
man, as I\ member of sinful humanity, lapsed nnd estranged from 
God, has not experienced the redeeming power of Christ (Ephes. 
11. :~), the repulsive pole of divine love mnuifests itself; he 
altogether rejects redemption ; 1md this state continues till he sur
renders himself to its power (µ,JvEt hr' avTov.) Absolute per
manence of wrath is here indicated, only so far ns an altogether 
permanent a7ret8e'i,v is presupposed. Hence the intention of wrath 
and of just wisdom, in rendering sin liud evil necessarily con
nected, is the same as the design of God's love-to awaken 
in man the consciousness of his sinful condition. And ac
cordingly it is evident that Lucke is in error when he regttrds 
the expression : op7-tJ Beov µ,lvEi ~e7r' ailTov, as stronger than 
KEKptTcu ( ver. I 8.) He who is condemned, i. e., excluded from 
the kingdom of redemption, is surely under op,y77, and thus in the 
two expressions one and the same thing only is to be seen (comp. 
Rom. i. 18; ii. 5; Ephes. v. 6; Coloss. iii. 6.) De Wette here, 
at the conclusion of the chapter, remarks, " this verse (ver. 36) 
might be used against the Baptist himself and his disciples·... The 
meaning of tbis,-viz., that it might be said " the wrath of God 
remained on the Baptist because he did not believe on the Son,"-is 
shewn by the sequel, where De Wette observes that John the Bap
tist appears to have placed himself in opposition to Christ, since be 
continued to baptize even after Jesus had declared himself to be 
the Messiah; and that, therefore, even if the whole explanation 
here given is not to be rejected, at any rate John the Evangelist 
was induced by apologetic reasons to overstep the limits of historic 
truth. It is indeed very much to be lamented that the theologian 
whom we have named has not shrunk from yielding himself so for 
to the Straussian influence. For, does it follow from John's still 
baptizing that he intended to place himself in opposition to Jesus? 
N ay,&is it not the most natural supposition that he baptized for the 
same purpose afterwards as before, viz., to point the penitent to 
Christ? Where do we find a word to the contrary? The circum
stance the.t in Acts x.ix. 3, the disciples of John are still mentioned, 
only shews -e.s the existence of the sect of the Zabians, and their 
doctrines of itself indicates-that many disciples did not follow out 
John's instruction to join themselves to Jesus. Besides which, some 
\\"ell-meaning persons, like those mentioned Acts xix., me.y have 
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become disconnected from the Baptist, before he recognized the 
dignity of Jesus, which ho certainly did at the baptism. • At all 
events the insinuation that vor. 30 may be referred to the Baptist 
himself is truly oalculated to shock the mind. 

§ 7. THE GONV1'RSATION OF GH&IST WITH THE WOMAN OF 

SAMARIA . 

. (John iv. 1-42.) 

The following pleasing narrative exactly harmonizes with the 
avowed design (xx. 3l) of the,,9-ospel to represent Jesus as the 
Messiah. Christ here unequivocally declares (ver. 26) that he is 
the Messiah. Besides which, the spiritual views concerning the 
true worship of God, propounded in the conversation with the Sa
maritan woman (ver. 23, 24), are quite calculated for the imme
diate readers of John; so that the adaptatiop of this chapter to the 
general connexion of the Gospel is obvious to every one. However, 
we cannot but consider Hengstenberg mist~ken (iiber die Aech
theit des Pentateuchs, s. 21, ff.), when, following the example of 
Strauss (Leben J esu Th. i. s. 519, ff.), he supposes that this occur
rence involves a symbolical signification which, at the same time, 
does not destroy the historic truth of Christ"s interview with the 
woman of Samaria. For, in the first place, the supposition that 
the woman represented the Samaritan people, and her five hus
bands the five races from which, according to 2 Kings xvii. 24, the 
Samaritans sprang, is in the highest degree forced; while in the 
second place, the hypothesis that the Samaritan woman; and with 
her the inhabitants of Sichem, were employed (and this inter
pretation would indicate that they were employed purely), as a 
medium whereby to symbolise a sentiment, which might have 
been expressed far more simply in words, is altogether inad
missible. For although Hengstenberg does not deny the reality 
of the external fact, yet he sets oside its signification as such, in 
order to place the symbolical aspect in the foreground; it being 
altogether denied, or at least strongly doubted, that the Lord 
actually intended to produce any result upon the woman and the 
Sichcmites. Now, unconscious objects, such as the fig-tree, the 
fi8h with the piece of money, &c., may be appropriittely employed 

2 
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for such-symbolical actions, in which the exlernnlity of the inci• 
dent ent.irely withdraws; but it is not approprinte thus to employ 
m.en, since they never can be used in the operntions of Christ merely 
as means, but they constantly appear as ends also. 

Yer. 1-3. The circumstance that Jesus, upon receiving tho 
intelligence that the Pharisees were e.ware of the power which he 
held over the people, left J udrea and went to Gnlilee,-n place 
less exposed to Pharisaic influeuces,-on the one band indicated 
the persecutions already prepared for him, and on the other, ren
ders it not improbable that just at this time the Baptist was 
imprisoned. (Compare the reme.rks on iii. ~2.} Now here it 
is observed the.t Jesus did not hi"#.8eif haptize, but only the dis
ciples.1 Just in like manner the apostles did not bnptize after 
the Pentecost, but only their companions, while the apostles 
le.id their hands upon the baptized, who therewith received the 
Spirit. (Compare Acts viii. 14-17; I Cor. i. 14-16.) This 
plainly indicates a certain subordination of water-baptism (comp. 
the Comm. on ::.\{att. iii. 1) in relation to the baptism with the 
Spirit,2 when the two did not coincide, as doubtless they did in the 
baptisms performed by the apostles themselves ( I Cor. i. 14, ff.) 
The baptism of the disciples before the institution of the So.cro.
ment and the outpouring of the Spirit was, at any rate, a mere /3a7r
Tw'µ,a, µ,e-ravow,;, beco.nse they themselves had not as yet received any 
other baptism,8 and the Holy Spirit was not yet given (John vii. 39.) 

Ver. 4-6. The direct road from J udrea to Galilee led through 
Samaria. Only the most carefully scrupulous Jews avoided it, and 
went through Periea. The Hebrew name of the town which Jesus 
touched on his way is c_;itp = "$ixeµ, ·or $vx,eµ,. The reeding 

1 .Jesus himself did not baptize, u Meyer justly remarks, because it appeared unsuit
able for him to baptize. 

2 The later ecclesiastical usage, viz., the deacons baptizing, but the bisllops imparting 
the chrism (a custcm still retained in the Catholic Church), was derived from tl1is 
distinction.. 

8 I cannot agree with the view of Matthies, when be asserts (de baptism1Lte. Berol. 
1831, p. 57, not.) t.bat the bnptism practised by tile apostles before tile outpouring of the 
Spirit was already performed i.11 wEUp.a..,., ,cai wupl. It wae indeed distinguished from 
tuaL of the Baptist by ,hie, that the apostles did not baptize .i. 'TOU lpxoµ.wou, for tu .. 
apostles o.cknowledged Cllrist as the Redeemer already come; but, in the nature of the 
case, they could not go beyond the µ.,-..6.uo,a, becall8e tLe power of the Holy !Spirit wns 
not yet poured onL On tW.. account all who w<>re baptized by tile apostles still needed 
tb.e communication of the Holy Spirit by imposition of hands. (Comp. the remarka 011 

t~ important pusage Acts :,:ix. I, fr.) 



fJOSI'EL OF .JOHN IV. 7-!). ~ I I 

$ixap, or morn correctly $vx_&,p, is probably a distortion, become 
common among the J cws, of the term -,:i~, drunk, or -,i?.~• false

hood (Sir. I. 2G, the town is colltid Ta $udµ,a.) But, e.s.it is not 
likely that the Evangelist would receive a vulgar nickname into his 
grove composition, it seems to me more probable that the p stands 
forµ, in occordance with a circumstance not unfrequently occurring, 
viz., the exchange of liquid letters,-as Nebuchadrezzar, Beliar. 
Hengstenberg·s supposition, however, that John himself formed the 
opprobrious epithet intentionolly, in order to point out that which 
wns reprehensible in the Samaritan bios, appears to me inadmissible; 
because, in the first place, the Sichemites are not the same as th'e Sa
maritans generally, but form only a small part of them. The uµ,E'i<;, 

in the words vµ,E~ 7rpou1WVEl,T(! & 01/~ ofoare (ver. 22), does Dot 
refer to the Sichemites, but to all Samaritans. In the second 
place, it is contrary to the usage of the New Testament to disgrace 
any one by the application of e. reproe.chful name.-With respect to 
the situation of Sichem e.nd its relation to N eapolis, subsequently 
so called, comp. v. Raumer's remarks in the second edition of his 
Geogrophie von Palaestine. (s. 168 note), by which the apparent 
contra.dictions in the accounts of the e.ncients are satisfactorily 
solved. As regards the x,wptov of Joseph comp. Gen. xxxiii. HI, 
xlviii. 22. Tradition e.ssigns to Jacob a well there, on which J esos 
sat in the heat of noon. (The sixth hour = twelve o'clock. The 
memory of the true disciple often marks such little incidents.) The 
mention of the fatigue of Jesus is a testimony (although, indeed, 
it ,may be an unintentional one) against Gnostic Doceticism. 

Ver. 7-9. The Lord, in the simplest and most ne.tural manner, 
introduces a converse.tion with e. Samaritan wome.n, who comes to 
the well to fetch water, e.nd, after thus introducing it, he at once 
turns it towards divine things. The woman in the first instance 
expresses her astonishment that a Jew, which she immediately re
cognized him to be in dress and speech, regardless of national 
antipathy, should prove so friendly and so disposed _to converse. 
(This is the only instance in which uvyXPau0at occurs in the New 
Testament.) The details respecting the relations e.nd origin of the 
Samaritans belong to the Jewish History.1 

Concerning the time of the origin of the sect, I refer the reader 

1 Comp. lhe Comment. on Lnke ix. 5;1, l\1Hl J1Jhn iv. ·21 
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to the Progrnmm of Sieffert de tempore schismatis ecclesiastici 
.Tudaeos inter et Samaritanos oborti. Regiom 1828. He decides 
for tl1e account of Nehemiah and against that of J·osephus, who 
refers the origin of the Samaritans to the time of Alexnnder the 
Great, and supposes that the rise of the sect, through the estnb
Jisbment of a peculiar worship on l\lI:ount Gerizim in the known 
manner, took place during the reign of Arto.xerxes Longimo.nus, 
which lasted from 464 to 425 n.c. An entirely different opinion, 
however, has recently beeB propounded by Hengstenberg (uber 
die Aechth. des Penteteuchss .. 21, ff.) It is the hypothesis, that 
the 5amaritans contained no lsraelitish element at all, but that they 
were merely a mixture of some heathen races. For my own part, 
I have not been able .to convince myself of the correctness of this 
theory. Even Hengstenberg finds himself compelled to acknowledge, 
according to the guidance of Acts x. 28, i. 8, that the Samaritans 
were not placed on a par with the heathen. But on what. other 
ground would they be distinguished from the heathen, than because 
they contained Israelitish elements ? All the declarntions of 
Christ and of the apostles respecting them fully support the opinion 
that the Samaritans evinced an impure origin, and in like manner 
also that they had defaced their knowledge of God. 

Ver. 10-12. From contending national relations, the Redeemer 
leads the thoughts of the woman to bis own persoµ. In order 
powerfully to excite her attention, Jesus empfoys the request that he 
had made to her for a draught of water, as a means of suggesting to 
her a-similar request for spiritual invigoration. Lucke has jus~ly 
remarked that the &,pea, Toii Beov cannot possibly be the person 
of the Saviour himself, since ,c:at Th; ea-nv o ">.,byoov a-oi is added ; 
the expression, on the contrary, indicates the opportunity to hear 
him, and to learn from him. The woman o.t first underatands the 
v&,,p twv as signifying merely fresh spring-water, and supposes that 
Jesus refers to some mode of obtaining the water more quickly 
than she does; on this account she points him to the depth of the 
well. (According to the tradition of travellers, it is 105 feet deep, 
and contains only five feet depth of water.) St~ll, conceiving it 
possible that be may mean another well, she adds, " surely thou 
hast not yet a better well than this glorious one, out of which 
father Jacob and his sons drank!" De Wette here presents him
self suddenly as the defender of the double sense, and says, that 
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f5owp twv signifies at the same time fresh water and water of life. 
Thus the truth attains its practical end, prevailing in spite of 
opposition, and thrusting into the back ground those circumscribed 
principles, to establish which unprecedented pains are taken. 

Ver. 13, 14. The Lord thereupon unfolds to her the wonderful 
nature of the water tlrnt he means, and which be called f5owp 
twv (ver. 10.) By this Jesus evidently does not intend his doc
trine generally, or anything abstract, ctlmmunicable in ideas, but 
the element of bis life itself. As he says : e,ya, elµt o ap'TO<; TYJ<; 

sw-i},;, so also he himself is the f5owp T-i}<; sw-iJ,;, in which he gives 
life to the world. (Comp. John vi. 33-35.)1 Hence the point 
of comparison is tLis, - as the q,w,; enlightens, imparting the 
knowledge of reality, so the fJowp invigorates, quickens, quench
ing thirst and satisfying desire. Moreover, the life of the Re
deemer, as the eternal itself, allays all the craving of man's heart 
in his mortal state, a craving which never can be appeased by the 
creations of that which is transitory, except for a time, because, in its 
ultimate foundation, it constantly relat~s to that which is eternal,
for ever and ever. This life imparts an abundant sufficiency ('TT"eptu
u6v, John x. 10), assuages all thirst of desire (John vi. 35.) The 
parallel, Sirach xxiv. 28, 29, -is interesting. There the statement 
is expressed inversely thus, "be who drinks of me (the real "\>Vis
dom) thirsts ever after me," i. e., his longings are then drawn away 
from all transitory objects, and entirely concentrated upon that con
tinueil enjoyment of the imperishable which is always accessible to 
man. The different forms of expression in the two passages might 
be explained thus : in Sirach the revelation of Wisdom in its entire 
fulness, is apprehended according to the Old Testament point of 
view, as in process; whereas in John it is regarded rather as that 
which ltas talcen place.2 

As a second peculiarity of this Water of Life, its creative nature 
is observed. Having issued from the eternal fountain, it creates 

1 Sim.ile.rly PlliJo calls the Logos 'Tl"OTa,u.O~ -roV 0£oU. Comp. the passage in Gross
runnn, lac. cit. p. 59. 

2 Ullmann in the Studien (Erster Jubrg. heft. 4, s. 791, If.), vif!ws tlie difference 
in the modes of expression quite correctly. In the Apocryphal Book Le finds rutl.11:~1· 
ll.ie cp,Xouo<pia; in the words of 01..irist, he discovers the expression of tlie consummlllt:!' 
rrocpia itself. Only I question whetl1er u distinct cite.Liou from the Apocrypha is to be 
supposed l1ere-. On the coutrory, I should regurd it o.s tt spontaneous coiucidenco. with B 

form lhus nearly corresponding. 
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in the mind of him who receives it a self-sustaining 7r"1"'f:Y, iJoa
To~.1 (Comp. John vii. 38. Sir. xxiv. 40-44, where the same 
sentiment is expressed.) Thus, it not only satisfies the need 
of the individual, but renders this itself a fructifying stream for 
those around him. Without losing the depth of the meaning, the 
passage may be taken thus : " The water is in him a spring of 
salient (a>,.:"-oµ,EVov = trovTo~) water, for eternal life," or, "whioh 
springs up into eternal life~' The latter connexion, however, is to 
be preferred as the simpler. At any rate the sense is this : " the 
element of life which issues from the parent fountain of t""7 must 
also return to its primitive source." That which is eternal rests not 
until it has reached the eternal. 

,~er. 15-18. The simple woman wos unable to apprehend the 
greatness of such a thought ; but still the word of the Lord, spoken 
with the power of inspiration, sounded in her heart, and thus called 
her to a nobler life. She longed for such water-water that imparts 
perfect sufficiency ; yet she could not rise entirely above that which 
appeals to the senses ; hence the peculiar form of her request, in 
which both desire for the higher and desire for the sensuous are 
mingled. This incitement Christ now employs in order, by a dis
closure of her inward self, to awaken repentance deeply in her heart, 
as the necessary condition for the reception of the powers from 
above. Every attempt to refer what Jesus here disclosed to the 
woman of her own life to previous communications received con
cerning her must be rejected, as contrary to the opinion of the nar
rator, who presnpposes in Christ the ability to discover the depths 
of the bee.rt. (Comp. John ii. 24, vi. 64.) The effort of those 
expositors whc endeavour to vindicate the woman, is evidently to be 
regarded as e.n entire failure; it is upon the very circumstance of 
her guilt that all the stress lies in this place. After having had 
five husbands, she lived in illicit connexion with another man., 

I A better physical illustration of tbe idea is afi"orded by the comparison with fire, a 
spark of which in susceptible matter elicits a new flame. So a.Joo the fire of the Spirit which 
Jesus came t.o kindle (Luke xii. 49) extend,, itself from one heart to another through the 
universe, by means of the kindling spark f'mitted from I.J.ie heart of Jove. 

2 Meyer takes tLe words Kai. 11ii11 Ov Exuc, olJK la--r, troll d:a,l'Jp, as indicating that this 
last Lu.sbo.nd Led not been faithful to the wom&u, &S ebe bed not been faithful to her 
former hosbanda. Of this. however, nothing is contained in the text; the large number 
of her husbands would only point out her insatiable desire, but not that she bad prac
tised adultery. 



GOSl'EI. f,F JOIIN IV. ] 0-22. 

This disclosure of her secret sins, in which she thought herself un
observed, aroused her slumbering life. 

Ver. 1 D, 20. She recognizes in Christ a prophet (not the pro
phet= the Messiah, comp. vi. 14, 15), and immediately consults 
him respecting the great controversy between Jews and Samaritans. 
Probably she sought also to divert the conversation, and thus to 
avoid the pressing effect produced upon her by the view of her sins. 
(The mountain on which the Temple of the Samaritans stood was 
called tl"'!f"'-,~ Gerizim, LXX. Taptl;lv. Moses enjoined that the 

blessing ~l;oi:i,ld be placed upon it, Deut. xi. 29; xxvii. 12, 13 ; 
just over against it lay Mount Ebal, where the curse was to be 
pronounced. After Antiochus Epiphanes destroyed the Temple, the 
Samaritans rebuilt merely an altar. 

Ver. 21, 22. The Lord now introduces the woman to a higher 
point of view above both of the contending opinions. Yet before 
proceeding to the detail (ver. 23, 24), he unequivocally declares 
himself against the Samaritans. This appears remarkable, con
sidering that the Jews gave themselves up to such a manifestly cul
pable hatred of the Samaritans. But the thing spoken of here is 
not the subjective position in which certainly the Jews greatly 
erred, but the real objective state of the case. In relation to this, 
right was on the side of the .lews. The origin of the separate divine 
worship of the Samaritans wllS occasioned by sinful anger on account 
of just punishment.1 Thon the Samaritans adopted merely the 
Pentateuch, and consequently wanted essential parts of God's word, 
viz., the Prophets, which contain such important predictions con
cerning the Messiah. And, lastly, the self-appointed order of their 
divine service was opposed to the divine will, according to which 
the sanctuary of God's people was tp be on Mount Zion. The 
Lord could therefore well say : UP,€£<; 7TpO<rlCVV€£T€ a OVIC oloaTE, 
and the only right thing was, that the Samaritans should relin
quish their schism. While they did not do so, they robbed them-

1 A son of Joiada the High-priest (Josephus in the Archa,ol. xi. 8, calls him Manns•e), 
married the daughter of Snnballat the Persian Satrap of Samari&. Nehemiah on this 
account chased him nwRy (Nellem. xiii. 28), and Manasse fled to his father-in~law, where 
he established the new worship on Mount Gerizim. 

2 The reading (9 for 8 iu all probability a.rose from '1rpoa,cvvE'iv in the New Testament 
being usuo.Uy construed with the dntive. Still it frequently occurs also witU. the accusa
tive. Tbe words wpoaKuvEl-r1: 0 ol/,c olcJaTE are best understood thus, ''Yea.re without 
the true knowledge of Go,\," Comp. Matt. x"ii. 20. 
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selves of the opportunity of believing in tho Saviour of the ,vorld, 
whom, as the Jewish l\l[essiah, they would not recognize. The 
consequence is. that they have remained, up lo the most recent 
times, in sectarian combination. (~WT't}pla stlinds, the abstract 
for_ the concrete, = o tTWT'IJP· In the divine government of th·e 
world, place and time are precisely fixed; as the people from whom 
the Messiah should come, so in like manner, the family from 
which he should descend, and the town in which he should be 
born, were appointed. To these arrangements, man cannot op
pose his arbitrary fancies, without bringing upon himself actual 
injury.) The Some.ritons, moreover, believed in a future great 
Teacher, whom they called :;i;,r-,, "the Converter." But they ap

pear to hove regarded this ~bject of desire merely as a prophet, 
"ithout attributing to him any higher importance. 

Yer. 23, 24. Jesus now returns to the description which he bad 
commenced (ver. 21), of a new, higher form of divine worship, 
and represents it in prophetic view, precisely as it was subsequently 
realized,-much as everythlng at present spoke against it. He does 
indeed call it a future phenomenon, but still in him, and tbe 
small circle of life formed by him, it was already present in the 
germ. Just in like manner, the kingdom of God is a present as 
well as a future thing. (Respecting the form lp-x,eTai l:,pa ,cal vvv 

i<TTlv frequently occurring in John, comp. the remarks on John v. 25; 
1 John ii. I 8.) Now, the true worship which the Lord here describes 
is placed in opposition, not so much to that which is false (,frev
owvvµ,or;), as to that which is imperfect, undeveloped. All Old Tes
tament saints prayed to God under the restrictions of time and 
place ; this did not constitute a false devotion, but was in ac
cordance with the divine will and appointment. Just in like manner, 
the worship of every infantile•, undeveloped mind m11st be limited 
to season and locality. Hence the a)vr10w6r; is, as we so often find 
it in John (comp. i. 9), that wkick corresponds witk tl,.e idea in 
its l,igltest sense. (The substantiv~ 7Tpoa-,cvV't}T;,<; does not occur 
again either in the New Testament or elsewhere ; it is only found in 
an inscription. Comp. Liicke s. 530, note.) The worship of God, 
in its highest sense, ifl that worship which is most homogeneous 
with the divine nature. Now God is a Spirit, and as such, elevated 
above -space and period ; hence that devotion which is ev 7Tvevµan, 
ultering itself independently of time and place, never ceasing, sub-
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jccL to no extcrnpl conditions, carried on in the inner sanctuary of 
mttu, c~nstitntes the only true worship of Goel, i. e., the only worship 
ofbim which answers to its archetype. Spirit, however, being reality 
itself, the worship which is lv wvevµ,an, is also called lv aA:TJ0elq,. 
(Oornp. the remarks on i. 14.) Moreover it was through Christ that 
the a"A1'70e/,a, (see i. 17) first co.me, i. e., appeared in humanity itself; 
and, therefore, it was only through him and with him that worship in 
spirit and truth could commence. Then the words ev wvd,µ,an 
Kat lv &:~.:,,0elq, are to be understood acc6rding to the connexion, 
o.s in antithesis with lv IJpei TOVT'f' and iv 'Iepouo)..vµ,oic; (ver. 20.) 
In contrast with that state in relation to God which, being charac
terised by ~restriction to time and pince, always presupposes the 
want of spiritual power and reality, another state is presented, viz., 
that of being filled with spirit and with reality, as the condition of 
true adherence to God. Thus Augustine, in describing the anti
thesis between the Old llJld N ewTestaments, finely remarks: Si forte 
quaeris aliquem locum altum, aliquem locum sanctum, intus exhibe 
te templum Deo. In templo vis orare, in te ora. The same senti
ment is expressed by an eminent mystic of modern times, Terstee
gen, thus: 

Once I wanted pla.ce and time 
For prayer e.nd solitude ; 
Now in thought I always pray 
And al wnys nm Rlone. l 

This interesting term, adopted by the Lord, has been interpreted as 
though lv wvevµ,an Kat aA.'T}Oelq, were equivalent to wvEVµ,aT£Kwc; 
Kat aA'T}0wc;, i. e., with a pure sincere spirit; but this interpretation 
is to be rejected, because it proceeds from the interchange of 
wveuµ,a with Y'UX,17 or Kapola; besides which, it is evident that 
long before Christ, many Jews and Gentiles bad worshipped God 
sincerely. The true idea of lv wvevµ,an Kat aA'TJBelq, is gained 
by a right apprehension of the antithesis. The Redeemer does not 
here controvert the errors existing among the Gentiles or Samari
tans, but places his sublime revelation in contrast with that of the 
Old Testament, which was not so elevated, and in which the Sama
ritans partioipated, although imperfectly. The latter was external 

l A.lone, i. e., freed from nll adherence to the creo.ture, and iu communion with non~ 
but God, tile Eternnl and the Only. The Mystics term this state of constant inwa.rJ 
Uevotion, life in the divine pl"esence. (Comp.the remarks on Luke xv iii. 1, fF.) 
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( aap~). whil~t nn intcnrnl ( wvt;Uµ,a) worship wns tRught by Christ, 
which wns not. like tJrnt of the Old Test11ment, confined to time nnd 
pince. Thnt of the Old Testament was not ,frrooo<; but ; u,da,., 
n mere ~hndowy form consisting of types, symbols, and presenti
ments; rni the contrary, that of Christ w11s the reality itself (aX17-
8EUL), of whicl1 tl1e former was but the proale, nud which constitutlld 
t.hef11{ftlmf'l1f of all that the former typified. ,According to ano
ther ,·iew of this rassage, which we must notice, the iv 'IT'JJEvµ,an. 

Kat aX.,,OE/.q, is apprehended as referring to the justness of those 
conceptions which the worshipper must have respecting God; such 
just conceptions being the mere result of life in the spirit, and this 
being possible only through the communication of the Spirit from 
obove. So far, however, as the present shattered condition of man's 
knowledge and of bis nature will allow, many just conceptions con
cerning God may be adopted without the possession of real divine 
life, and just so inversely. Hence we can only understand the 
words as referring to the new, higher element of life which the Lord 
came to bring down from heaven ; and thus to worship God in the 
spirit aud in truth is not to be regarded as a matter dependent only 
upon inclination and determination ; the natural man, without 
power from above, is held in the fetters of sense ; be cannot wor
ship God in a godly manner, because be is ungodly until he has 
in faith received divine power and being. 

Yer. 25-27. Although the Samaritan woman may now have 
formed some idea of the depth of meaning involved in the words 
which Jesus addressed to her, the essence of that meaning certainly 
escaped her. All she knew was that something great and exalted 
v,es promised ; end for the distinct disclosure of this she looked to 
the coming Messiah, from whom it had been usuo.l to expect the 
solution of every difficulty, as well as the relief of all need. (The 
Samaritans entertained substantially the opinions of the Jews con
cerning the Messiah ; but the notions of the Samaritaris cer
tainly were not so clear as those of the Israelites, although it is 
probable that they were less alloyed by political elements.) The 
Saviour hereupon unequivocally explained to her that ke was the 
Messiah. ('E,yw Elµ,t, is a concise expression, like the Hebrew .,~~ 

~"li1, According to the connexion, o Xptu-ro<; is to be supplied 
here.) This open declaration of his Messianic character appears 
opposed to those numerous instances recordrd by the synopticul 
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Evnngelisls, in which, when any one recognized him 11s the Mes;
sin.h, he prohibited them from making it known. (On this sub
ject comp. the Comm. M~tt. viii. 4.) Doubtless the reason of the 
unreserved expressions employed by Christ concerning bis sublime 
dignity may be found in the simplicity of the woman, and of those 
in general who inhabited Sicbem. They were strangers to those 
political views which the Jews entertained, and therefore they 
afforded no such ground _for apprehending misconstructions. The 
disciples, on t.beir return •from the city, wonder that Jesus should 
take the trouble to converse with a woman (the Jews even now re
gard the female sex as unfit to be instructed in the law),1 but are 
restrained by delicate diffidence from venturing to ask him what he 
has said to her. A difficulty might be felt here respecting the wit
nesses to the conversation with the woman ; but, on the one hand, it 
is not said that all the disciples went into the city, and it is probable 
that our Evangelist was present at the interview; while, on the other 
hand, either Christ himself or the Sichemites may have communi
cated the particulars of it during the residence of the disciples in 
the city (iv. 43.) Suppositions of this kind can be considered 
strange only by those who do not apprehend the relation between 
Christ and the disciples in a simple, natural manner. The power
ful effects which they beheld as the result of this conversation 
would certainly direct their attention towards it, and then from 
one quarter or another they would receive the desired information 
concerning it. 

Ver. 28-30. The declaration of Christ that he is the l\l[essiab 
is now united in the mind of the woman with the disclosures of 
Jesus respecting her life (ver. 16, ff.); she believes in him, and 
hastens back into the city to confirm her conviction by the judg
ment of her fellow-citizens. 

Ver. 31-34. The Lord-ever living iu the consciousness of his 
lofty calling-after the withdrawal of the woman, seeks to awaken 
the deeper life in his disciples. Filled with the thought of corpo
real invigoration, they invite their heavenly master to take re
freshment with them. But the Redeemer conducts them into 
the depth of his inner life, which, by means of this happy interview, 

l Contempt of the femole sex hns been shared by the Jews with the Orientals ge
nero.lly; in this respect they form the most striking contrRst v,·ith the GermaD people, 
e.mongst wl1om tile honour po.ill to womRn ho.a often been corrupttH.l into deijicc..lion. 

,. 2 D .'l 
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with a childlike miud, has become so:thoroughly invigornted in the 
power of the Spirit from above, that the soul strengthens the body.1 

The disciples, st.ill unfamiliar with the spirituality of the words of 
Jesus. think of corporeal nourishment, and suppose that it must have 
reached him in some unknown way, until the Lord in further dis~ 
course unfolds to them his meauing. (The ep,yov is Christ's whole 
work of redemption, as the 8e)\/'7µ,<J, of God to him. lloie'iv nnd 
Te/\.ewvv are to be taken as succinctly expressing the operations of 
the Spirit in Christ. Activity in promoting the kingdom of God, 
as it were, opened within the Lord one source of power after ano
ther, and it was this that refreshed a11d strengthened him. I class 
this passage with those in which Zva can only be understood as 
haring the force of TE/\.i,cw<;. [Comp. Winer's Gram. 4th edit. s. 
S 12.) The sense here is not " that I may be able to do the will 
of God,'" but " the doing itself constitutes the invigoration.") 

Ver. 35. The discourse of Christ now takes a somewhat different 
turn, which, as both ancient and 1t1odern expositors agree, is suffi
ciently accounted for on the supposition that the Lord beheld the 
inhabitants of Sichem pouring forth from the city towards himself. 
To this animating scene Jesus directs the eyes of the disciples; 
pointing to the flock of people in need of sah-ation, and comparing 
them to crops ripe for the harvest. Moreover, we ere doubtless to 
think of Jesus as surrounded by sprouting fields, to which the first 
words, b, TETptiµ,,,,vo,;; ecrn ,c. T. /\.., have reference. (The textus 
receptus reads TETptiµ,,,,vov sc. oiacrr,,,µ,a. But Griesbach, who 
is followed by Schulz, has adopted, on the authority of several dis
tinguished m11.D.uscripts, TETptiµ,,,,vo<; sc. ')(POVo<;.) Tl.:iis expression 
may relate to the early crops which ripened rapidly, and having been 
sown in December, might be reaped as soon es April, at Easter. 
At all events we may conclude that Jesus spoke these words during 
the seed-ti~e, which varied from October to December according 
to the variation of climate prevailing in Palestine. Hence it is 
most clearly evident that the chronology, even according to John, 
is uncertain. For, ii. 13, Jesus was going to the Passover, and in 
the accounts which follow, there are so few dates, the.t so far as the 
text is concerned, we might as well suppose that these words we1·e 
uttered in J.1ay as in December, but for the incidental expression 

1 Oa this subject comp. tLe remarks in thP, Comm. on 2 Cor. ix. 10, 11. 
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which here becomes onr guide. It remaim1 to be observed, thnt in 
the comparison of the earthly with the spiritual seed in this verse, 
the l!n and ?]0'1} are to be understood us antitheses. In the former 
instance the seed is first scattered in hope, in the latter case the 
hnrvest is already come. This is indicated by ver. 38, where the 
disciples are represented as reapers who have not sown. 

Ver. 3Ci-38. The expansion of the metaphor is very simple, 
and several of the principal ideas, such ac1 µurfJov Xaµ/3aveiv, 
uuva,yew ,cap-,r/w have already been explained in the Comm. on 
Matt. xx. 1, ff. iii. 12. The only obscure point is the actual 
meaning of Christ respecting the applicability of the proverb1 in 
this CRW!- (A6,yo, = 7Tapotµla, 2 Pet. ii. 12. Griesbach pre
fers the reading o aX'1}8tv6, to that without the article ; according 
to this, the sentiment is more emphatic: " that proverb which 
is true in relation to such a number of things. How many an 
individual must engage in undertakings from which he enjoys 
no fruit!" Here, again," the aX7]fJiv6-. is but apparently synony
mous with aX'1}fJ1J,- The article indicates that the meaning of the 
words is, "while, in respect to a variety of matters, the well-known 
adage is true, in this case, with reference to spiritual things, it ap
plies in the highest, the absolute sense." If it be said, as the 
ancient expositors understood the passage, that the ciXXot (ver. 38) 
were Moses and the prophets, while the believing susceptibility 
which was discovered in the hearts of the Samaritans constituted the 
harvest resulting from their preaching, then Jesus himself appears 
as one of the reapers; but it is evident that this is not the 
meaning of the words, for in that case it must have been said : 't]µet, 
Beptl;oµev. Hence modern interpreters say that Christ sowed, 
nnd that the apostles were, at a later period, to see the result of 
his labour, which Christ himself did not behold on earth. The 
plural (ciXXot, ver. 38), it is argued, was employed merely on ac
count of the reference to the proverb, and refers simply to Jesus. 
But, in that case, the antithesis (ver. 35) which contrasts the 
spiritual harvest as already matured with th~ earthly, would not be 
at all suitable ; setting aside the fact that the apostles never did 
see more than the beginnings of the results produced by the minis
try of our Lord. The only way to obtain a lucid view of the pas-

1 A aimilnr pron:~rb is fountl nmong the Greeks: ciXXo, u.iu a7ri,poua' UXA.", d' u.~ 

d,u.,laovTa,. 
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suge is to take it nccor<ling to l\fatt. xxiii. 34; Luke xi. 40. 
Christ represents himself as the Husband man, who has the direc
tion both of the sowing and of the hnrvest, who commissions all 
agents,-those of the Old Testament as well as those of the New,
end therefore does not stand at all on a level with either the sowers 
or the reepers. In relation to the Old Testament, its ministers and 
their work, the Lord represents the disciples as those who are sent 
into the harvest ; since the great end of the law now displayed 
itself as realized in that desire after divine things which was 
manifested by the Sichemites. Thus the reference made is neither 
to the future harvest of the apostles, nor to the seed just scattered 
by Christ; but the attention of the disciples is drnwn to the 
gracious character of that calling to which they were appointed, 
while the prophets bad toiled so laboriously before them. In ac
cordance with the copiousness of thought in such passages, it may 
o.lsu be said, as it respects the present in relation to the time of the 
apostles,1 that we have come into their labour, they have borne 
the heat and bur~en of the day for us, who are called at the 
eleventh hour. (Comp. the remarks on Matt. xx. 9.) 

Ver. 3 9-42. The Samaritans were less influenced by the rigid 
fetters of Pharisaism than the Jews, and hence they easily turned 
to the Gospel. In Christ they acknowledged the Redeemer of the 
world, and, filled with longing after substantial knowledge, they 
entreated Lim to remain amongst them. The Lord granted them 
two days for the confirmation of their faith. 

This passage is interesting in regard to the signification of the word 
7rUTTEV€£V.3 A{ere historical credit given to accounts of this or that 
person ( vurrEV€£V out T'TJV :>..aA.Utv -rij~ ,yuva{,co~-XaXia -= X o 'Yo ~, 
ver. 39., -comp. John viii. 43) is different from the 7rUTT€V€£V arising 
out of personal experience (a,c71,coaµ€v ,cai ofoaµ€V, ver. 42.) If, 
indeed, the Redeemer bad been like any other man, his Xo,yo~ 
could have had no more weight than that of any other, and in sup
port of bis own cause, i_t would have been still less effective. But 

1 This pBBsage contains abundant encouragemeI!t for feitLlul witnesses to tbe truth, 
wLu &e:e Jitt!e or no fruit resulting from their labour. There are preaeliers who suw e.s 
lliell BB preac/u·r8 wl,,o reap, 11.nd wLat the latter ree.p has often been sown by faithful 
1,redect:s&ors. 

:l Respeeting tltis req1.aest, Cbrysost.om very finely says that the real meaning or the 
r•etitioners was, liu1vEKW~ uUT011 Ka-rixu11. 

i Cnmp. tlaf' Comm ou Matt. viii. J, ix. J, xiii.68, xvii. 20. 
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ns tho sun provos its existence and its reality merely by the light 
and the animating wnrrnth which it imparts ; so Christ, as the Sun 
of the spiritual world, in all ages past, and even to this day, has 
he.d but one witnes~ for himself, viz., his own operation upon souls. 
By this one means he so entirely takes possession of every nnpre
judi·ced -mind, that through the reception of his higher vital ener
gies, it becomes to them experimentally certain that the salvation 
of the world rests in him. Hence conceptions of the truth and 
-doctrinal knowledge e.re not principles in the life of faith, but qfects 
resulting from the reception of the spiritual element. (Comp. the 
remarks on John iv. 24.) 

This incident is further remarkable; inasmuch as it forms a rare 
instance in. which the ministry of the Lord produced an awakeuing 
ou a large scale. Ordinarily we find that a few individuals only 
were aroused by him, and that these-like grains of seed scattered 
here and there-became the germs of a new and higher order of 
things among the people at large. That which now germinatecl in 
the Samaritans, subsequently,-e.ccording to the testimony of Acts 
viii.,-advanced to pleasing blossom. 

§ 8. THE HEALING OF AN OFFICER'S CHILD. 

(John iv. 43-54.) 

The adaptation of this nru:rative to the design of the Gospel is 
not immediately seen. It quite accords with the history of the cure 
as reported by the synoptice.l Evangelists; as such, however, it 
could not be of importance to John, especially since it does not in 
dude any discourse of Jesus. The account was value.hie to him 
only so far e.s, like the previous narrative, it represented the ad
vancement of the -,rtun<; in the mind of an individual. To him the 
healing was a means to an end, in i;jO for as it served to conduct 
the f3au,-,._u,o<; more quickly anrl more radically into the lifo of 
faith. Accordingly, the account is to be regarded merely as a sup
plement to that which prec{c)dos. 

Ver. 4~-46. From Sichem Jesus went into Gnlilee. It is, 
however, rewurlrnble thnt ver. -!4 is connected with this statement 
by ,yap. It would appear as if, before this, the consillerntion that 
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a propnel l1Rd no honour in bis nRtive lRnd must have prevented tl1c 
Redeemer from going to Galilee. If indeed we could, with Li.ickc, 
underst,md the 7T"a7pt<; as referring to Judrea, because Jesus was 
born in Bethlehem, the difficulty would be solved ; but this suppo
sition is untenable, because ver. 4.4 evidently relates to the occur
rence mentioned Luke iv. l 6, ff. In like manner the acceptation 
of ,yap in the sense of altltough would remove all difficulties, if 
such an arbitrnry permutation of the pllrticles were allowable. 
Meyer sees in ver. 44 a justification of the circumstance tlrnt Jesus 
had so long been absent from Galilee. But then this circumstance 
must have been distinctly spoken of in ver. 43. Tholuck resorts to 
the hypothesis that " this is the ,ya,p which indicates the reason, and 
is sometimes placed at the beginning of a sentence in which anything 
is accounted for. John wished to show the reason why he mentioned 
that the Ge.lileans received Jesus in a favourable manner, viz., that 
Jesus had once testified the contrary respecting his native land.'" 
The turn thus given to the passage is not indeed to be altogether 
rejected; but still it seems to me probable that if such a course of 
thought had been passing through the Evangelist's mind, he would 
have indicated it by a µ,h, or a word of the same sort. Hence I pre
fer to adopt the more precise definition of el<; -r71v TaXi/\a{av fur
nished by ver. 46, "to Galilee, i. e,, to Cana and not to Nazareth;·· 
7T"a-rp',,r; is then to be taken as meaning not the province, but the 
native city. This view is strengthened by the consideration that 
John here, as in several other instances, supposes the event to which 
he alludes as already known from the synoptical Evangelists, and 
from the general evangelical tradition current in the Church. The 
remark in ver. 4 5, that the Galileans had witnessed the miracles 
wrought by the Lord lv rf, ~oprf,, indicates that the Redeemer bad 
as yet attended only this one feast at Jerusalem since he entered 
upon his ministry, although, according to iv. 35, be certainly might 
have been present also at the feast of tabernacles (in October), and 
probably at the feast of dedication (in December.) 

In the investigation oftbe term /3aui)1..u,6r; one question in particu
lar bas to be solved, viz., whether this account is to be explained ns 
identical with those in Matt. viii. 5, ff.; Luke vii. 2, ff., as Semler as
sert.s; for /3a,ui)l..i1,6<; mny be understood as meaning either a military 
or a civil officer of a pa,ui°'A£vr; (here of Herod Antipas.) In the first 
sense, the expression might be parallel with the centurion mentioned 
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in Matthew and Luke. But Lucke and Tholuck he.ve aptly shewn 
that ci' difference between the occurrences is far more probable, and 
that on this account ,Bacri:X.i,c6,;- should betaken os meaning a civil offi
cer; for, on the one hand, there are very many external discrepancies 
between the two accounts, while, on the other (and this decides the 
whole question), the character displayed by the captain in Matthew 
and Lulce is altogethe1· different from that which is seen in this 
,Bacri:X.uc6,;-. The former appears to be a model of humility and 
faith, so that he awakens the astonishment of the Son of God him
self; the latter, on the contrary, while in the first instance be is 
anxious only for assistance in temporal need, reaches the attainment 
of faith by a laborious ascent. 

Ver. 47, 48. In the words of Jesus, lav µ,71 CT'T/f-l,ELa "· T. X. rebuke 
is evidently implied. It may have referred not only tu him, but also 
to the concourse of people who were present; but, at all events, it 
applied to him. However, this censure of the love of marvels does 
nut in the least derogate from the importance of miracles themselves. 
(Comp. the Comm. on Matt. viii. 1.) The design of miracles is 
neither to gratify curiosity and vanity, nor to compel opponents to 
believe, but to furnish those who have already surrendered to the 
power of truth, with a proof of the legitimate authority of divine 
messengers. 

• Ver. 49-51. The officer, without being diverted from bis object 
by the rebuke, again appeals to the Lord for help. (KaTa/3'T/0£ 

is employed because Capernaum lay nearer the sea-coast.) The 
Lord then puts the father's faith to the test, and so increases it, 
that he trusts in tqe mere word of Jesus. Without seeing and 
touching the patient (in which case· it appears to those who are 
guided only by the senses more easy to effect a cure), Christ 
simply utters the assurance of his restoration. (On the subject of 
the father's faith and the son's recovery, comp. the remarks on Matt. 
xvii. 14, ff.) 

Ver. 52-54. The afflicted father anxiously enquires of the 
servants who hasten to him with the news of the child's convales
cence, at what hour the recovery commenced; and when be learns 
thut it was the hour (the careful John expressly mentions that it 
was the seventh) in which Jesus spake the word, his faith in tlrn 
Lord increases. (Koµ,-.,,.a,;- occurs only here in the New Testl\ruent. 
Its prim11ry meaniug is " 11dorned," "h11ndsomc ;" here it is em-
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pluyed es equivalent to /3e)..rt<,Jv. Arrinn. di8s. Epict. iii. l 0. 
,coµ,-.,,.W'> fxew also occurs = the Latin belle ha here.) J ohu~ e.llud
ing to his account of the miracle et Cana (ii. l l ), mentions thnt 
this is the Mco11d <T'TJfLE'iov, i. e. in the neighbourhood. This 
computation cnnnot apply to the mire.oles of Jesus in geueral, 
because he had already performed several in Jerusalem. (Comp. 
iv. 4-,5.) 

§ 9. HEALING OF THE SICK MAN AT BETHESDA. 

(John v. l_:_47.) 

The following e.ccount of the cure of a man who had been ill 
thirty-eight yeers is evidently inserted, not for its own sake, but 
OJ?ly as the historical basis of the Redeemer's great discourse which 
follows. In this Jesus speaks concerning his relation to the Fe.ther, 
in such e. me.nner that the peculiar dignity of Christ is rendered 
specie.Hy distinct, and thus the entire section sustains the most de
cided connexion with the whole design of the Evangelist. 

Ver. 1. Without giving particulars (according to the best codices, 
the article itself is absent from eopn,), John remarks that another 
feast occurred, and that the Lord went up to Jerusalem to attead 
it. The qnestion arises, what feast is intended? How few data 
there are for the settlement of this question with certe.inty, may be 
seen from the very fact that there is no Jewish feast which one 
expositor or another has not discovered he:re. But if an im
partial view is taken of the passage in its connexion with what pre
cedes and with what follows, it becomes in the highest degree pro
bable (for in this instance we cannot go beyond probability) that 
the allusion is neither to a Passover nor to a feast falling on the last 
month of the year. The first supposition is opposed not only by 
the absence of the article (since the Passover as the principal feast 
is usually called ;, eoprl,, John iv. 45, xi. 56, xii. 12), but espe
ciully by the passage vi. 4. Here a Passover is distinctly spoken of 
e.s approaching, and therefore if the feast in question were a Passover, 
the expression fl,fl'a rairra (vi. l) would of necessity include more 
than a whole year. The altogether untenable intcrpretalion of E"f'Yl.l'> 
ryv 70 7Tauxa ~ vi. 4), as meaning t.Lal the Passover had just taken 

3 
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plrrce, hrrs nothing to commend it. 1 On the otl,er hand, the 
theory· that it is one of those annual feasts which followed the 
Passover mentioned ii. 13, viz., the Feast of Pentecost, Taber
nncles, or Dedication (in October and December), is opposed 
by the circumstance that, according to iv. 35, there were only four 
months to the harvest. Consequently, the simplest supposition is, 
that here the feast of Purim is meant, which was observed in 
March.2 This is equally consistent with what precedes (iv. 35), and 
with the sequel (vi. 4) ; since iv. 45, 46, 54, indicate a longer in
terval, whilst the Passover was kept only a month later then tb·e 
festival of Purim. 

(Concerning the Mapooxa'i1€1J 'T]µ,ipa, comp. 2 Mace. xv. 36.) 
The early Fathers also, for the most part, in their interpretations of 
this passage, did not regard it as referring to a Passover; they sup
posed that Jesus observed only three Possovers during bis ministry, 3 

and accordingly reckoned the whole public life of the Lord as li
mited to between two and three years. It was not till after Tbeodoret 
that prophetic statements were discovered in Daniel, intimating 
that the Messiah would exercise bis ministry for three or four years, 
and since then our passage has been explained as alluding to a 
Passover. In the most recent times the ancient view has been re-

1 'Eyyll~ always involves the idea of nearly approaching; the term is primsrily de
rived from the impression produced upon the senses by having an object before one. 
Then, transferred to inwo.rd perception, i,y;-U,s: meons '' close at band in the future,'' 
not "jusG post." There is only one case in which iyyV~ may be taken in the latter sense, 
viz., when the narrator is proceeding backwords into the post. Thus, if we werP. pnssing 
from the present through the time of Reformation up to the middle nges, it might be snid 
" we W"e now approaching tLe time of Christ." But such u.retrogressive narrution has no 
existence in J obn. 

2 Some doubt respecting the supposition, thu.t the feast of Pu.rim is intended here, 
might W'ise from the circumstance tho.t this festival was of late origin, and the commo.nd 
of the Moso.ic lo.w (in which ,ve certainly must look for tile reason of the Lord's jour
neys to the feasts), that all moles should appenr before tile Lord tbree times ft. year, at 
the feasts of Passover, Pentecost, nnd Tobernoclea (Exod. xxiii. 14r.ff.), did not respect 
tLis festival. But since we see that tile Redeemer attended the Feast of Dedicntion 
(John :x. 22), to which a.lso the o.bove requirement did not 1·efer, there is no ground for 
supposing tlrnt l.ic wns not present o.t the Ft>ust of Purim. At the some time, we nef'd 
not'oscribe to Cl.i1ist the exti·nvngaut notions of the Jews coucerning the importd.Dce of 
this festival. According to Tholuck, it ie said in the Gerunr", "The Feast of Detliet1-
tio11 will be discontinuecl, but not that of Purim: the Prophets ,,·ill cease, but not the 
Hook of Esther." 

3 Respecting the views of tLe Alexnrnlrines, who suppose only R yeor ond some moutli:!1, 

cnmp. the Comm. on Luke iv. 18. Concerning lhe different opinion of lren~us, comp. 
on John Yiii. 07, 
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vived. Rnt this p1tss1tge shows how little the Gospel of John 
its<.>lf is 1td1tpted to form a sure foundation for n chronology of the 
life of .T esns. 

Yer. 2. On Rccotmt of the difficulty in determining the locality 
in ,l 0nu,1tlem, man)' vnriations have crept into the codices in this 
verse. Some read rnerel)· iv 'Ie.pouo">,,vµoi,; KoXvµ/3110pa; others 
connect 7rpo/3aTuc17, sometimes in the nominative, sometimes in the 
dative, with 1e0Xvµ/3110pa. But the ordinnry reading hns the best 
guarantee, and is therefore adopted by all the best modern critics. 
Only Gersdorf (iu his Beitr. z. Sprachchar. s. 58) reads 17 7rpo/3a
TUCTJ ,co)..vµfh70pa, iJ Xeyoµiv'T}, K. T. A. But we know nothing of 
a sheep-pond, whereas we do know that in Jerusalem there was a. 
sheep-gate (with 7rpo/3aTt,cfJ, 'TT"VA'fl is to be supplied.) (Nehem. 
iii. 1, 32; x.ii. 39. Near this lay the pool, containing e. thera.
peutic spring, which was still effi.~acious in the time of Ensebius.1 

Here a colonnade was erected, with porches for the n<icommode.tion 
of the sick, and to afford protection against bad weather. Probably 
this was built by the contributions of the benevolent ; and hence 
the name B'TJ0E<T0a = N,on r,.,::i, i. e., domus misericordiw. (The 

omission of the n in comp~~tion •• frequently occurs, particularly in 
names; e. g., Naauuwv for Naxuwv, Ma0ovua)..a for Ma0ov 
<TtLMX- Comp. Kuinoel on the passage.) The name is very 
variously written in the MSS., because it was not known to the 
transcribers, who for the most part were not acquainted with He
brew. Among the different modes of spelling it, the form B'TJ0t;a0a, 
or B'TJt;a0a is worthy of r.emark. This appears to correspond with 
the Hebrew Nt,,n l"l"::l• i. e. new city, and according to Josephus 

(B. J. v. 4, 2) Ta p~t of Jerusalem bore this name.2 But the critical 
authorities here decide for the retention of the Ol"dinary reading, 
aJtbough the reading BTJ0t;a0a appears to have emanated from per
::,ons who possessed a local knowledge of Jerusalem. 

"\T er. 3-5. In these porches lay crowds of sufferers desiring to 
avail themselves of the virtue of the water; among these was the 
mll.D who bad been ill for thirty-eight years (probably a paralytic, e. 
cripple) whose cure ii, here narrated. 

I Tbat tUe phrase i. fT'T, E11 ..... oti': 'IE.poaoAVµ.o,~ affords no evidence t1JO.t the city was still 
stnoding when this Gospel wee composed, has already been remnrked in the Introduction, 
~ 4. 

2 Comp. Raumer's Pe.Jeestine •. 263, ff, Just. Olsheusen ZII Topogrnphie dee nlten 
Je,-,,se.J~m (Hewlmrg, 183H) s. I!, If. 

2 
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Here an appendage is added to the account (from i1<oexoµe11wv 

to vouriµan) which, according to the evidence derived from criti
cism, is to be regarded ns spurious, Not only is it wanting in 
Cod. B.C., but the concluding words of ver. 3 are not found in 
Cod. A., and ver. 4 is absent from Cod. D. In many cursive 
MSS., the passage is marked with nn asterisk or obelisk. For the 
omisi:!_ion of this section, however, there is no conceivable ground ; 
altl.iough the suspicion against its autltenticity is strengthened by 
the fact, that it is characterized by a great number of different 
readings (some of which retain, while others omit one or other 
portion),~a circumstance· usually regarded as betraying subse
quent interpolation. The supplementary paragraph must be very 
old, since Tertullian, Chrysostom, and other Fathers, acknowledge
it. It is in the highest degree probable that it was introduced 
into the text from those MSS., in the margin of which their 
owners had supplied the remark from personal observation. Doubt
less, therefore, it was a fact that the water, from time to time (1<aTa 

Katpov), fitfully bubbled up, and in such seasons the greatest effi
cacy was ascribed to it. Now, since the sick man• refers to this 
fact (ver. 7), it was evidently very natural to annex the above in
formation, by way of explaining bis words. Such is the opinion 
of the best modern interpreters and critics upon this critically 
susp1c1ous passage. De W ette, however, does not decidedly agree 
in this, without at the same time asserting the authenticity of the 
words. He lays stress upon the arguments, that, in the first 
place, the omission of the paragraph is supported only by Alexan
drine evidence; and, secondly, that John could hardly have con
cluded ver. 3 with ~'T}pwv, and then have proceeded with -ijv oe n, 
&v0pw7ro<;, ver. 5. Still, the difficulties on the other side are for 
greater, especially since, in a few lines, several expressions occur 
that are found nowhere else in John, ns Klll'T}ut<;, 7rapa-x,ri, OTJ7T"OTE, 

vou'T}µa. This, nt any rate, affords ground for calling the spu
riousness of the passage very probable. 

Special notice is due to the circumstance, that, in this appendix, 
the movement of the water is ascribed to an augel. Even the best 
modern expositors, Liicke and Tholuck, regard this as a legend, 
and do not think it worth the trouble of a minute examination, be
cause it is not n genuine production of John's. But I nm quite con
vinced that although the passage did not emcurnte from John, it 
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does not cont11.i11 nnything incompatible with the circle of his idens. 
It is necessRry only to guard against tl1e prevniling view, according 
to which the production of the phenomenon in the fountnin, ns n 
nntura.l effect brought about by natural means, is absolutely opposed 
to that which is supernatural, accomplished through an angel. By 
the reference of the phenomenon to an angel, the existence and co
operation of-natural forces ere not denied ; only these natural forces 
themselves are conceived of in their higher cause. That such an 
idea of angels was not foreign to the Evangelist is clearly shewn by 
the passage i. 52, where no one can suppose the ascent and descent 
of winged beings, as angels sometimes a11pear, but rntber the copi
ousness of spiritual powers which rested upon the Son of Man as• 
their centre. In every physical miracle wrought by the Lord, it 
may be said that an angel, a manifestation of divine power, descended 
upon him; and just in like manner here, a striking natural phe
nomenon is not confined to inanimate, mechanical forces of nature, 
but is traced up to the creative1 living spirits of a higher world. 
(Comp. the remarks in the Comm. on Matt. i. 18, and Luke v. 
R, 9.) • 

Yer. 6-9. Jesus looked upon the poor sufferer, (iJT£ lx,n scil. Jv 
au8E11EUf, comp. ver. 5) and sought by the question : 8tA.eir; vry,:;,,. 
,yE1Jeu8a, ; to awaken in him the hope of aid. The view of Dr 
Paulus, that "this sick man was an impostor, and did not wish 
to appear in health, although he was so," condemns itself; since 
the evident object of the narrator is to recount a miraculous 
cure performed by the Redeemer. The expression 8e);.e,r; is 
indeed somewhat remarkable; it would appear obvious that one 
who had suffered so long, wislted to be healed. But the strange
ness vanishes when it is considered that this unhappy man he.d 
almost abandoned all hope of recovery ; his paralysis prevented 
him from reaching the water at the right time, when it was in 
motion, and therefore restoration appeared to him on every hand 
excluded. Hence, the question was intended to a.we.ken the desire 
which slumbered within him, and thus to prepare him for the re
ception of those heavenly energies which were poured upon him 
from the Redeemer. 

Ver. 10-13. The circumstance that the cure was performed on 

1 The term "creative'' is employed here merc1ly iu application to inst~mentality ur 
u.yency.-Ta. 
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tltu Snblmth now oxcilcd t.hc opposition of the people who were bound 
in the rigid fetters of Phai·i;iaism. ( Comp. the remarks on MRtt. xii. 
10, ff.) The spedtators specially censure the carrying of the bed 
as n violation of the Sabbath. The restored man exonerates him
self by reference to the command of his Deliverer, whose name in
deed he knew :oot, but who had now convinced him that he was 
endowed with the powers of a higher world. The command of 
Jesus to carry away the bed certainly appears os an invasion of ex
isting manners, of which we find no trnce elsewhere in the work of 
the Lord. But the susperstitious mode in which the Jews ap
prehended the law of the Sabbath may have rendered snch positive 
·aggression ·upon prevailing custom quite necessary. That Jesus by 
no means sanctioned a tumultuous abolition of the Subbatic law, is 
shown by Matt. xxiv. 20. ('EtcVEVW or etcvew, ver 13, occurs only 
here in the New Testament. Its primary signification is "to avoid 
by turning the head aside;" and then, in the general sense, "to 
turn away," "to withdrn.w."") 

Ver. 14-16. Soon afterwards the Lord met the restored man in 
the Temple, and sought to apply the coporeal recovery that be bad 
experienced to his spiritual restitution. Probably, according to the 
words, µnJtcen aµ,apTavE, the illness of the man was connected with 
sinful indulgences. The Redeemer, therefore, expressly warns 
him to avoid sin, seeing that this would perpetually bring injury 
upon him, which would be the more serious as his guilt became 
greater; and tbnt bis guilt would necessarily increase through spe
cial experiences of grace and mercy rendered fruitless. The XE'ipov, 
however, does not allow of application so much to severe illness, as 
on the contrary to punishment in the world to come; for the full 
measure of earthly chastisement had been undergone in the sick
ness of thirty-eight years. The bee.led man now learns wlw his 
Benefactor is, and tells it unequivocally to the Jews. In doing 
this he certainly had no evil design ; at all events no hint of it ca.n 
be traced in the representation of John. Perhaps he hoped that 
the renowned name of Jesus would stop their blasphemy. But 
the Pharisaic Sanhedrists (ver. 33) now assail the Holy One of 
God with violent persecution ; the dllfkness received not the light 
which was pouring its rays upon it (John i. 5, 11 1). 

1 The rending, ,cal Et:,iT01111 aU-rOu Q"'ll"'oKTEi'11a,, vcr. 10, is cc.•rtl\inly spurious ; it wru1 

most pl'obuhly derived from vcr. 18. 
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Yer. I,. The Jews, on calling the Saviour to nccount respecting 
his healing on the Sabbath, had probably nppealed to Gen. ii. 2, 3; 
Exod. xx. 10, 11. He then replied by maintllining his peculinr 
relation to the :Father. Jesus did uot thus by any means deny 
the obligation attached to the Sabbatic law, he merely explnined tho 
constitution of the Sabbath. The solemnities of the Sabbath were 
intended to restore the human spirit, distracted by the diversity of 
earthly affairs, to the oneness of the divine Being ;1 but he who, 
according to his nature, ever reposes in this unity, observes a per
petual Sabbath, and no activity can distract him. This 1·est in nil 
activity belongs to God end to the only begotten Son of the Father. 
Lucke refers ip,y,U;euOai merely to the sustainin_q activity of God ; 
but in the spiritual world, the creative activity of God constantly 
continues, and it therefore cannot be excluded; indeed, preservation 
itself is in reality e continuous creation. Spirit is power itself, and 
activity is but its necessary manifestation; but in the perfect spirit 
this takes place without the disquietude that attends the acti
vity of the created spirit when drawn hither and thither by the 
variety of things below. Hence in God, and just in like man
ner in Christ, as his perfect reflection, absolute activity and abso• 
lute rest are united. 

Ver. 18-20. This comparison, which the Lord institutes be
tween his Heavenly Father and himself, leads the opponents to a 
still graver accusation (ov µ,6vov--a),.,M "ai), viz .• that he makes 
himself eque.l with God. Now this passage (in connexion with 
the pare.llel John x. 25-39) is very important in determinibg the 
import of the expression Son of God, 2 according to the views of the 
Jews and the meaning of Jesus himself. 

The Jews by no means recognized in this term an ordinary 
appellation of the Messiah, but thought that, in using it, he as•• 
cribed to himself a dignity equal to that of God (luov eaVTov 
'7TOl,€i, T<fj Be,j,. x. 33, 7T01,€i. ueaVToV Be6v), which they (accord
ing to their mistaken views) did not acknowledge in the Messiah, 
deeming him only an extraordinary man. The Lord, so far from 
declaring these conclusions from his words to be erroneous, now 

I As Lutber finely remarks: "Thou sbouldest ceas~ from thine own work, that God 
n1ay carry on Lis work in thee." 

2 For although, ver .. 17, the term uios Toti 0Eoii does not occur, yet it ie implied iu 
wa•njp, t1.nd e.ccordingly, in ver. 10 and 20, it is actually employed. 
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fully confirms them; so thnt we thus have n genuine declaration 
of lhe Lord concerning his consubstantiality nnd ef1unlity with the 
Father. With the most emphntic protestation (aµ,T)v, aµ,T)v ).,e,yw 
vµ,'iv), Christ asserts the complete uuil;IJ of operatio1t between the 
l•'nther and himself; this he states ne_qativel.lJ, denying all action 
of his own will in detucl1ment from God ( 01) ouvaTai O via~ 7Toie'iv 
acp' EaUTOV ovoev), us well 119 positivel!J, the net of the Son being 
the net of God. Still, in the terms adopted, the difference of per
sonalities appears carefully confirmed, since it is not said, o 7TaTTJP 
7T'OtE'i Ev T<j, vitf,, but a €,ce'ivo', 7TO£E£, TaiiTa "at, 0 viO', Oµo{ru', 
7Toie'i. The reduction of this unity of operation between Father 
and Son to a mere so-called moral unity, although supported 
even by virtuous minds, through their yielding to the guidance of 
inclination, is evidently altogether opposed to tbe sense of our 
passage, in which the characteristic ou ouvaTai indicates unity of 
bei11.r1 as the ground of unity in actio □. This ground is disclosed 
in ver. ~O, where love is declared to be the bond between Father 
and Son, and consequeutly, the reason of the oneness in their 
action (comp. iii. 36.) The love of the Father to the Son is here 
represented as perfect self-communication ; to the :Father belougs 
the oeu,vuew, to the Son the ffl\.e7rei11 of all that God is and does. 
Both operations ( the former rather as the active, the latter as the 
receptive) are to be apprehended as real; it is not merely in figure 
that God shews to the Son, and the Son beholds, but this myste
rious unity is carried on with real spiritual communication by the 
ascent and descent of divine powers, and, as if in gradual advance
ment, it is manifested in effects ever greater and more amazing. 

Ver. 21. As one of such great works, in the first place, the awa· 
kening of the dead is now mentioned. ('E,ye{pew is here distin· 
guished from two7roie'iv-the former refers to the startling away of 
death, the latter to the impartation of new life.) As the Father 
has given all into the hand of the Son (iii. 35), so he has given to 
him the awakening of the dead. "Whom he will (ov~ 0i""Xei), he 
quickeneth.'"1 This will of the Son, however, is not to be regarded 
11s arbitrary and ex.elusive ( even in the operations of the Son there 
is nothing arbitrary), but as all-comprehensive, and as beatifying 

1 Liicke justly remarks tllnt the expression oU...- 8..!Au refers primru·ily to the Isre.elites, 
wl10 imnginr.d' tbo.t, ns descendnnts of Abrahnm, they had e. necessito.t!ng right to et~r
nal life : to this 1·igbt is oppo$ed the will of God. 

\'OL. III. 2 E 



the whole world of conscious crcalnres ; nlthough, indeed, iL ll1H'S 

not compel to happiness, but awaits free choice. The difficult 
question whether the spiritual or the physical ownkening of the 
dead is here referred to can be decided only by ver. 25, ff., where 
the idea is pursued. Ver. 21, it is presented simply as u sublime 
lip,yov, belonging alone to the Father nnd the Son, as the indepen
dent sources of the ,..,77 (ver. 26.) l\fennwfiile, the owokeuing of 
the dead by the Father appears different from thot which is the 
'l\·ork of the Son. The former is the Old Testament awakening, 
which we recognize, for example, in the life of a David; while the 
Jotter is that of the New Testament. The former is the net of the 
Father in ottraGting to the Son, the latter the pi-oduction of Christ 
in the soul. • 

Yer. 22. As a11otl1er ep'}OV, which the Father has committed to 
the Son, the Evangelist now speaks of the ,cp{ui<; (comp. ver. 27), 
which also, according to its noture,-like the resuscitation of the 
dead, whether corporeal or spiritual,-pre-supposes divine properties. 
(The yap appears to refer to oil,; 0e"X.ei; that Jesus quickens whom 
J1e will [not all], is an exercise of jurisdiction, as it is described iii. 
18'.) The contradiction between this passage and the words iii; l 7, 
tlVIC a7T"€UT€Lh,€V o 0eo<; TOV uiov i:va ,cp{vy TOJI ,couµov, is merely 
apparent. (Compare the interpretation of the passage.) For, in 
iii. 17, it is only denied that the primary purpose of sending Christ 
was the ,cpun<;, while the consequence of that mission to those who 
did not believe was the judgment, precisely according to ver. 18. 
The exact meaning either of the resuscitation or of the ,cp{ui<; is not 
defined. As in the former, so in the latter case, the expression 
may designate the internal, spiritual, as well as the general judg
ment of the world. 

Ver. 23. The design of this surrender by the Father of all his 
glory to the Son is, that all may pay the su.me hononr to the 
Son as is due to the Father ; and the consequence is, that those 
who do not honour the Son, do not honour the Father, because be 
will be honoured only in the Son. The Father J1as·, as it were,· 
withdrawn; be will be acknowledged, loved, adored only "in the 
Son. It is not till the end of the world that the Son will deliver 
up the kingdom to God and the Father ( l Cor. xv. 24.) Here 
~l,e connexion witb ver. 18 completely finishes. The Jews censured 
Jesus Lcc:ause lte had made himself equal with God ; the Saviour, 
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on the contrary, shews that God hm1 eonstitute<l him eq1.rnl with him 
Helf, rmd thnt he who does not acknowledge him in this exnltntion, 
opposes tho will of Goel l1imself, whom he pretends to honour. 
Now this pnssnge in the mouth of l1im who was lowly in heart 
(Mntt. xi. 2!J) is a stronger argument for the divine nature of 
Christ than all those passages in which he is calle<l God. The 
words 'Tlµav 'TOI,} viov, W', Ttµwut 'TOV 'TT'a'Tepa can only refer to the 
]10nour of worsltt'p; this, however, according to Exod. xx. 3, be
longs only to the true God, and may not be addressed to any but 
him. To suppose an arbitrary transference of the honour of wor
ship to this or that person by God, is not consistent with worthy 
conceptions _of him; for God cannot, in accordance with his vera
city, will that this honour shall be paid to any one to whom it does 
not belong. Hence it only remains that the Son, Light out of 
Light, Life out of Life, on account of his essential equality and 
oneness, may and must be adored as the Father. Moreover, he 
who knows the Son and does not adore him, does not worship the 
Father (the living God), but rather pays homage to the gods of 
bis own understanding, or to idols still more perishable; for the 
eternai light of the hidden God has been manifested in no other 
than in the Son, who is the revealed God himself. Nay he who 
knows not the Son, yet unconsciously worships him, so far as he 
.possesses the true knowledge of God or the presentiment 0f it; for 
he beholds rays of that light which is displayed in the Son. 

Ver. 24. Here _we must suppose a return to the discussion of the 
awakening of the dead, which in ver. 21 was merely touched upon. 
Up to this point the connexion is clear and simple. We might take 
avau'Taui<, like "p{ut<, in the widest sense, spiritually as well as 
physically, since both are mentioned merely as works of God which 
the Father has delivered to the Son. But now the connexion seems 
to cease, and especially the idea of the resurrection appears so dif
ferently employed, that the interpretation is very difficult. The 
allusion is explained most simply by the impression which the pre-•.,_ 
vious words produced upon the hearers. According to their sub
ordinate Jewish views, they were accustomed not to ascribe the re
suscitation of the dead to the Messiah, but to refer it to God. The 
discourse of Christ must therefore have produced astonishment, 
which was doubtless vividly pourtrnyed in their countenances. On 
this account Jesus recurs to the sentiment of ver. 21, and enlarges 

~ E ~ 
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upon it, shnwing thnt, nccording to the more 1wofound mode of np· 
prehending the snbject (the view presented in the Ohl Testnment 
itself when rightly understood), cYerything, and thcrefote the a1cake11-

iny of the dead, is delivered by the Father to the Son, for thnt he, 
like the Fnther, containi'llg life independently in himself (vel.·. 26), 
is able to reanimate. The ancient opinion,1 thnt the nwakening of 
the dead is to be tnken either in the physical sense merely (ns is 
thought by several of the Fathers, and nmong the modern tbeologinns 
by Storr, Schott, Kuinoel, &c.), or in the spiritual sense exclu· 
,'lively (as Eckermnnn, Amn~on, &.c., ronintain), mny be considered 
perfectly obsolete ; Augustine, and more recently Luther, Calvin, 
Li.icke, Tholuck, n.cknowledge that the discourse embraces botle. 
The scholars Inst named interpret ver. 28, 29, o.s relating to cor
poreal resuscitation ; while they refer the other verses to the spiri
tual awakening of the dead world. But even this view does 
not quite suffice for the solution of the difficulties in our passage : 
the relation between ver. 24 and ver. 25 still remaining obscure, 
because, according to this view, the same subject is pursued in 
both verses, which is inconsistent with the difference in the modes 
of represent!l.tion. 

It appears to me that Lucke approaches most nearly to the correct 
exposition of this difficult passage. He refers to the .Jewish doctrine 
of a double corporeal resurrection, which the New Testament also 
recognizes and confirms (comp. my Comm. on Luke xiv. 14), e.nd 
he thinks that the Saviour here alluded to this. He adds, however, 
that the Lord cannot have admitted this Jewish view of a twofold 
resurrection in its literal sense, but that he appreleended it spiri
tually, and merely retained the mode of expression, that believers or 
the pious only would be raised first. Now this remark in reality con
ducts us back to the ancient opinion respecting the passage. But if 
we grant physical res11rrection universally, it does not appear why 
this should not be reg1ll'ded as proceeding at certain interval1,, so that 
lbe truly pious, i. e. the regenerate, -should be raised first, and then 
the rest. At all events; strict exegesis is not required to do anything 
beyond bringing out tb·e idee.scontained in the text, simply according 
to the meaning of the author ; and, in pursuing this object, we are 
led by the progres,;ion in our passage to this result, viz., that the 

1 Reei,ecting the Liet.ory of tLe exposition of this passage, compore the excellt' u·t 
rxcur&us I. of Liicke in the 2d t"ol. of his Cowmtluter. 
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Snviour, pt·oceediog from the purely spiritual resuscitation of men, 
pnsses on to the resurrection of the just, and thence to the awaken
ing of the dead universally. Accordingly the simple meaning of 
the w01·ds that follow is this: "Truly I say unto you, the Son of 
God is iu every sense the reanimator of the dead; he awakens 
them spiritually, and he will effect the corporeal resurrection of the 
saints, who are to be raised first, as well es thnt of all mankind." 
In ver. 24, )..6,yov a,.;ovew evidently means to receive ihe preaching 
of Christ; this, as of divine origin, es the efflux of f;w71, produces 
eternal life, and removes from men the Kpla-t<;, the separative element 
being received in the light itself. (Comp. the remarks on iii. 15, 
17, 18.) The condition of merely natural life is that of 0avaTo<;, 

the absence of divine f;w71 ; the regenerated man is transferred from 
this spiritual death to true life. The tw'fJ almvto<; is not to be re
garded merely as ulterior; in him who is awakened out of the 
death of the natur~l man, it begins already, so that heaven appears 
brought down to earth, being placed in the heart of. the believer. 
The element of life, however, must gradually penetrate from within 
through the whole man, even throug_h his corporeal nature. 

Ver. 25- As in the individual the process of animation advances_ 
by degrees from within to the exterior, so it is in the mess. Some 

o.f the dead rise first, and at last all that rest in the grave (ver. 28.) 
The former are those who in· this life hear the vVord of God ( oi 

aKoVo-avTe<;, sc. Tav )..6,yov, ver. 24), and receive him so as to be 
regenerated. They are thus prepared to recognize the call ( <f,wv17) 
of the Son of God, and to be corporeally transformed. It is evident 
that <f,wv71 is essentially distinct from )..o,yo<;, and, as ver. 29 shews, 
is nothing else than the creative call of God, which vivifies the 
dead, or the awakening summons (<f,wviJ a-aA7rt'Y'Yo,), I Cor. xv. 
52; hence the passage cannot be understood as referri □g to spiri
tual resuscitation. The words epxeTat wpa Kat vuv ea-TtV also 
prohibit the latter acceptation, for they could not be employed in~
'relation to spiritual resuscitation, this being already accomplished 
ond present.1 The formula epxeTat wpa Kat vuv €0"T£V is adoptell 

l In opposition to this Liicke remo.rks (B. ii. s. 44), that as yet tbe apos.tles tbemseh·es 
had scRJ"cely begun to nwuke out of the death of error, and tlius it might well be su.it..l: 
"the hour of spi1·itnnl a.wnkeuing coweth.'' But tbo.t the words o! uKpoi. U......-oUaov-ra, 
ure to be understood ns rPfening to the apostles, is in tbe bigllest degree improbable. I 
nllow, indeed, thut my i11te1·preLution of the pussoge may fe.i] to curry co1niction, so long 
us it is clouUtell tltnt Christ admitted the Jewish distinction between n rt'fH1~ci1,ltion of 
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when some phenomenon is spoken of wl1ich, nlthougl1 indeed future,' 
may be regarded 11s present in the germ. As with the kingdom of 
God, so with the avao-Tao-t<;. This, like the erection of the ldng
dom of God. w11s viewed ns coincident with the &ri4'av1:la of the 
MessiRh, end although, like the lntter, as it respects the com
pletion, it was delayed, yet it · was heralded by analngous in
stances1 in the present (1\fatt. xxvii. 52, /i3.) 

Ver. 26, 6~. Now, the possibility of the accomplishme.nt of such 
a work is founded on the fact, that the Father bas given to the Son t°oo77 
BS a possession, as an independent fountain of life, and with ·it ,cp{o-i<;. 
(Comp. the remarks on John i. 4, iii. 19.) In connexion with 
this, however, the final clause, on vie',,; avOphrrov ecrri, is remark
able. It is evidently intended to furnish the reason why the ,cpwt<; 
could he given to him. It is therefore obvious that v. a. cannot 
he.re be equivalent to civ0poo7ro<;, in order to maintain which it 
would be necessary to connect the words with tl;ie following verse, 
as several of the Fathers, and, among the moderns, Dr Paulus, 
propose ; but this is utterly inadmissible. The sense itself, us well 
as the circumstance that vlo,; av8pw7rov has not the article, are ex
_plained in the simplest manner by supposing a reference to the 
passage, Dan. vii. 13. There, in like manner, the article is want· 
ing, and a Son of man appears before the throne of the Ancient., 
in order to be formally invested with all might and dominion. 
With allusion to this, it is now said, that because he is such a -,:; 

~~. he is also the Judge, for all is delivered into bis hands.2 

(J~hn iii. 35; Matt. xi. 27, xxviii. 18; l Cor. xv. 27.) 

lhe righteous e.nd the universal awakening of the dee.cl; but, on tile other band, it can# 
not be denied that if Christ acknowledged this doctrine, our accepto.tion go.ins from tbe 
reference to the resurrection of t.lle juFit that strength of evideuce in which every other 
is more or less deficient. 

1 Some of the Fo.tbers, e. g., Cl.trysostom, Cyril, &c., referred Kn& vii11 iaTtv only 
to tLe reanimation of Lazuru.s and similar cases, which is evidently too narrow o. limita
tion of the words 

2 Ui:on B comparison of this passage with Heb. ii. 17, 18, it might appear that ulo• 
"Toii avBplD-,rov here designates tLe man in bis humility and lowliness; so that Lhe 
sense would be : " Because be has bumbled himself in lowliness, be is well adopted to be 
a merciful Judge." In that ca&e, it would be necessary to lay ell the stress upon the 
absence of tLe article. for O 1110s T, a. is never employed in reference to the humiliation. 
But, since the absence of the article is easily e1tplaiued by tbe circumstance tbat ulo• 
"T, a. possesses t~ nature of an adopted nomen proprium, it is indisputably moet suitable 
to reiain the ordinary meaning of Lhe c-xpression. 
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Var. 28, 2U. The less is now surpnssed by the greater :-yeR, r,ven 
the 1miversal rnsuscitnlion at the end of time is the work of the Son 
of God! Thnt the Lord here refers to pl,.!Jsical resurrection, is shewn 
by the expression ev TO&, fl,V'T/µelot,, as also by €K7ropevea-0at, and by 
the remuk that the wicked will rise as well as the good. The loya0li 
7rot17uavTe, are here, of course, righteous persons, as they are 
described Matt. xx.v. 34, ff., but distinguished from the aK-Ova-avT€, 

(ver. 25, those who are regenerated through the Logos). J1Jst in 
like manner in the Apocalypse, the priests of God and of Christ 
who have part in the first resunection (xx. fi, 6) are distinguished 
from the dead, who are judged according to their u·ork.~, among 
whom are righteous and unrighteous (xx. J 2.) To the one class 
of those who are judged the avaa-Taut, is the true t(l)?J, while to the 
other it is only OavaTo, oevTepo, (Apoc xx. 14), i. e., the entire 
loss of all higher life and being, and abandonment to perfect aliena
tion from God. In the case of the latter, therefore, ,cp{a-i, appears 
as the absolute 1taTaKpia-i.. This passage is further remarkable as 
the only one in the New Testament,-besides Acts x.xiv. l 5, where 
the avauTaui. oucalwv TE Kal aolK<,JV is spoken of,_:._containing an 
express mention of the resurrection of the wicked. 1 Cor. xv. the 
resurrection appears only as a favour bestowed upon believers, and 
Matt. xxv., Rev. xx., although the universal judgment of the 
world is the subject of discourse, nothing is said respecting the 
corporeal resurrection of the wicked. In the passage Matt. x. 28, 
indeed, the corporeal resurrection of the wicked is presupposed, 
and in the Old Testament, Dan. xii. 2, the doctrine thRt the un
godly will rise agRin is most distinctly tRught. 

Ver. 30. The Redeemer in conclusion describes hisjudgment as 
unalterable, because it is just. The Father himself judges in the Son. 
The words ov ovvaµai e,_,w K. T. X. proceed from the general relation 
of the Son ( comp. the remarks on ver. 10 ), and upon this is founded 
the special relation of the Kp{a-i,. The judgment of the Son cannot 
but be OtKa{a, because it emanates from God, the absolute OtKato
uvv17 (comp. viii. 16), and in the Son it is not a detached will of 
his own (0eX'l}µa eµov), but simply the will of the Fnther. (The 
interpretation, "I judge conceming my contemporaries uccording to 
that which I hnve [through men] learned re~pecting them," would 
reduce all the depth of meaning in this passage to mere su purfi • 

einlity, nnd sufficiently refutes itself.) 
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Ver. 31, 32. These declarations of Jesus reg·nrding his sublime 
dignity, very naturally lead him to· speak of the witnesses thereto. 
Doubtless he read in the astonished looks of his hearers the ques
tion : " Row dost thou prove this?"' Now, it is remarkable that 
the Redeemer here appears to say the very contrary to that which 
he uttered in another passage (viii. 14) in reply to a similar query. 
There he says that his witness concerning himself is true, here, that 
1t 1s not trae. It has, however, already freqaently been remarked 
that this difference is solved in n simple manner thus: Christ in 
this passage places himself in the human point of view which be
longed to his auditors, to whom a testimony from himself in his 
own cause coald be of no value, because everywhere in the ,couµ,o,;; 

the possibility of imposture or deceit must be supposed. But in 
the passage viii. 14 the Lord speaks concerning his divine dignity, 
the truth of which nothing can more strongly confirm than his 
own word, this being one with the divine word itself. Now, 
here (ver. 32) Jesus speaks of the divine testimony to him as that 
of anotl,er. Some, e. g. Cbrysostom and Grotius, have understood 
by 11:>..Mr;;, not God, but John the Baptist; a view sufficiently re
futed by.the sequel (ver. 37, 38.) Here, however, arises the diffi
cult question,-how many testimonies are to be distinguished in the 
words that follow? That of the Baptist (ver. 33-35) and that of 
Holy Scripture (ver. 39) stand clearly out; but whether, ver. 36, 
the testimony by means of the lp'Ya is to be discriminated from the 
testimony of God it is difficult to say. The distinction depends 
upon the acceptation of ver. 36, 37, where we shall recur to the 
question ; here I only remark, in a cursory way, that I believe the 
two witnesses must be united,-that of the lp-ya, and, so to speak, 
the personal testimony of God. Ver. 32, however, may be so taken 
e.s to comprehend ell the subsequent forms of testimony, for those 
of the Baptist and of the Sacred Scriptures are in reality the testi
monies of God to Jesus. 

Ver. 33, 34. The Saviour reminds his hearers, in the .first place, 
that they had already received a witness on his behalf in John, 
whom they honoured us a prophet; and, in tl10 next place, that 
they had sufficient grounds for believing -him. Yet Jesus ex
presslyreme.rks, thath~ does not need recommendation from a human 
being; he refers to such evidence only to a.ssist them in believing, 
11nd thus to promote their salvation (-raiiTa AE'Y"', Zva vp,€t<; u6J8fjTe.) 
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(The &:X710eia which the Baptist nttcstcd, is, that Jesus is the 
Messiah.) This cleclnrotion is somewhat extraordinary; it appears 
ns though Christ here declined the testimony of the Baptist, which 
nevertheless was appointed for him by Goel himself, and on which 
such grent stress was la.id, John i. 19, ff. Lucke endeavours to 
solve the difficulty by ta.king "'A.aµ,(3avw here actively, as meaning 
"to seek, to strive after-." But the statement : " I desire no human 
w·itness" is still extraordinary, since Jesus himself, ver. 35, ascribes 
importance to the testimony of the Baptist. Doubtless the sentence 
is, on the contrary, to be taken thus: "I do not receive the witness 
from a man ; the testimony of the Baptist was not a human testi
mony; God testified throu~ him." To those who regarded it 
merely as a human attestation it was of no value. 

Ver. 35. The following words, therefore, while they represent 
John llS subordinate to Jesus who was the ef,w,;, still point him out 
as filled with divine energy, by means of which be aroused hearts 
and consciences (KadJµ,evo,;), while he iJluminated understandings 
(ef,alv(l)v.) Comp. as parallel Sirach xlviii. I. The Jews bad indeed 
acknowledged the prophetic endowments of the Baptist, but had 
not made use of them ; instead of being moved by his ardour to 
genuine contrition, and going ns penitents to Christ, they played 
like children in l1is light for awhile, and then forsook him. The 
Redeemer characterizes the conduct of the Jews in a simila.r man
ner Matt. xi. 16, ff. ('E0e"Xew indicates the inclination of the 
Jews for such trifling pleasures. Comp. ver. 40. It is, as Lucke 
justly. remarks, neither adverbial nor pleonastic.-llpo<; wpav, 
comp. Gal. ii. 5; Phil. ii. 115.) 

Ver. 36. In addition to John"s testimony, the lP'Ya of Christ are 
now mentioned. As regards the idea that John attached to the 
term lp,ya ;1-some have understood by it the course of action which 
Jesus pursued, or his Messianic ministry in general; some have 
applied it to his doctrine o~· to his miracles alone; and others have 
taken it as involving the !utter in connexion with his lVIessianic 
ministry. Thnt tlie term does not indicate either the doctrine2 or 
the Messianic ministry of Jesus without .Jiis miracles is so clear, 

l There nre but few instnnces besides those in John, where th~ expression occurs with 
this signification, ns Mntt. x.i. 2; Heb. iii. 0; Ps. cvii. ~,L; in the Hebrew, 'n:V~i::i. 

2 In the possege xiv. 10 t.l..1is is very Rppuent. Compare, however, the exP,.o~ition in 
loc-o. 

2 
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nnd now so acknowledged, that it needs no further proof 81ill 
the question remains, whether we are to understand the mirocles of 
Christ alo11r, or i11 com1e:1:iou with his mi11i,,·lr.l/ ,qe11e1·ally. Liicke, 
with whom Thohick accords, decidedly maintains the lntter opinion. 
I think, with Storr, Flatt, and Kuinoel, that lpya = tT'T/JJ,t!ia indi
cates 0111.lf the miracles of .Jesus. Liicke is led to the adoption of 
the ot.her "°iew by the comparison of John xvii. 4, T() lp,yov 
ET€A£1,<,)tra. This passage does indeed appear parallel, since in 
our's also -rt=>..£w,uw avTti occurs ; but a closer consideration of it 
shows the contrary. The singular, with the article John xvii. 4, 

leaves no choice; there the work of Jesus is not to be understood 
as designating his miracles collecti,•e.J.l:, but, on the contrary, his 
entire Messianic vocation, with all its individual manifestations. 
But where the expression occurs in the plural, this siguific_ation is 
b~· no means so suited to the context as that which is restricted to 
the miracles. In addition to the present passage, John-x. 25, 32, 
38, xiv. 11, ff. decidedly favour this view. In these verses the lp,ya 
are always employed as proof.~ of the divine mission of Christ, just 
as the a-,,,µ,12'i,a,, iii. 2. l\iiracles, however, are the only manifesta
tions of the Messianic ministry of Jesus which could prove his 
mission to be divine, aud consequently these alone could be meant. 
The entire Messianic work of Jesus could not form a proof, for 
the very reason that it was not yet completed, and could not be 
surveyed. Lucke, indeed, thinks that -r12>..£w,uw cannot at all be 
said of miracles, because the-y are completed immediately that they 
.take place. But this expression does not refer to the completion 
of a single miracle, it relates to the entire sum of his miracles which 
was present to the mind of Christ. Accordingly, this comprehen
sive term is resolved into its particulars by the words av-rtt -ra lp,ya, 
a eyw 7TO£w which follow, and this supplementary sentence is quite 
incorupa.tible with the interpretation of Lucke. The miracles of 
Jesus are, in their nature, the only arguments that can prove the 
divine authority of Christ's ministry. 

Ver. 37, 38. These verses appear to contain" merely a more de
finite explanation of ve&. 36, as Lucke thinks, and as at an earlier 
period it seemed to me probable. But the perfect µ,£µ,ap-rup71,ce 
with the subsequent aK'T/Koa-rt= and ewptiKaTt=, as also the emplrntic 
av-ro,;, and the circumstance that eZoo<; Rncl <f,w1117 ore not suited t.o 
Ef"Ya, indicate with mor;, than probability an advance to some-

3 
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thing frcsl1. Wo are nnt indeed to suppose an 11llusiun either lo 

tho foct of tlrn Baptism or to the prophets e.nd their testimony, but 
a reference to the immediate operation of the Spirit of God in the 
sonls of men ( comp. vi 45) ; the Lord represents this e.s constitut
ing spiritual theophnnio; which, however, presuppose susceptibility, 
"being in the truth," in order to be perceived. They might have 
seen the form of God, nod might have heard his voice, but they hnd 
been prevented by their sins, which had blunted their powers of 
perception. Jesus, in exhibiting the proof of this want of suscepti
bility in his contemporaries, refers to the various modes in which 
God is revealed ; he manife!fts himself, as in nature and in history, 
so also in the soul. But the Jews had in 1w case acknowledged 
him. Of course we are not to understand literal theophanin, for 
these the Jews could not have seen ; but the form of the expres
sion is borrowed from these. .P"'"?J and eloo,;, as modes of divine 
revelation which the ear end eye of the opened mind can per
ceive, correspond with aKouew end {!Xe7retv, whereby Jesus de
signates his own perceptions of the operations of the Father. To 
understand the passage as stating the spirituality of God, is, as 
may easily be seen, quite a mistake; for the Lord does not deny, 
but asserts the 'P"'"'7 and eloo,; of God, while.he says that the Jews 
have not acknowledged them. 

As regards the language : Ka£ T(}IJ X6,yov av-rov OUK lx,ere µevovTa 
lv vµ'iv ;-I cannot with Ltirke refer it to the word of Scripture, but 
only to the inward revelation of God in the mind. (Comp. 1 John 
i. 10.) According to John's idea, the word of the eternal God 
·speaks or sounds in the mind of every individual by whom any
thing external kindred to that word is encountered. Sin bes in
deed diminished men's susceptibility of its awakening power, but 
still it displays itself 11s efficacious. The 11.0,yov lx,eiv µlvoVTa, how
ever, according to our passage, precedes foith, end is essential to 
it. It is equivalent to being " of the truth," or to the law of God 
within men. (Rom. i. 18, ID, ii. 14, J 5.) \Vithout something 
aualngous in the mind, man cannot perceive the things of God. 

It is the same as that \vhich Jesus, in the synoptic1\l Gospels 
(Malt. vi. ~3), c11lls "the light in thee." This o.cceptation does not in
volve o. denial of proneness to sin, although it certainly does deny the 
entire extinction of all power to perceive th11t which is divine. (The 
idon of µevew, e1vat iv -rivL, in John, is profoumlly spiritual ; he 
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un<lerstRnds by it real existence 1md nbode within, for the divine na
ture is conceived of as actually importing itself to men through love 
[ ver. 4 2. J Comp. Rom. x. 8.) In regard to the correctness of this in
terpretation of ver. 37, 38 ;-some mistake might be occasioned by 
the comparison of i. 18 and vi. 46, where it is said the.t no one except 
the Son can see God. But even in these pe.ssoges the reference is not 
to an immediate contemplation of God, effected without the interven
tion of the Son ; on the contrary, the meaning, ,vhen divested of the 
metaphorical allusion to tbeopbnnin, is no other than that ex
pressed lVIatt. xi. 27, "No one knoweth the Father except the Son, 
und he to liim the Son will reveal him." Christ was willing to 
revco.l the Father, but the unbelieving Jews closed their eyes against 
t.he light which sought to penetrate. 

Yer. 39, 40. As a proof of the complete blindness a~d deadness 
of tl1e Jews, Jesus adduces the fact that they perpetually searched 
in the Scriptures and thought to possess eternal life therein, while 
nevertheless they perceived not that the Scriptures themselves 
testified concerning Christ. Bnt (,ca~ is to be to.ken e.s e.dversative) 
they woul.d not come to Christ ; the insincerity of their disposition 
forms the foundation of their incapacity for the knowledge of God 
and of his messengers_. Thus apprehended the passage takes its 
place in the connexion with less ambiguity than when ipevviiTE is 
understood as an imperative. It is true, however, that the absence 
of vµ,e'i,,, appears to favour the acceptation of the imperative ; and 
Lucke adduces John vii. 24, xiv. 28; 1 Thess. ii. 9, as instances 
in which vµ,e'i,,, is omitted before the imperative. 

Ver. 41-44.. As the ground of this unwillingness (ov BtA.ETE 

eA.8e,v, ver. 40), the Lord now mentions their love of self, and the 
deficiency of love to God connected therewith. (The words ~v" 
ex_E£V cuya7T'T}V TOV Beov €V eavnj, are evidently to be taken OS 

Al,,yor; EJ(E£v iv iauT<j,, ver. 28 ; viz., not as refe1Ting to the de
te1mination of the will, but to that higher element of life which 
God imparts to man ; for no one can love God, until God has 
first loved him, i. e., has communicated hir,nself to him, l John 
iv. I 0.) The love of God rebukes all sin and self-complacency, 
but the sin that is in men flatters them; hence man seeks the tran
sitory ol,ga of men which pleases the flesh, rather than eternal 
oof;a with God. On this account the Jews welcomed false christs 
and prophete, but fastened the true Savio111· to the cross. (Comp. 
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tl1ll Uomm. on M11tt. xxiv. ,1, t,. Liicke on the passnge remnrk8, 
nocording to Bengel, that the Jews numbered not less than sixty
four false messi11hs after Christ.) 

Ver. 45-47. Jesus now addresses his fiuul rebuke to those who 
were present, in which he states l1is relation to Moses, the repre
sentative of the law. The Pharisaic Jews, on account of their lega
lity, thought that in Moses they had a substitute with Goel; if they 
did see in Christ anything divine or pleasing to God, yet he ap
peared to them as their opponent, because he reproved their sins. 
This view proceeded from a total derangement of the point of 
sight. The gentle Son of Man, full of grace and truth (i. 17), 
brought forgiveness, although indeed only to the penitent and 
believing ;1 Moses, on the contrary, with his law formed the accu
satory element against the disobedient. To this latter class the 
Jews plainly shewed that they belonged, for not to mention any 
gross transgressions of law, they did not observe the command of 
Moses to l1onour the promised Prophet. (Deut. xviii. 18.) The Lord 
may have alluded specially to this passage; but he also regarded 
all the other predictions in tl1e J\fosaic writings (thus acknowledging 
prophecies in the Pentateuch, comp. Luke xxiv. 27), in connexion 
with the typically symbolic character of the law, as means calcu
lated to· awaken his contemporaries, and draw them speedily to him
self. But they accumulated to themselves teachers according to 
the itching of their ears (2 Tim. iv. 3), rather than they would 
receive the sahitary doctrine of the Son of God. The con
cluding words (ver. 4 7) are remarkable, since the p17µaTa of 
Christ appear far more efficacious than the ,ypaµµaTa of the Old 
Testament. But submission to the authority of Holy Scripture 
tended to assist these individuals in perceiving the truth that it con
tained, whilst they were full of prejudice against the person of the 
Lord. 

1 De Wette•s view of this passage, o.ccordiug to which Jesu:i merely said.," tba.t he would 
not nccuse them, this uot being necessary. since Moses did it," is erroneous. As if 
Moses here did some thiug which properly Christ should have done. TI.le judicial acti
vity of the Redeemer, on the contrliry, entirely withdraws here, e.nd the sense of our pns_ 
snge is equivnlenl to the words, u I jutlge no one.u· 



~ I 0. THE FEEDING OF THE Fl\'E THOUSAND-JESUS WALKJXG 

0~ THE SEA-DISCOlJRSES ON PARTAKING HIB FLESH 

AND RLOOD. 

(John vi. 1-71.) 

Yer. 1-13. With respect to the fact' of the entertninment it
self, such remarks as are needful have already been made in the 
Comm. on Matt. xiv. 13, ff. compared with xv. 32, ff. The fact 
itself, like the walking of Jesus on the sea, is here only of second
ary importance ; both form merely the bases of the following great 
discourses by Jesus, which were important to the Evangelist on 
liccount of his immediate design. For it is evident that the nar
ration of the feeding, according to the meaning of John, stands in 
close connexion with the following discourse respecting the eating 
and drinking of his flesh and blood, and hence may furnish all 
illustration of the doctrine of the Holy Supper. The evx,a,
purrl.a of Christ, which vi. 23 appears as the effective circumstance 
in the feeding, is to be understood similarly also in connexion 
with the Supper. (Concerning the µ,eTa -raiha, ver. • 1, compared 
with -ijv 0€ eyyvr;; TO ?Tao--xa, ver. 4, we have already spoken, v. 1. 
The Feast there mentioned was probably that of Purim, which was 
only about a month distant from the Passover. If a Passover 
were to be understood there, then either no account would be given 
of a whole year, or else it would be necessary, as Dr Paulus pro
poses, to take eyyvr;; in the sense of "just after," "shortly there
upon." This, however, as we have already observed in our remarks on 
v. 1, is utterly incongruous, since the term is constantly employed 
in reference to time " nearly approaching,"1 and accordingly we can
not receive the view that the Feast mentioned v. 1 is a Passover.) 

Yer. 14, 15. John relates more expressly than the synoptice.l 
Evangelists, that the assembled multitude, astonished at the amaz
ing miracle, endeavoured to claim Jesus on the side of their political 
views concerning the Messiah. This induced him to return alone 
to the mountain (ver. 3) where he had previously been with his 

l Comp_ only J ohu xi. 55, where the same words occur: ;,v OA l-y-yUr -rO 'ff'daxa WnT 
'louluitoj,/. 
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tlisciples. ('O 7rpocp9T17, here standsi, KaT' i?gox17v, for the Mes
sinh, nccording to Deut. xviii. I R, in the significnlion: "The One 
l111own grent Prophel promised by Moses." 

I G-24. The event immediately subserp1ent, the walking of 
,Jesus on the sen, hns also been considered, Mntt. xiv. 22, ff. Our 
Evangeli;i. only speaks more particularly regarding the conduct of 
the people after the Lord had withdrawn (ver. 22-24.) The as
sembly, he says, observed that, when the disciples in the evening 
went away, Jesus remained behind, and that no other ship was 
there besides that in which they embarked. (For the sake of 
pointing out the one ship more exactly, some codices have, in ver. 
22, the addiLional sentence : €/(€£VO, elc; f, evef117uav oi µa817Ta£ 
avTov, which, however, plainly betrays itself as a mere interpre
tation.) They therefore conjectured that the Lord must have 
chosen the route by land, and they hastened to cross the interven
ing sea that they might arrive before him. (Since it had been said 
before that there was no otl.Jer ship there; it wos neeiful to ob
serve in addition, ver. 23, that others had arrived from Tiberias. 
This, however, forms a parenthesis, for OT€ eloev, ver. 24, resumes 
the thread of the discourse, lowv, ver. 22. The reading eioov or 
eloev for lowv has arisen from a mistake of the parenthetical sen
tence.) 

Ver. 25-26. Surprised to find Jesus already on the other side 
of the sea, they ask : •7T'0T€ &oe ryeryovac;; the 7T'0T€ here evidently 
involves the 7T'W<;, as they thought to deduce from the time of ar
rival the mode in which he had come. The Redeemer enters into 
no particulars about external matters, but conducts them at once 
to a knowledge of their own hearts, from the motives which induced 
them to follow him. Tholuck remarks, in connexion with this, 
that if the miracle had been requested merely for the sake of grn
tifying the eye, this would have been a proof of great externality ; 
but, if the object was to satisfy nnimnl appetite, it was still more 
censurable. He appears, therefore, to have taken the passage, so 
that on i<f,a1y€T€ EiC TWV apT<,JV ,cal ixopT<iu817T€ refers merely to 
physical satisfnction, which, indeed, the words primarily indicate. 
But in thnt case it is difficult to conceive how Christ could have 
been induced to acldress such a spiritual discourse to men so 
grossly sensu11.l. For, granting that the Redeemer in his dis
courses frequently went beyond the point of view which belonged 
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to his heRrers, bec1mse his ,vords were intended Riso for after ages 
(John xiv. 26), still it must be admitted that Jesus di~ not net 
inconsiderately, addressing what was mo~t profound to the very 
persons who hnd least ability to understand it. The concluding 
obserrntions. vi. 60-71, further Rppear unsuited to such e. cha
meter of inferiority, and such childlike expressions ns ver. 34, ,cvptE, 
7rJ.vrorE 80<; -f,µ,,v rov aprov rovrov, Riso nppee.r to indicate n dif
ferent bent of mind. It might, indeed, be so.id that the µ,a0'1-
ral (ver. GO, ff.) are to be distinguished from the grossly sensual 
men, and t,he.t tbe profound discourses are intended properly for 
the former. But ver. 27, ff., shew the contre.ry. Here, at the 
very beginning of the discourse, the sentiments peculiar to it are 
addressed to the persons who appear described, vet. 26, in such 
strong language. Hence the best mode of e.pprehending the 
words, is to take them similarly to the manner in which we have 
understood the expressions of the Samaritim wome.n at Jacob's 
well. Alt],ough her attention was directed primarily to the well
water in the externe.l sense, she we.s not of the nature which cha
racterized the common mass, but was in the highest degree 
susceptible ; thus these men also, although they certainly rejoiced 
in the distribution of the bread, yet, at any rate, they did not do 
so from vulgar sensuality, but partly on account of that destitution 
which excited pity, and partly from the mere desire of edification. 
The Lord, therefore, could venture such profound revelations iu 
their bee.ring, since he might hope, by disclosing the truth, to awaken 
within them the slumbering germ of higher attainments ; or if they 
remained immoveable and became contentious, he must have wished 
them to withdraw. 

Ver. 27, 28. Jesus here introduces the discourse just in the 
same way as he introduced the conversation with the woman of 
Samaria. From corporeal bread he proceeds to speak of spirituaJ, 
and here designates himself &pro,; rijr; f;~r;, in like manner o.s he 
there described himself to be the water of life. The expression f3pC,
CT~ µ,£11ovua E'/,,; l;w11v aut>vtov also intimates the effect of spirituli._l 
nutriment. 

Food itself, of course, ministers to enjoyment, but heavenly food 
imparts its nature to those who partake it, whilst, on the contrary, 
the system changes physical nutriment into its own nature. The 
vii>s r. a. now dispenses this food, but man must 8eek it from him. 
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('Ep,ya,eu0at con·osponds with the foregoing ,,,,-retv. It is here 
employed in the sense "to obte.in by le.hour," i. e., to acquire, to 
procure. Thus ',;vE:l is used in Hebrew, e. g., Prov. xx.i. 6, 

-,~aj l'iW~➔ r,'i-,~i ~l,'_b, i. e., one who e.cquires tree.sures wfth a 
lying tongue. The LXX., it is true, here translated it by lvep,ye'iv, 
but Theodotionhas lp,ya,eu0ai. Simile.rly?Tote'iv is employed. Comp. 
Matt. xxv. 16.) The Father (by means of the signs which be per
forms through the Son [ver. 36]) be.s see.led him,1 e.s the dispenser 
ofbee.venly vital energy. (Concerning ucf,pa,yt,,,,, comp. the reme.rks 
on iii. 33.2) The answer of the Jews to these words plainly indice.tes 
a certain spiritual understanding; it is not indeed e.ltogetber suite.ble, 
but still it is not entirely beside the me.rk. They refer the fJpru
uv,, in accorde.nce with their lege.l point of view, to such works of 
the le.w e.s God requires (lp,ya -r. B.), e.nd from Christ they only 
desire instruction as to the right legal works. Lucke here observes 
that this answer me.y have been given by the more cultivated 
among the assembly, and it certainly is probable that they led the 
conversation ; but even the most uncultivated might have answered 
thus, if only susceptible of the higher element. 

Ver. 29-31. From the many works to which the Jews, in ac
cordance with their legal bias, referred, Jesus points them to the 
one thing needful, whereby alone all the works of man are hallowed, 
viz., faith in the Son of God. With a fine allusion to the •epya 
he terms it lp,yov -r. B., faith being not only pleasing to God, but 
also performed by means of his gre.ce, e.nd thus being e. work of 
God in the soul of man. To this work the Jews did not attain. 
through their inward restlessness, and their efforts to perform works 
of many kinds. Even now when this invitation was addressed to 
them, instead of manifesting e. docile mind, and making room in 
their hearts for the power of Jesus, first of all they require signs. 
Dr Paulus makes use of these words to shew that they cannot he.ve 
regarded the previous entertainment as a miracle. But in that 
case the subsequent mention of manna, ver. 31, is obscure, because 
this necessarily referred directly to the miracle of the feeding. We must 

1 Here (ver. 27) 11"'aT,ip is used in connexion with u·. -r. d116p(»'Jl'"ou. o. circumstance 
that seldom occurs. Comp. the remarks on Mark xiii. 82, in the Comm. 

2 The view of Hilnry is quite erroneous. He refors the O'q>p«-yl"{;uu nol to the 
lpya \Jut to tbe oonsubstantiality of the Son with the Father, e.s if be were an impr~ssion 
of thtt Fatb~r (xdpa1e-r;,p .;.;;~ ll'Jl"oa--r<io-aw~, Heb. i. 8.) 
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therefore suppose the circumstances to have been as follows. The 
BSsembly here surrounding Jesus, consisted partly of those who hnd 
beheld tbnt mirncle, nud partly of others who had only heard it relnted; 
some of the latter placed no confidence in the account, and wishing 
to see something of the kind with their own eyes, endeavoured, by 
mentioning the manna, to induce Jesus to repent the miracle. 'Ex_op
Tau871Te, ver. 26, evidently points to the same persons. They now 
plainly intimate to the Redeemer what kind of miracle they meon, 
viz., a truly splendid one (eic TOv ovpavov, Matt. xvi. I) like that of 
Moses with the manna. This appears to involve a depreciation of 
that which Jesus had done, viz., the feeding with ordinary bread; 
so that we get the sense, " Behold Moses performed a still greater 
mirscle, he gave us bread from heaven J" Such a miracle the Jews 
probably thought they miglit expect from the Messiah, because 
they regarded Moses as a type of the Messiah, in relation also to 
this miracle. 1 The citntion is from Ps. lxxviii. 24, where, how
ever, the LXX. read lipTOV ovpavov2 --£0CdlC€V avTo't,. (Comp. Rev. 
ii. 17.) 

Ver. 32, 33. With this manna that nourishes the body, Christ 
DOW contrasts his nutriment for the soul. The Redeemer by no 
means denies that the manna came from heaven; he only says that it 
was not the 11.pTO', a/\.710ivo, EiC 'TOV ovpavov (respecting a'A.710iv6, 
comp. the remarks on John i. 9) i. e., it could not be so termed in 
the proper and highest sense, because it served for physical pur
poses, and therefore, although prepared by God in a miraculous 
way, could not have been derived from the world of spirit. 

With respect to the manna still. found in Arabia, and its relation 
to the miraculous manna of holy Scripture, Von Raumer's remarks 
may be compared, in his Zuge der Israeli ten durch die Wuste (Leip
zig, 1837) s. 24, ff. As the IJ.pTo,a'A.710w6, Christ designates himself 
the &aTa/3alvwv e,c Tov ovpavov. Lucke justly defines the difference 
between ,ca-ra/3atvwv and ,caTa/3&,. (ver. 41); the latter indicates a 
fact, the former rather s. property. But I cannot agree with Lucke 
in understanding the words o KaTafJalvwv l,c Tov ovpavov ,cai tw11v 
oioov. T<j, ,cocrµ,<t> as an epithet of the /1.pTo,. This would occasion 

1 Lightfoot hor. hebr, p. 1019, quotes from Midrao Cobeleth f. 86, 4, this pesaege : 
redemptor prior (i. e., Moses) descendere fecit pro iis Manna, sic et redemptor posterior 
~ r,~ ""'."", i. e., descenC:ere faciet MB.llne oicut acriptum est Ps. !~viii. 24. 

2 The Hebrew test hllB 1:1'.'!'Si 1~7• i. e., corn of Hen..-en. 
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nn obvious tautology with whnt precedes. On the contrnry, it is 
a predicnte, or, inverting the sentence, a subject in this sense: "He 
who comes from heaven, the dispenser of life to the world, is him
self tl10 brcacl of God." That the bread of God comes from 
heaven is self-evident, since God dwells in heaven. Moreover, it is 
only thus that the language e-ycI, elµi o /lp-ro, -rfJ, soofJ, (ver. 35) is 
suitable. The world is contemplated as carrying within itself 
0ava-ro,, and the Incarnate Logos is the first who brings into it 
the true soo11 (i. 4.) If the words had been intended to refer to 
&p-ro,, it would doubtless have been said, o ,yap /lp-ro, E>eov ,ca-ra
/3a{vei e,c -rou ovpavov. I cannot adroit that if the participle had 
been used in application to Christ, the expression o ,ca-ra/3a, roust 
have been employed, b_ecause the coming of Christ from heaven 
was not concluded once for all with the birth, but is a continuous 
act, on which account it was said of Christ during his life on earth : 
"he is in heaven;" consequently, both participles may be used with 
respect to Christ, according as his descent is represented as finished, 
• or as continuous. So also justly Meyer. 

Ver. 34, 35. Just like the Samaritan woman (iv. 15), the as
sembly of Jews cried out '1T'av-ro-re So, fJµ'iv TOV lip-rov TOUTOV, and 
thus we see that these men entertained o. certain desire after hea
venly things. Hereupon the Redeemer expressly represents him
self to them as &p-ro, -rfJ, soofJ,, and as appeasing all hunger. 

Here the remo.rk applies which we made in commenting on iv. 
l 4, viz., it is not the Lord"s doctrine that imparts satisfaction, o.nd 
allays desire (this may be possessed in the memory without assuag
ing the longings of the heart) ; but it is his Spirit, which neces
sarily teaches right doctrine. He communicates his spiritull.l life 
and being itself to his own, and consequently makes them like 
himself, first spiritually, then corporeally (Rom. viii. l l.) Respect
ing q,xeu0ai = 'TT'ur-reueiv, consult the remarks on John iii. 20, 
21, compared with ver. 18, and also John vi. 36, compared with 
ver. 37. 

Ver. 36-38. This true foith was the very thing that was not 
yielded to the Redeemer (ver. 26.) They regarded Jesus as the 
Messiah (ver. 14, l 5), and yet did not exercise faith in him, because 
they did not receive the divine power that issued from Christ, and 
11llow it to operate effectually within them. This was the more 
censurable ns they enjoyed his immediate ministry. (In on ,ea, 

2 F ~ 
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ewpciicaTe µ,e. the /C(U is to be taken iu the siguifietltion ofetinrnsi.) 
Yet the Lord, as if consoling himself, limits the general expression 
au r.urTEV£TE, so as to except some from the statement, just ns he 
did i. I I, 12. (ln 7rav o the absolute is employed for the concrete; 
Christ news those who come to hiin ns one orgnnic whole.) All 
whom the Father giveth to him certainly will come to him. Ato6va• 
(x. 29, xvii. G, 9, 12, 24) evidently traces faith itself ton divine 
activity, which is designated, ver. 44, eA.KllE£V. Fnith, therefore, 
is God's work in the believer (Phil. ii. 13); but it by no means 
follows that the unbelief of the unbeliever is founded in God's 
decree. For it is the sad prerogative of tlie creature thnt he can 
sin, and by sin can render himself unsusceptible of God's grn· 
cious attractions. The Son, full of kindness, comes to meet every 
heart that yields tu these attractions of the Father (oti µ,'i} e,c/30:A<,, 
lEc,) is to be taken as Litotes, •• I not only do not cast llim out, 
but I embrace him with nll the energy of love.") The operations of 
the Father and of the Son do not oppose each other, but work har
moniously wgether. (The formula e,c/30.>.>.ew lEc,) indicates an 
enclosed, bounded community of life, which the Redeemer came to 
establish. Comp. Matt. xxv. 10. 

Yer. 39, 40. As the sublime will of the Fnther, that was to be 
carried into effect in the mission of the Son, it is now specified 
that he, the source of tc,)'7, should impart life to the 11eicpoL (Comp. 
i. 4, iii. 15, 16.) As the point of consummation, however, in the 
'c,)071'0£€UT0ai, the Q.1/acTTCUTt~ E11 Tf, eaxa.771 f,µ,epq, ·is immediately 
mentioned, and this presupposes the awnkening of the spiri( and 
the quickening of the soul. That this can denote only lhe corpo
real resurrection, is, according to the idea indicated by euxa.-rr, 
7Jµ,epa, certain. (Comp. the Comm. on l\fntt. xxiv. 3.) Any 
reference of the expression to the merely spiritual ministry of Christ 
wouJd occasion tautology with lxe,11 tc,)'iJV awwtov. If, however, 
we understand the tc,)()7Tot7Juv. Tov uwµ,aTo~ as that which is alluded 
to here, we then have in these words a significant hint at the tum 
afterwards given to the course of the conversation. In the inter
view with the woman of Samaria, Jesus did not proceed beyond the 
representation of himself as spiritual, living water, which refreshes 
and sustains the soul ; here he already intimates that he is about 
to go further, and to describe himself as the Restorer and Trans
former of the entire man, even of the body. Thus the conversa-
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tion, as it· proceeds, advances further into spiritunl things,-thc 
Iledeemer penetrates more and more deeply into the sublime idea 
of the t;wo7rofn,uir; of the world; and as its consummation, he sets 
forth the glorification even of that which is corporeal. Hand in 
hand with this advance, the disclosure of the gifts that he bestows 
progresses. He gives not merely his 7TV€vµ,a, but his vv;,cry itself, 
and even his uapl;. (The construction of 7Tav with the following 
.!I;- avTov is e. known Hebraism. Comp. Gesenius, Lehrgeb. s. 
723, ff. on the use of the absolute nominative. Liicke, it is true, 
justly remarks, that kindred constructions occur even in the writings 
of profane Greek authors. [Comp. Viger, Hermann's edition, s. 
54, note, where e. g. the passage : ;, oe 0€/;ut, opBo'i Tijr; X€tpor; ,!,cd-
1J'T/<; o[ oaJCTVMt is adduced from :f'.hilostrat. vita Apoll. Tyan. iv. 
28.] But this simply shews the admissibility of the expression, 
whilst in the Hebrew it is the ordinary construction. The read
ing 7T4Tpor;, ver. 39, is to be regarded as a mere gloss to 7TEµ,vav
TOr;.) 

Ver. 41, 42. The Jews, prejudiced in their ordinary views of the 
Messiah, according to which they looked upon him merely as an 
ltv8pw7Tor; JCaT· e,c"A,ory17v, make objections because Jesus ascribes to 
himself o direct heavenly origin. 

Liicke thinks that, according to vii. 27, they supposed the }.Ies
siab's origin to be unknown (comp. the anoJogy Heb. vii. 3) ; and 
considering that they knew the father and mother of Jesus ( the 
prevailing opinion being that Joseph was his father), they deduced 
from this the canclusion that he wos not the Messiah. But this 
evidently disagrees with vi. 14, 15, where it is said they wished 
to make him king. It was not against the Messiahs hip of Jesus 
that tltese Jews directed their objections, but against the circum
stance that be, as Messiah, ascribed to himself a purely heavenly 
origm. (Com. Mott. x. 32, ff.) 

Ver. 43, 44. This fresh proof of their unbelief induces Jesus to 
refer oguin (ver. 87) to the circumstance that faith is a gracious gift 
of God. The Redeemer does not operate upon the minds of men by 
external facts, historically (so to spenk),-e_ g. by the information 
that he is not the son of Joseph, but begotten by the Holy Spirit; 
on the contrary, his operations 11re purely internal and spiritual, 
effected by meuns of the indwelling power of truth. He continu
ally pours the rays of his heuvenly light into the darkness of the 
heart, ccrtnin that it will be effectunl where the Father's grneious 
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.attract-ions arc displayed. At the same time, where·this is nut the 
CBSe, the defect is not occe.sioned by any purpose or decree (ou0£t8 
ovva'Tat £').1}£Zv) ;-the hour of g,-acious attraction is to be awaited. 
Here, however, EAKVew needs a close consideration. (The expres
sion is selected in accordance with the Old Testament form. ~ 

which is employed in the same signification, Jerem. xxxi. 3, 
Song of Solomon i. 4. The LXX. translate it in both instances 
by EAKV£w.) For since the activity of the Eo'n is certainly di
vine, there here appears a twofold divine activity,-that of the 
Father end that of the Son. The question is, bow these are re
lated.1 Although, in the Father's attracting to the Son, even ex
ternal circumstances favourable to the development of spiritual life 
may be taken into account, still that which is essential in such at
tractions always consists in spiritual animation produced by means 
of the Spirit. However, since the Father draws to the Son, and 
the Son again leads to the Father (John xiv. 0), and it is also said 
in reference to the Son, "without me, ye can do nothing" (John 
xv. 5 ), a relation altogether peculiar is here to be presupposed. The 
hints already given on Matt. xii. 32, concerning the relation of the 
Trinity, furnish the key to this difficulty. All knowledge of God 
proceeds from the Father, inasmuch as in him power,-ofwhich man 
first conceives,-is primarily manifested. Hence, when first the 
soul traces in itself living divine operations, these are, in every 
case, the attractions of the Father ; it feels itself dependent, and 
learns to recognize God e.s the absolute power, as the Author and 
Sovereign of all things. But genuine knowledge of God neces
sarily involves the condition of development ; if the soul knows 
something of him, it is drawn on to seek a more profound acquaint
ance with him. Now, he who made himself known as Power, re
veals himself in the Son as absolute and merciful Love. Thus the 
Father continually draws to the Son, in the knowledge of whom fear 
(the beginning of wisdom) first beoomes changed to reciprocal 
love. Again, ho\Vever, the soul sincerely seeking God is referred 
to the eternal Author of all being, for every creature isfrom God, 
tlirougli God, and to (:rod. Accord.i..tJgly the Son conducts to the 
Father, as the Father drew to the Son. 

It remains to be observed, jn the first place, that here obviously 
1 In the lengne.ge of Paul, 1<aA,,., is perallel with <A""""; the Father co.II& to tbe Son• 

Comp. l Cor. i. 0, wta-'TO~ 0 0E0f 4'i oll lKA'16tJTE Eh· Koivwvlav -roii vioii aliToii 'l?Jo-oU 
XpHT'TOLI, 
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there is no reference to a drawin_r; in opposition to the will of 
mnn (tleat would be compulsion), but rather to an internal awa

kcming of the inclination of the will towards God·and his seryice) ;1 

nnd secondly, that in this instance, as before, we are not to un
derstand a knowledge of God consisting of mere notions (this may 
be possessed with logical correctness by those who are estranged 
from God), but a -real knowledge of God received in regeneration. 
Here the discourse relates to real conditions which are developed 
successively as described in I John ii. l:J, ff. 

Ver. 45. The connexion of this verse with the foregoing is not 
easily seen. All connective particles are wanting. Some codices, 
it is true, supply ovv after 7rU8, but B.C.D.L.S.T., 37, 69, 124, 
235 omit it, and the addition of the particle is easily accounted for, 
since the subject seems to require it, whilst the omission, on the con
trary, is not thus to be explained; on this account Griesbach and 
Schulz have not placed ovv in the text. The context, however, 
plainly indicates that the citation is intended to prove the previous 
sentiment. Accordingly ,yap is to be supplied, and this being con
nected, an antithesis between ouoEL<; (ver. 44) and 7raVTE<;, which is 
not at all designed here, cannot be urged; on the contrary, the 
emphasis here is only on the expression 01oa1CTol. 0Eov, to which 
the following dKovua<; and µ,a0rfw refer. That expression indicates 
an internal operation of God upon men (comp. the remarks on v. 
37, 38), denoted by e"/\.KuEw. Hence the Lord may ha-ve employed 
this passage for the purpose of proving the necessity of an internal 
operation of grace in order to produce faith in himself. (The phrase : 
,yE,ypaµ,µ,evov l!un ev Tot<; 7rpocf,~Tai<; is remarkable ; as if the words 
os they stand, Isaiah !iv. 13, occurred in several prophets. More
over, the text even in Isaiah does not quite correspond with the words 
of the Evangelist. The best conclusion therefore is, that Jesus 
alluded to all the prophetic passages in which reference is made to 
the effectuation of true divine knowledge through the Spirit of God. 
[Respecting suoh collective quotations, comp. the remarks on Matt. 
ii. 23.} Others, less suitably, take the plural us u designation of 
the collection of writings O":l'i'iM~ O"~"::J.:l, in which Isaiah stands.) 

Ver. 46-50. The foll~wing' words· 'restrict the idea of the 
knowledge of God just expressed, somewhat more closely. The 

l Luther on this 8Ubject quniutly observes," The drawing is not like that of the exe
('lllioner, who dro.ws B thief up the lo.dde1· to the gQllows; it is ft kind allurement." 
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1meness and community of the Son with the :Ft1ther (see i. 18, iii. 13) 
cannot be compared ; it stands alone and without o.no.logy. (Con
cerning 7raptt Tov 8Eov, comp. the remarks on John i. 1, 2. It is nei
ther equal to wp~ Tt>v 0Et>v, nor even to wapa a-oi, John xvii. 5. 
On the contrary it designates the origin.) On account of this peculiar 
position, the Son alone participates the life,-the world·receives it 
from him. While the manna only sustains physical life, he is the 
apTo,;rr,c; tc.,-ijc; who nourishes to eternallife. (Comp. ver. 31, 58.) 
That according to the meaning of Christ, the words 1'al µ.:Y, a'1T6-
fJaV[I ( ver. 50) do not refer merely to the vanquishment of spiritual 
death, but also to corporeal, physical lifi:, is indicated by the 
mention already frequently made of the av&a--raa-i-. iv -rfi E<TX,O.T'T/ 
iJµ,epq, (ver. 39, 40, 4,4); but the sentiment attains perfect dis
tinctness only in the sequel (ver. 5 l-59) where the conversation 
reaches its proper point. 

Ver. 51-53.1 The Redeemer at length more precisely explains 
the peculiar relation in which he calls himself llpTo'> TTJ'> tc.n;-., or 
Of'TO'> twv; the bread that I will give you (he. says) ;, a-apf µ.ov 
ECTTl,V, .;,v e-yw Mac., wep TT/'> TOV ,c6a-µ.ov tc.n;-.. Here, ho:wever. 
we arrive at the point where we must once more look at the con
nexion, in order to 11.D.swer the query, wliethe~· the Holy Supper is 
here referred to or not ? The circumstance that, even to this day, 
it has been impossible to harmonize the opinions on this point, 
would be inexplicable, but that the views entertained concerning 
the nature of the Supper have so easily operated upon the minds 
of expositors in the examination of this passage, and in the end 
must exert their influence. For the mode of apprehending this 
doctrine stands in vital connexion with many others, e. g., with the 
doctrine of the glorification of Christ's body, and of bodies gene
rally, as also ultimately with the doctrine of the relation of spirit 
to matter; and, therefore, as no one will introduce into his exposi
tion sentiments at variance with his own principles, the general 
circle of ideas prevailing in the mind of the expositor must exer
cise great influence in the interpretation of a passage like the pre
sent. He who does not find in Scripture the transformation of 
bodies generally, and of the corporeity of Christ in particular, of 

1 Concerning Jol1n vi. Cil-56, comp. the Treatise respecting Schulz's Lebre vom 
Auendmo.lJI, by PfBrrer Stendel, in Klaiber's Stud. B. ii. b. 2, s. 167, ff., and thE> r<'mnrks 
of Kliug in tbe Stud. von Ullmann uod UmbreitJahrg. 1836, h. I, s. ltO, ff. 
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cours1:1 cannot well nllow thnt Christ here uttered sentiments which 
presuppose such viewa. On the other hnnd, he who ncknowledgcs 
these doctrines ns biblical, can hardly suppose that the Lord em
ployed the ex.pression, " to eat his flesh and drink his blood" 
without any reference to the Holy Supper, since, in this sacra
ment, the communicntion of the glorified body must be to him the 
specific point. Besides the general difficulty, various subordinnte 
matters present themselves in our passage, by means of which the 
views concerning it have been modified. In order, therefore, to a 
clear comprehension of the various expositions, a short history of 
its interpretation is needful.1 In the ancient Church there were 
two principal explanations. One was maintained by Origen, and 
after him by Basil the Great. According to this, all reference to 
the sacrament of the Supper was denied, and to eat and drink 
Christ's flesh and blood was understood as meaning to partake the 
spiritual power of the Redeemer. But as Origen discovered in the 
Supper itself only a spiritual operation, he found no necessity to 
exclude entirely the reference of our passage to the Sttpper ; he 
did so merely because it appeared to him unsuitable to suppose that 
the Lord spake of the Supper before its institution. 

The other explanation wns offered by Chrysostom, who was fol
lowed by Cyrill, Tbeophylact,. and subsequently by the Scholastics 
11,nd the whole Catholic Church. According to this, the following 
words in the sixth chapter of John relate primarily to the Sacra
ment of the Supper, so that this mention of it before its institu
tion was, as it were, a prediction of it by Christ. Up to the time 
of the Reformation, this view generally prevailed. \Vith the doc
trine of transubstantiation, however, it bad no necessary connexion 
at all. On the contrary, those who maintained this doctrine may 
have been induced to oppose the reference of our passage to the 
Sacrament of the Supper, just as well by a different application of 
the circumstances. But close adherence to exegetic tradition al
lowed no other interpretation to stand its ground. \Vhen, however, 
this adherence was abolished by the free inquiry of the Reformers, 
Origen's mode of interpretation was revived among the Swiss. 
Zwingle understood the pass11,ge superficially, tuking the uapl; Kat 

a.lµa merely 11s metuphoricul, while Calvin apprehended it more 

1 Comp, Liickt!'s second Excursus in tlle ~d v1Jl. or the C'o:nm., s. 727, ff. 
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profoundly. discovering therein a designation of humanity completely 
penetrated by divine lifo. Still both found here merely a descrip
tion of the reception of Christ in faith,-tJ1e appropriation of his 
reconciling and redeeming efficacy ; nnd thus they excluded a 1·e
ference to the Sncrament of the Supper. Nevertheless they employed 
our pe.ss11ge (especially John vi. 63) as a hermeneutic canon (thus 
Liicke expresses himself) for the doctrine of the Supper ; e.nd since 
they did this, they might just as well have said that it treats lite
rally of tl1e Sacrament, and shews how the Supper and its efficacy 
were viewed ;1 but as tlwy did not at all allow the reference to the 
Sacrament, one would suppose that Luther maintained it. How
ever he by no means did so. Although he defended the more 
rigid idea of the Supper, which approached more neo.rly to the 
Catholic view, yet he abandoned the old exegetic tradition, e.nd de
nied even any reference of the passage to the Sacrament.2 The 
occasion of this doubtless was his fear lest the hypothesis, that the 
Supper was treated of in the sixth chapter of John, should commend 
the spiritual e.cceptation of the Swiss expositor (in favour of which 
the relation of ver. 51- 59 to the previous passage on the lipTo<; 

T7J<; tw>7<; appeared to speak) rather than his own. Still Luther in 
his exposition differed considerably from the interpretation -0f the 
Protestants. In his view of this passage be followed Augustine, 
with the exception that this eminent Father, very properly, did _not 
so utterly exclude all reference to the Supper as Luther did.a Both 

I Comp. Zwingle"e writings in the Auezuge von Usteri und Vi>gelin: Zurich, 1830, 
Bd. ii. e. 77. "Thf' sum of this matter may ell6ily he derived from the sixth chapter of 
J obn. And here no attention is to be paid to those wl10 immediately cry out, • Christ 
did not there treat at ell of the Supper!' For although I also am of this opinion, yet 
ell.rough what is so.id there, all tLe incorrect notions wbicb we form respecting the Sup• 
per are in the surest mauDer refuted. It was from tbis cbe.ptP-r I proceeded :when, ofter 
loug previous deliberation, I resolved to venture on this difficult e.nd dangerous subject." 
These words indicate Z wingle's doctrinal obscurity; for if J oLn vi. does not at all refer 
to tbe Supper, it is unint..eUigible llow this chapter can furnisll a refutation of the errors 
concerning the isaid doctrine. 

2 Comp. Luther's Werke, Welch'~ edit., Th. vii.•· 2071: "Feith is the enter which eats 
e.nd believes in Christ ; 9

' s. 2072, " Here the expressions are figurative; to eat, here 
means to participate spiritually;'' e. 2075, •• Jesus here speaks of true Christian faith as 
the m.o.in tbing, and therefore it is said that thou must believe in hie flesh end blood. 
Tu.is is comprehended in the article: ' If thou wilt be a Christian, thou must believe in 
the flesh Rnd bloocl of Ch.rist.' P 

3 Li.icke (l. c. s. 572) dec]nrt,a tL.e ,,iew of Augustine to be inconsistent, and says," Uis 
exegesis wo.s ofu,n differeut from his theology." Although I quite concur in this crit.i-
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ngree<l in denying Lliat liio6vai uap1ta ( ver. 51) relates to the death 
of Jesus, and accordingly understood -rp0eiv 1tal. 7rlvew uap1ta ,cat 
alµa as meaning the full enjoyment of the blessings resulting from 
the death of the Lord. Consequently Luther, although he denied 
the allusion of the passage to the Sacrament, yet allowed to the 
expression a-a.pi; 1tal. alµa the full real signification, and did not, 
like Zwingle, refer it to a mere metaphor. 

The views of the Reformers still prevail in their ecclesiastical com
munities up to the most recent times, in which the fetters of symbol
ism a.re thrown off, e.nd e.t least the preparatory st.ep,-that of being 
able to consider the passage freely and without prejudice,-is attained. 
The result is, that the reference (so prominent in ver. Ii 1) to the death 
of Christ, which Augustine and Luther very justly pointed out, has 
become general/!/ acknowledged. Liicke also and Tholuck declare 
themselvei; in favour of this view. These scholars, however, feel 
compelled to exclude the reference to the Supper just as earnestly as 
Dr Paulus and Schulz,1 who do not acknowledge a reftlrence to the 
sacrificial death, but think, as Origen and Zwingle thought, that the 
whole passage is to be understood figuratively. According to this 
view the subject of discourse in our passage would be " the entire 
phenomenon of Christ's life e.nd ministry on earth as the Messiah 
and the Son of God." Such an interpretation, however, with all its 
freedom from symbolic constraint, evidently betrays the fixed
ness of an unscriptural circle of ideas, which alone explains the 
circumstance that here the sacrificial death of Jesus is so en
tirely overlooked. (Comp. the particulars in the exposition of 
the single verses.) Lucke and Tholuck would have been per
fectly right, had they admitted, at tl1e same time with the refer
ence to the death of the Lord, a reference also to the Supper, 
which is maintained among the modern interpreters, by Scheibe] 
(das Abendmahl des Herrn. Bresl. 1823, s. 179, ff.), Knapp (in 
his Divinity), and Bretschneider (probab. de evang. Jo. p. SG.) 
The admission of such a reference was the morp, suitable on account 
of the circumstaIJce that the ceremoDy of the Supper itself involves 
nu evident allusion (in the breakiDg of bread and the distribution 

ciem in relntion to nnotber point, still I thiuk that bere Liicke hns not.. done the re
nowned Fnther justice. Augustinfl nppeo.rs to me, in the view he takes of this t.liflll'ult 
pnssnge, just to b"ve bit upon the true n1edill vin. 

1 Schulz f'hristl. Lehr~ vom heil. Aben,Jmnh\. Leipz.. 182J., s. l~C1, ff. 16~, IT. 
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of wine)1 to the expiatory death of Jesus. The eminent cxpositou 
named above were restrained from the impartial apprehension of 
this difficult passage, probably on the one hand by doctrinal influ
ence, viz., by opposition to the scriptural doctt·ine of the glorifica
tion of the body, which, especially in Lucke, more than once be
trays itself; I\Ild on the other by au exchnnge of the sacrame,1.t of 
the Holy Supper with the idea from which it proceeded,-an ex
change that has always contributed in the greatest degree to decide 
many distinguished expositors against a reference to the Supper in 
our passage. It must indeed have appeared unsuitable that the 
Saviour should speak of a 1·ite before its institution, so that no one 
could umlerstand what he alluded to ; but, at the same time, it is 
probable that Christ would previously moot the idea from which 
the rite_ afterwards arose. The idea, however, is no other than this, 
that Jesus is the principle of life and nourishment to the new, rege
nerated me.n, not merely for his soul and bis spirit, but also for his 
glorified bo~. As this principle of life he offers himself, and gives 
himself especially in his death ; hence the mention here (ver. 51 ). 
(as in the institution of the Supper), of bis death, although this is 
by no means to be deemed the main poin( of the whole: pass111ge. 
As the remarks above have shewn, in John iii. 5, a distinction is to 
be made between the 1;acrament e.nd the idea of Baptism, the re
ference there being certainly to the latter, and by no means to the 
former ; and here the idea of the Supper might be spoken of before 
the institution of the sacrament. For if a full comprehension of 
the words was not to be expected, yet the vividness of the discourse 
may have rendered their essential content(distinctly cognizable to 
the disciples, e.s with the institution Lof the Supper itself, which 
was not followed by any explanatory statements, and the nature of 
which was only gradually unfolded. 

Now, if we take a closer view of particular points,2 it becomes 
evident that ver. 51 is in the highest degree favourable to the in
terpretation of our passage as referring to tbe:deatb of Christ ; for 
&:>uw ua.p,ca inrep T~r; TOV /Couµ,ov f;w-ijr; cannot with propriety 
be apprehended otherwise than as meaning to devote himself in 

1 Compare ii;! the Leidensgeschichte the E1poeition of Matt. :nvi. 20 aod pa.mllele. 
2 The words ij., iy(U ~IDau, in ver. 61 are probably spurious, aud Lacbmonn ho.e ex

pelled them from the text. This, however, has no influence on the sentiments contained 
in the pueage, since in the iuterpreta.tioD; these must be supplied from the whole course 
of thought. 

a 
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dcnth, (o,86va, = .,,-apao,o6va,).1 Also the .comparison of ver. 
31'i shows that <f,a,,y,iiv may be taken = .,,-urnuew. In the for
mula.: Kai o &pTo<; ol, however, if there is not exactly a transition 
to something altogether different, yet on advance in the subject of 
discourse is plainly indicatc:d. And certain 11s it is that this must be 
acknowledged, it is of equul importance not to overlook the circum
stance that this mention of the Lord's sacrificial death does not ex
clude the reference to the idea of the Supper. Indeed, as it has been 
remarked, the institutive words of the Supper contain the same men
tion of the death of Jesus, and the form of the rite presents a symbol 
of it. (Comp. Luke xxii. l O : TOVTO EUTt TO uwµ,a µ,ov TO mrep 
vµ,wv 0,06µ,evov. According to l Cor. xi. ~6, the death of the Re
deemer is to be proclaimed in the celebration of the Supper until he 
comes, bis 0avaTo<; being the source of tw11 to the dead world; while 
the Supper illustrates the two.,,-ol'T}<rt<; of the world at its highest point, 
shewing that even the corporeal nature, through the participation 
of the tree of life, again receives that eternal life which was lost iu 
Paradise by tasting the tree of knowledge. The sacrificial death 
of the Lord, however, cannot be regarded as the predominant idea 
in our passage, because o,o6va, is not at all repeated in the sequel, 
whilst eating and drinking the flesh and blood of the Lord is con
tinually spoken of with the greatest emphasis. This emphasis is 
the more remarkable, since the Jews objected (ver. 52) to the words 
of Christ. Had he acted the part of policy as a teacher, these ob
jections would have induced him to modify the force of bis words, 
as if the Jews hod entirely misunderstood them, or he had intended 
to say something quite different from whRt they supposed. But so far 
from this, the Saviour only increases the pungency of his language2 
(the reason wiH be seen in the remarks on ver 60), and maintains 
the sentiment unchanged, that his flesh and his blood ore the source 

1 The altogether Superficinl view according to which ucipE would mean the doctrine 
of Jesus, needs no refutation. Dr Ptmlus, however, whom Sl.iuJz follows, understands 
the formula: .S,a011at o-ti.pKa, of tbe operation of t-be Logo9 upon tbe physical life for 
the welfare of mnnkind. But Jolln's usns loquendi by 110 meo.ns permits the expres• 
sion to be so understood. ( Cump. LU.eke in the Comm. Th. ii. s. 99, f.) 

2 Tl.ie expression -rpW-yuv itself is sLronger tl.ian tbe pre,·ious terms ia8iuu e.nd tj,a• 
'YE"i11. It lilerRlly signifies to gnaw, to break off in little bits, then to triturate, to eat. 
up. LU.eke opprehentls the question of the Jews: 7rWs OVva-ra, "· -r. A. ns derision, nnd 
snys thnt Jesus mo.y ho.ve repeated the same sentiment with ernpbnsis, merely in anler to 
subdue this. But thitt suppositiou is not consistent with "Ver. liO, tt·., ucconling to which 
tho audience rnised n 1er1°uH1 op11osition to the hnrduess of the saying. 
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of the trne sro'J, and the participation of them is the condition or 
the resurrection. Hence the passage cnn only be understood 
tbus, that Jesus represents himself as the two,roiwv to the whole 
man, the spiritual two,ro{TJ<Tt<; prevailing up to ver. 50, and from 
ver. 51 the idea which lies at the foundation of th& Holy Supper, 
-that the glorified corporeity of Christ sanctifies and glorifies ours 
also,-being presented with augmenting force ; and the formula 
,cal, o /i.p-ro<; oi ex.tends to this highest idea. 

Ver. 54-59. In these verses, with the eating and drinking of the 
flesh and blood of the Son of Man, are connected tw11 aiwvio<; (ver. 
54), µ,blew lv Xpun,j, (ver. 56), and tfiv eii; -r6v aiwva (ver. 58), 
these being the sublimest effects which the Redeemer purposed in 
general to call forth. With regard, in the first place, to the meaning 
of µ,iveiv lv Xpurr,j,, or inversely Christ's remaining in us, which 
expression again occurs here, it is to be observed-as already 
remarked on John v. 38-that this belongs to John's peculiar 
phraseology. (Comp. xiv. 10, 16, 17, xv. 4; 1 John ii. 6; iii. 15, 
17, iv. 12, 13, 15.) In ·the interpretation of this, the spirituality 
of John's views must be borne in mind, in accordance with which 
he adopted the idea of a spiritual immanence, a real penetration of 
spirits into each other, and life in one another.1 Hence the µive~v 
lv Xpurr<j> is not to be reduced to the general notion of a close 
connexion, but is to be understood as meaning a real being in ench 
other. The life and being of Christ is an all-penetrnting, sanctify
ing, and glorifying power ; the union of man according to the three 
potencies of his being, is internal, real, essential. That "Christ 
remaineth in us, and we in him," therefore, conveys the same signifi
cation as the language of Paul, lvovuauOai Xpiu-r6v (Gal. iii. 27; 
Rom. xiii. 14.) (Comp. the description given of the Word of God or 
Wisdom, as the all-penetrating power, Heb. iv. 12, and Wisd. 
SoL vii. 22, 24.) The effects mentioned as resulting from the 
participation of Christ's flesh and blood might speak in favour of 
the opinion, that the formulre Tp<irfew uapt€a, -,dvew alµ,a are to be 
understood as indicating merely the spiritul\l efficacy of Christ. But 
two things in our passage oppose this. First the phrase, ava<TT1J<TCd 
auTOV -rfj E<TXQ,T'[} f,µ,epq,. With respect to this it bas already been l'e-

l Tl.Je reader scarcely needs to be reminded that I distinguish the e.,sentittl, real, from 
the mal.<:ri.al. The penPtro.tion and transformation of matter by •pirit is expressed in 
the doctrine of the Holy Supper. 
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murkcd (on ver. 40), thntit can only be explnined f\B referring to cor
poreul resurrection. Now the foct that this is here so expressly re
ferred to the purticipation of Christ's flesh and blood, leads to an 
idea. fomilio.r to the eorly Fathers,1 and acknowledged by Luther,2 in 
their signification, but which the idealism prevailing in the views of 
the modern world does not know how to appropriate, viz., that the 
participation of ,the Lord's glorified body causes the germ of re
surrection to sink into the bodies of believers, and, so to speak, 
begets the new body within the old one as the mother, so that the 
do.y-of resurrection Is the moment of its birth. On the one hand, 
this view allows the resurrection of the body to be recognized only 
in connexion with the general development of humanity ; for, ac
cording to this, it does not stand in isolation as a magical fact, 
but presents itself in union with the general, gradually advo.ncing 
process whereby the fallen creature is transformed. On the other 
hand, it is the only one suited to the context of our passage, be
cause, without this fundamental view, the mention of the resurrec
tion either is altogether irrelevant here, or else must be regarded 
in the light of doceticism, i. e., o.ltogether denied as a literal fact, in 
conformity with the prevailing bias of modern theology. Secondly, 
our opinion is decidedly supported by ver. 55, where it is said, ;, 
uapf µ,ov (i. e., the flesh which the Logos has adopted and glori
fied) a "Jv,10 w ~ eun/3pwui~. With respect to the reading ;-importau t 
authorities (B.C.K.L.T. and several others) have, insteo.d of &x.,,
ew~, the adjective a">..'7/0'1J~- In relation to the sense, this reading 
does not produce nny essential alteration, and therefore external 
reasons only can favour the retention of a">..'7/0w~ in the text. 
But the change of sense would be very important, if o ax,,,0wo~ 
were read ;3 for while aX'7/0'1J~ is opposed to the false, a.x.,,0,vo~ 

1 Ignatins (ep. ad Ephes. c. 20), in reference to this, calls tue Holy Supper the <f>af'• 
µa,cov -rij~ d6a1111uia~. This idea. is furtbP.r developed by Iren. ndv. hoer. iv. 28, 5, v. 
2, 2. Clem. Al. Pnedag. ii. 2. ( Comp. Miinscher's Dogmengesch. Tb. ii s. 348, ff) 

2 Luthe1•'s Werke, ,volclJ's edit. Th. xx. s. 1076, ff., 1094, ft'. At the Jotter 11la.ce he 
snys, "Is he eaten spiritual/!/, through the word, he remains in us spiritually in the 
s~ml; is be entP.n co1'Porealty,-be remnins iu us corporeally CU so; e..s he is eaten, so he 
remains in us, nnd we in him, For h,! is not digested nml changed, but witllout fnil lie 
chauges us, the soul into righteousness, the bod!J b1tu immortality." I u tliese ren1a.rk
o.ble won.ls, the profoundness of the doctrine of the Supper is finely expressed. _-\s with 
Adam death came tbroughfood, so with Christ, throngbfood, comes eternal life. 

3 Tholuck contests this, an~ 1 certninly dill not formerly express wyselfwith stl.fficieut 
distinctness, innsmucU ns I c.lid not give prominence to the article. But tlrnt {3p,dtri~ 
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forms the antithesis to that which is true, but which does not 
perfectly correspond with the idea. The Logos is called (i. 9) the cf,~ 
a)v,,B,vov, because all other ( even true) light does not reach his 
splendour. Accordingly, if a)11178wo-. occurred here, or if we might 
exchange the term with ax,,,e.,,,., an exchange which the language 
of John by no means nllows, this would be very fovournble tci 
tl1e spiritual interpretation, and this passage might then be placed 
in connexion with ver. 32, ""'here Christ terms himself llfYTO'> aX,,,-
8,vo-.. But this passage is just as much opposed to that interpre
tation, if ax,,,Bii,,; remains, for then the sense is as follows : " My 
flesh is, in truth, food, and my blood is, in trutl,, drink ; they 
may be partaken, received by believers into themselves ;" i. e., 
"what I say is no mere unsubstantial comparison; it is no empty 
metaphor ; it is in truth so to be understood." The Jews evidently 
understood it thus, and on this account they so staggered at this dis
c"Ourse that they ceased to follow Jesus. Moreover, the Lord per
mitted it to be so ; he allowed them to go, without saying, " I mean 
a merely spiritual communication," which would have presented no 
difficulty to the mind of any one present. Hence a true exposition, 
-one that gives the sentiments of the writing under consideration, 
-must, even if the views of the expositor are entirely different, con-
fess that here the discourse relates to a participation of the corporea
lity of Christ. The contradiction to this which may apparently be de
rived from ver. 63 will hereafter be considered. It is only remark
able that Lucke, en expositor generally so impartial, could per
suade himself that special support for his interpretation respecting 
the spiritual enjoyment of Christ, rendered perfectly possible by 
his death, is contained in the words o T-PW"l"'v µ, e (ver. 57.) In 
reference to them he remarks "hence it results that the expression 
uapg ,ca,l, alµ,a is synonymous with eyw.1 But l,yw designates the 
entire personality of the Lord; and, therefore, if in the participa
tion of the Lord the corporeality is excluded or apprehended as 
relating merely to the death, and not to the participation itself, 

.;J...,IJ,S.. ie something different from I, {Jpwcr•• ;, .;x.,11,P'I caanot be denied. The tru~ 
food si.ands in opposition merely to the deceptive, but t.lJe real to all relative meoae of 
nourisbmenL 

I E n•n Kliag (I, c.) bas jw;tly declared himself, in the most decided manner, oppo■ed 
to thie. 
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then uap~ Ha~ alµ,a cannot possibly stand for lryw. Here it is 
synonymous only becam1e the corporeality is to be included. (As 
regards the use of out, ver. 57, in the phrases out T<JV 7T'aTepa, Bi' 

eµ,e, it is not necessary to suppose that the preposition is here 
arbitrarily connected with the accusative instead of mth the geni
tive ; on the contrary the various relations expressed by the use of 
the same preposition with different cases coincide in the idea, and 
so far they may be exchanged. Comp. Winer's Gram. s. 339.) 

Ver. 60-62. The whole of the following passage contains almost 
as many external difficulties as those involved in the foregoing dis
course of the Lord respecting the ideas. For, in the first place, 
it is in the highest degree remarkable that the Lord should thus 
suffer persons who had allied themselves to him to leave him, mth· 
out endeavouring to remove the cause of their separation, by ex
plaining the subject to them more clearly; and, in the second place, 
it is no less singular that the Saviour even asks the twelve whether 
they too will leave him, and then mentions the betrayer. Obscure, 
however, as this mode of proceeding on the part of Christ appears 
at first sight, yet it is this very thing, when rightly apprehended, 
that furnishes the key to the form of the foregoing discourse of the 
Redeemer. Doubtless the Lord thus forcibly set forth such pro
found sentiments on purpose to bring about that which, as we see, 
was ·the result, viz., a sifting of his dis.ciples. It could not promote 
his design to have any more disciples iu companionship with him 
than those who adhered entirely-heart and mind-to him as the 
Being in whom the Father dwelt; while, at the sametime, none but 
these could reapo.ny real advantage from following him. That man 
surely must be trusting too much to his own understanding, and 
placing too little reliance on Christ, whq, by means of a discourse 
which might be to him -unintelligible or apparently absurd, could 
be frightened away from the Lord, whose heart-attracting influence 
he had felt, and whose miracles he had beheld; and although he 
might even carry within him many germs of good, he was not fit to 
labour for the kingdom of God. But to labour for the king
dom of God was the very calling of the first disciples. Hence 
it was needful that persons who could not endure the test should 
be separated, for the sake of their own welfare, and that of the 
growing Church. Probably the Lord designed also to operate 
upun the mind of Judas fooariot. It would have been a victory of 

VOL. III. 2 G 
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truth if he had lrnd the candour to withdil'aw ; for his ,.emai11ing 
with the Lord was certe.i!Dly falsehood. Assuredly he could not 
have applied the words of Jesus to himself, 118 probably the other 
disciples did not (ver. 67, 68); 11.nd yet he was not restrained by 
that whkh bound the others, the flame of love in their hearts ; 
for had he possessed this, he could not have betrayed the Saviour ;
be remained. out of hypocrisy. Accordingly, we here see .Jesus, as 
it were, sitting in judgm.ent on his disciples, and selecting afresh 
for his work only those who stood the trial. 

The second part of the excle.ma:tion uttered by the disciples about 
to withdraw from Ohrist,-T{~ ovvaTa£ <UC-OIJ€£V ( = l.''DW in the sig

nification intelligere),--explains the term u,c'?,:1JpO~ inT the first part. 
The predominating idea in this expression is that of being d!fficult 
to ·miden,ta.nd. The predominance of this one idea, however, does 
not exclude the •other, of <dfensiveness ; for that which is difficult 
to understand, may, so fe.r -as it is understood, be offensive. It was 
jast -so here, e.nd on this account the Redeemer at once emphati
cally employs the term u,cavoa)\.l/;ew. In the discourse of Christ, 
there is an evident aposiopesis which must be supplied by means of 
the idefl, "ye will yet see what is greater, i. e., more difficult to com
prehend 1" The antithesis is then first between the less e.nd the 
greater, e.nd, secondly, between hearing and seeing. Were they 
already offended by a word, what would they say to actual occur
r.ences ? The greater phenomenon, the actual event, is the ava
/3a{vew TOV vwv av9prmrov, (}'11"0V ~v TO 7Tp0Tepov. 

Now this passage is in the highest degree remarkable. In the first 
place, it is the only instance in which the ascension is mentioned by 
the Lord himself.1 It is true, Christ often speaks of his return to bis 

1 De Wette rejects the reference to the ascension, because it is not related in John. 
Hut in this very place it is mentioned, and the circumstance that it is not exPressly nar
rated afterwords is sufficiently explain•d by the fo.ct that it WllS merely a natural conee
g oence of the resurrection. The sam.e scholar further tf'mftl'ks, tllnt •• the ascent of J ~ans 
to the 11lace where he w&B before does not relate to his flesb,-which he certoinly had not 
before Lis descent!' But these words are altogether without meaning; for it is no~ so.id 
tho.t·he returued to the place where he wos in the flesh, before the descent; llut thot os a 
perfect man, o.nd therefore with the glorified humanity, be returned to the plllCe where he 
wBB before, .-iz., without the some. Lucke and Tboluck think that if the ascension hod 
been referred to, instead of V. -r. ci.. the expression CTtipf ,cai alµ,a must have been em
ployed, By no means; for it was not werely the corporeolity that ascended to heaven, 
Lut tL.e entire Christ with tL.e corporeality. This unity is expressed by the name U. T. d. 
Witl1 re~pect Lo the question whether there is e. benven anywhere to which an ascent con 
b.-1.ll.lldt-, tl,e trentise in the Eva.ug. Kirchenzeit. Jobrg. 1837, "Doe Lo.nd der Herrlich-
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1''nther, but without express reference to his return with his glorifiecl 
bocly. This, however, must be supposed here on account of the con
uexion, while the term via<; TOV avfJpw7rOV also indicates the corporea
lity of Christ. To suppose a spiritual return would not hav~ occ11-
sioned the least difficulty to any of the hearers, but here the Redeemer 
speaks of something still more difficult end still more offensive than 
the eating and drinking of his flesh aud blood ; and well might the 
exaltation of the Messiah's humanity in the heavenly world be so 
to his audience, since even now this idea is seldom acknow !edged. 
In the second place, this passage renders it necessary to reason a 
posteriori ; as here the discourse cannot have reference to a merely 
spiritual return,-which presents nothing that would be unintelli
gible even to the weakest,-so also in the former portion, the partici
pation of his flesh and blood must designate more than merely 
spiritual operations of Christ upon believers. The entire discourse 
relates to his _qtorijied corporeality, the reality of which John, 
according to his main design, was compelled to defend against 
gnosticising doceticism, just as now it bas become needful to main
tain it in opposition to idealistic Gnosis. 

Ver. 63. This verse, however, appears to favour the spiritual in
terpretation of the formula " to eat flesh and blood,"' and in fact all 
the supporters of that interpretation have at all times laid specinl 
stress on this passage. It is nt the same time quite undeniable that 
in this ~erse the words of the Logos, who is the S<i>7], are them
selves represented as S<i>17 ( carrying life in themselves as well ns 
producing life, S<i>07roiovv); and consequently they must also be re
ceived in spirit and in life. In these words, therefore, we certainly 
may discover a polemic opposition to the car11at apprehension of 
his discourse. But hence it follows only that the Lord intended to 
exclude the gross views entertained by the men of Capernaum re
specting the participation of his flesh, and by no means that he 
denied all participation of ltis flesh, asserting only a spiritual im
partation of himself. The only possible way of rendering this pas-

keit,'' mny be cons.ulLed. At any rnte, the glorified corporeality must be consi<leretl 11.s 
somewhere (if not occordiug to the i<len. of localitos, yet according to that of a.licnbitas.) 
A ubiquitos personulis entirely destroys the iden of corporeo.lity; it co.n onJy be conceived 
of os operutiva. The decisi'l'e evidence, l10wever, with regard to the whole pas~e.ge is 
furnished by the connexion which necessarily intlicates that something more tlifficult 
than wbot preceded is adduced. Liioke, it is true, pronounces this view dubious, Liu t 
nevertheless ho couuot ren10,·e it from the couuexion. 

2 G 2 
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~nge suh!"rrvient to the spirituRl interpretation has been to take 11 
uapl; ovK w<f,£XEt ovoiv as synonymous with ,j u&.pl; µov. 1 But 
the flesh of Christ, as begotten by the Holy Ghost, is itself a 7TVEV· 
µanKov; his flesh, therefore, is eaten, not with the moffth of tl1e 
body, but with the mouth of fait/1. 2 It is not till a new inan is 
born through the inward baptism of the Spirit that there is no 
orgRn for the reception of the Lord"s sacred body. Hence the 
misapprehension consists in conceiving of the flesh without the 
Spirit (i. e., as not glorified by the Spirit), and thus mistaking the 
nature of Christ's corporeality. If the statement of Scripture were 
admitted, that the Lord is exalted on the throne of his glory at the 
right hand of the Father with his holy humanity, and in it he will 
return to judge the living and the dead (corn;:,. Acts i. 11, OVTCil<; 
i.XevuETai, ov TP07TOV e8EauatT8E avTOV 7TOpt:voµe,ov El<; TOV 
ovpavov, i. e., in bis corporeality), then the trne meaning of our 
passage would never be mistaken; doctrinal prejudices alone obscure 
the view.· (Concerning the opinion of Schulz, that a uCJµa 
7rllt:vµaTucov may be spoken of, but not (l uapl; 7TVt:vµaTt1'Tf, 
comp. the remarks on Matt. xxvi. 26. The latter term cer
tainly does not occur in I Cor. xv., tTIDµa being always used, and 
the unquestionable reason is that uapl; = ,ro is prevalently em

ployed as the antitltesis to 7Tvevµa. But thnt it could not be used 
is decidedly incorrect. It does not appear what pneumatic element 
pertains to a uwµa that does not to the uapl;_ ; for there is no· uwµa 
but one consisting of uapl; [ or in e.n inanimate state of tcpea~], since 
in the nature of the case the idea of an orga11£c whole ca.n be applied 
only to that which is material. In this passage, ver. 63, uwµa of 
course could not be employed, but in ver. 54 the expression uii:Jµa 
f/>a,ye'i,v would have been equally appropriate, ns is shewn by Malt. 
xxvi. 26.) 

Ver. G4, 65. The foct that several of the disciples were induced 
uy tl1e discourse of Jesus entirely to withdraw from him, is now traced 
uy the Lord to an evil principle in their hearts, viz., uubelief. The 
Evangelist, in connexion with this, remarks that Christ possessed 
the gift of perceiving _the condition of men as it regarded faith, con-

1 Comp. the excellent remarks of Kling on tl.Jie paosage (Joe. cit. e. 150, If.), wbo ap
?rehends it as supponing Christian realism, and opposing spiritualism just B.& much os 
falee materialism. 

2 AA r~gards my vif:'w of the Supper genern.J.Jy, comptlre tl1e remol'ks on Matt. xx,·i, 
2~.n 
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cemiug which subject the remarks on ii. 24 mny be compared. 
Here again unbelief is of course to be apprehended only relatively, 
otherwise it would destroy the idea. of µ,a0'1'/T7J<;. Doubtless those 
persons po!!sessed a certain faith ; not, however, that living real 
faith which springs from pure love to that which is divine, but a 
faith attained by means of the intellect. They probably found that 
certain external signs predicted by the prophets, in order to the re
cognition of the Messiah, were fulfilled in Jesus; and for this 
reason they allied themselves to him. But his heavenly nature 
had not reached their hearts ; and, accordingly, as soon as their 
narrow understanding thought itself violated by his discourse, they 
withdrew. Jesus therefore added, ver. 65, that on this account he 
had said, "Without the attraction of the Father, without the inmost 
awakening of the heart by the power of the Spirit, no one can really 
seek the Son." (Concerning this subject, comp. tbe remarks on ver. 
37 and 44.) 

Ver. 66-69. From that time many not merely forsook the Lord 
externally, but turned from him in their heart. ('A7rePX.eu0at elc; 
Ta 07r{uw occurs again John xviii. 6, and in John xx. lJ,°we find 
the expression u-rpecf,eu0at elc; Ta 07r{uw. In the Hebrew ;rio~ 
"'tin~, Ps xxxv. 4.) The declaration which Peter in the name ot· 

all the apostles returns to the question of the Lord, J.l,T/ Kal vµ,e'ic; 

fJe"A.e-re v7ra,yew, is striking. It expresses the true attachment pro
duced by the power of the Spirit, and that inmost affection which is 
not to be loosened by any intellectual scruples, because it awakens 
th~ consciousness of personal weakness and poverty as well as of 
the glory of the Lord. What they found in him they could expect 
no where else, for it was the eternal itself, that which would present 
itself in humanity in 011e sublime personage alone. 1 According to 
the ordinary reading, on <TV el Xpurroc; o vlo,; 'TOV E>eov twv-ro<;, 

this passage would be quite parallel with Matt. xvi. 16. However, 
iL is but too probable that ours has been corrected from the latter. 

l On this subject Schubert justly writes in the Symboli.k des Tr~ums, s. 168, as follows. 
11 The strong is overcome only by a stronger; the weakest of our sensual propensities is 
stronger tho..n the strongest intellectuo.l rensoning which ope.rates merely upon the in
Wfl:l'd eo.r1 not upon the heart; and mu.n is improved only when a. higller and nobler loue 
to.kes possession of bis propensities, o.nd diminishes the lower and less noble,-wben tbe 
Jig"bt of u higher sun extinguishes th~ glimmer of the iuferior spark.', Such was the 
effect which the apostles bo.d experienced in their hearts; tLeir llee.rts burned with ligl.J.t 
and fire whioh tbo Lord ho<l kindled within th~m, u.nd this drtiw them to its source. 
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According to the Ruthority of the MSS., the only reading here i~ 
on crv d o £,yio,; Tov Beov. This appellation is rnre in the New 
Testament.. It occurs in Luke iv. 34, and, according to ver. 41, it 
appears s:monymous with via,; Tov Beov. Rev. iii. 7, merely 
&'Yw,; occurs. and Acts iv. 17, £,yio,; 7ra'i,; Beov. The only instRnoe 
in the Old Testament where the appellation is applied to the Mes
siah is Dan. ix. 24. Perhaps the reason for selecting the ex
pression here wRs, that to many of the disciples the previous 
obscure discourse of Christ appeared of a profane kind, so that 
the expression was understood thus, "Notwithstanding the obscure 
discourses to which we have listened, and whioh sounded to us as 
though they were profane, yet we know tbe.t in Thee the holiness 
of the Father is manifested to us." 

One more remark is needful, as to the significant position of the 
'7l"UTTEVEtv and "'(tvwu,cew (ver. 69.) Here, as xvii. 8, the two ex
pressions are so placed that the 'Yvwui,; appears as the consequence 
of the 7rurrtr;, but John x. 38 and 1 John iv. 16, they stand just 
inversely. Lucke therefore justly observes that the position is not 
to be pressed. True faith never exists without the germ of know
ledge, and yet perfected1 knowledge here below never exists without 
faith ; the two ideas are necessarily correle.tes.2 

Yer. 70, 71. The following words a.re evidently intended to 
invite the disciples to a more thorough self-examination. JesuB 
therefore directs their attention to the favour conferred upon them 
in the call that he had given them, and at the same time pointB 
out the ingratitude of one among them, whom, however, be does not 
name. Had uprightness now triumphed in the bee.rt of Judas, be 
would have been compelled either to withdraw, or confess openly 
to Christ ; but he persisted in his insincerity, and filled up the 
measure of bis sins. As to the expression ouf/3o""A.o,;, it cannot be 
translated "devil." For if this translation be adopted, it is neces
s1try either to apprehend the passage .as meaning " he is tlu, Devil," 
i. e., the Devil bas to.ken possession of his bee.rt (e.s it is so.id John 

I Tbe term "peefec:ted knowledge;· as employed here, does not indicate tbe degr,,' of 
knowledge itself, but rather tbe <-omummatfon of knowledge infailh.-TB. 

2 Tt is intet"'P..sting here to notice the distinction of Alexander of Hales between intel
l~ctns vocie vel signi, a.nd intelleetus rei; the former, be says, precedes faith, the latter 
follows iL, for notLing can be believed that is not in a certain sense o.Jready perceived• 
Jn the '!\ew Testmnent, however, ;,,vCDcrKuv and ya,ii.crn are prevalently employed in the 
lRlL('r, more profound sense of the terms, so that they presuppose failh 
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xiii. 27), in which c11sc the urLicle must have been employed ; or 
else to render the words "one is a devil." In the latter significn
tion, however, ns equal to oaiµ6viov, neither oui/307\,oc;, nor uaTav 
occurs; both expressions constantly ilesignate, in the New Testa
ment, the prince of this world. Here, therefore, it would appear 
that the term should be understood in the general signification of 
opponent. (Matt. xvi. 23 is not to be paralleled with this pas
sage ;-comp. my Comm. in loco.) But Tholuck justly remarks in 
opposition to this, that if Christ bad said, " One among you is an 
opponent," the mode of expression would have been flat, and 
moreover, some addition might have been expected, such as oia/30-
"J\,oc; µou or 0eov. Hence I am now inclined to understand the 
expression as meaning, one among you is (not a but) the devil ; 
i. e., what the devil is among the children of God, that is this in
dividual among you. Jesus probably contemplated his circle as a 
type of the heavenly sphere : as he himself represented the Father 
and the disciples the angels, so Judas represented the Devil. ~ia-

• /307\,oc; then stands here as a familiar nomen proprium without the 
article. 



II. 

PART THE SECOND. 
FROM THE JOURNEY OF CHRIST TO THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES 

TILL THE JOURNEY TO THE LAST PASSOVER. 

(John vii. 1-xi. 57.) 

§ l. CHRIST
0

S JOURNEY TO THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES. 

(John vii. 1-36.) 

Ver. I, 2. The fact mentioned, John v. 18, bas already sbewn 
that a powerful hatred against the Lord has been developed in the 
minds of tbe Jews, and our Evangelist exhibits its gradual ripening, 
especially in this second part of his work. So long, however, as 
his hour was not yet come, Jesus avoided their snares, and on this 
account refrained for a long time from going into Judfea. Never
theless the Feast.of Tabernacles induced the Redeemer to visit Je
rusalem, probably because, being faithfully obedient to the law of 
the Old Testament, he carefully fulfilled the command Exod. 
xxiii. 17, without being disturbed about the possible consequences. 
The journey to the Feast of Tabernacles is parallel with Luke ix. 
51 (comp. the Comm. on Luke ix. 51.) For, according to the 
following representation in John, the Lord after this feast-journey 
did not return to Galilee (comp. John vii. 37, with ix. 14, x. 22, 
40, xi. 54), but remained in Judrea, whence be made short journeys 
into the neighbourhood. 

The Feast of Tabernacles (n~.:,~ty ;\t'I or l:')"'l;'~i'J'• i. e., Feast 
of booths, ur harvest-feast), belonged, with the Pas~over and Pen
tecost, to the three principal Feasts of the Jews. It was celebrated 
on the fifteenth day of ·the seventh month, or SepUmber. It re
ferred primarily to the sojourn of the Jews in the desert, in comme-
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moration of which booths were constructed of boughs ; nnd the 
great providential favours bestowed by God were ce.lled to mind 
with joy nncl delight. Connected with this wus the celebration of 
the Yintnge, but it was only a subordinate festive.I (comp. Levit. 
xxiii., Deut. x,i.) 

Yer. 3-,5. The relatfres of the Lord (respecting the aO€A-<f,ol, 
comp. the remarks on Matt. xiii. 55) seek to induce him to attend 
with them the Feast in Jerusalem, by me.king the remark the.the will 
there have e. suitable opportunity for me.uifesting himself to the world. 
Although these words may not have been spoken without some 
feelings of derision, yet it must not be supposed the.t they proceeded 
from absolute hostility. The state of mind that existed in the indi
vidue.ls above-mentioned was probably one of vacillation. On the 
one hand, their susceptibility of that which was divine would be 
excited by the words and discourses of Jesus, while, on the other, 
'they could not persuade themselves that be whom they he.d seen 
taking his part in the trifling occurrences of life was so entirely su
perior. They may, therefore, have looked around e.fter decisive 
circumstances, for the very P1;llllOSe of being able to believe.-Tbis 
pBSsage is further very important for the definition of the ao€).,</,ol, 
for, since they did not believe, they of course cannot have been among 
tbe disciples, end it bas therefore been thought necessary to sup
pose that Jesus bad two kinds of brothers, believing and unbe
lieving (actue.l brothers, end cousins), for which supposition, how
ever, no ground at e.ll exists.1 (Lucke justly cwserves that, ver. 
4, atii-6..- is to be taken as the Latin idem in the signification, 
"and at the same time," "and yet." Tboluck and Kling [Joe. 
cit. s. 154] keep a.1h6..- to the signification "himself," in order to 
render the personal reference empbe.tic. "And yet be himself seeks 
to become celebrated by means of the mode of operation which 
he adopts." 'Ev wapfr,,ulq, is precisely defined by the antithesis 

1 Ulsl.Jauseu·s vjew (expressed in his Comm. on Luke iv. 21, 22) is, tl.Jat our Lord ho.d 
llO real brotl.Jers, but only cousins. He supports his opinion cbietly by the following 
arguments-first, that if the mother of J csus bad bad otber sons, it is not likely that 
they would have had the ea.me names 118 the sons of Mary, the wife of Cleopas, one of 
whom was call~d Ja.mes, and another Jose• (Matt. xxvii. 1>6); secondly, that if the 
mother of Jesus bad Lad sons of her own, it js not likely that .Jesus would have com
mjtted her to the care of John, who did not beloug to tl.Je family; thirdly, that since, ac
cording LO the O. T. prophecies, we cannot look upon the family of David as continued 
i.D tbe line from which the Messiah sprang, it is more suitable to regard it as concluded 
in J<,su•, the elerne.I lluler of the Hou•~ of Dand.-TR. 

• 2 
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iv Kpv7rT<p; the idea of celebrity is heTe confined to publicity. 
El in ver. 4 is evi:lently to be taken hypothetically : "if thou 
canst do such things, which we do not believe;·· for the words [ ver. 5 J 
which express the unbelief of the brothers, refer to this very doubt.) 

Ver. 6-8. Jesus now refuses to go with his brethren to the 
Feast, and, for the purpose of awakening their minds, directs their 
att&ntion to the different positions in which he and they stood with 
respect to a higher will. They, free and separate from God, fol
lowed the guide.nee of their own inclination; he, on the contrary, 
never acted arbitrarily, but according to the will of God, in obe
dience only to his intimations. This is called, in other instances, 
in the language of John, "hearing what the Father speaks, seeing 
what he does;'" it presupposes an intimate union through the 
power of the Spirit, e. constant internal connexion with God, and 
observation of his operations. A true analogy to this is presented 
only in him who is regenerated. The natural man,-even he 
who is legally fe.ithful,-goes, comes, labours, rests, according to 

his own fancies, and cannot do otherwise, because he has not this 
link of union with God, viz., the Spirit of God to guide all his 
steps. (Concerning Katpoc; Jµoc;, comp. the remarks on John ii. 2; 
Matt. xxvi. 18. Here, as also ver. 80, we are not to understand 
by it the termination of the earthly life of Christ, but a time more 
closely at hand, which is, nevertheless, to be apprehended as of 
divine appointment.) . 

Ver. 7 expressly indicates the enmity of men as the reason that 
deterred Christ. In this respect, also, a similar difference appears 
between Christ and the brethren. The latter belong, according to 
the very principle of life by which they are animated, to the Kouµoc; ; 

the Lord, on the contrnry, dispenses that Spirit which opposes 
everything worldly. Hence the world must contend against him, 
and, as the Destroyer of its life, must hate him 11s it hates 1111 those 
also in whom the Spirit of Christ operates (John xvii. 14.) 

The open declaration in ver. 8, ouK: ava/3atvw, is remarkable, 
since in ver. 9 it is said, TOT€ tcal. auTO<; dvi/317 elc; rhv fopr,fv. 
Through fear lest the Lord should appear to have spoken falsely,, 
some transcribers have put oww instead of ouK, and Knapp and 

l Where this anxiety has not been felt, the passage has actually been employed to main
tain the necessity of lying. An applU'ent insto.nce or the kind occurs nlso in the o. T .. 
in the passnge, 2 Kings viii. 10, 14-. 
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Lecbm11nn hove e,en received it into the text. lint, in nddi· 
tion to some 1\1:SS. in 1\1:atthrei's clo,ss and versions, only the 
codices D. and K. contain this re1uling. 1\1:oreover, it is evident 
tbat a doctrinal motive may easily hove occasioned the correct.ion. 
If, however, the passage be viewed with an unprejudiced mind, 
it cannot be so.id that there is any difficulty in it. For since oim-c., 
immediately follows, it is self-evident tbat ovrc is to be understood 
with the addition of vvv. Ovrc avaf3a[v"' is not a negative with re
spect to the entire future (nay, the future is not employed), but 
merely in reference to the present time. Tholuck, indeed, thinl{s 
the words de; 'H}v lop-riJv Ta v -r 'T/ v would shew that the Redeemer 
did not at all intend to go, and on this account conjectures an in
accurate report of the language of Christ. But I do not think this 
hypothesis is at all capable of being este.blishecl. 

Ver. 9-J 3. After the expiration of a few days, the Lord also 
proceeded to Jerusalem, and, in order that be might not excite ob
servation, he went i·n perfect silence. (I understand the words we; 

iv rcpV7T-r<j,, ver. I 0, like the expression i. J 4, as the so-called .:;, 

veritatis, " quite in secret." Liicke, who is followed by Tholuck 
and De "\Vette, translates, " as it were." But siuce the open cle
cle.ration ov cf,avepwc; precedes, the stress must lie on the words a"A."A.' 
Cd'> iv rcpll7IT<j, ; and with this, the above accept~tion is evidently not 
quite consistent.-Verses 11-13 describe the excitement of the 
people respecting the person of Jesus ; no on:e was indifferent, but 
the opinions concerning him were very various, and the people only 
shrank from publicly expressing them on account of tbe Sanhe
drists. ('A.,yafJo,;;, ver. 12, according to the common usus loquendi, 
is to be understood only in a subordinate sense, as meaning one 
who does not cherish actually evil designs.) 

Ver. 14, 15. It was not till the middle of the Feast that J~sus 
made his appearance publicly and taught in the Temple. (The 
Feast lasted, as all great Feasts of the Jews, seven days, and hence 
the middle was the fourth day.) From the following remarks of 
the Jews, it is probable that the Redeemer did not merely teach in 
the open air in the front court, but delivered a formal discourse, 
perhaps in the synagogne, which was placed in the court of the 
women. (Comp. Tholuck on the passage.) The auditors were sur
prised at bis erudition, as they knew that he bad not enjoyed the 
usua.l rabbinical education. (Ali the Jews knew of no learning 

3 
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npnrt from religion, the ,yp&µµaTa nre notl1ing else thnn the sacred 
Scriptures, in the exposition '?f which the entire education of Jews 
was concentrated.) According to the Jewish custom, with respect 
to which, however, it is n question whether it was so completely 
established in the time of Christ, no one could teach unless he had 
been the regular pupil of a Rnbbi (,-,o1,r,) and a Rabbi's assistant 

(-,:in-) No one but a Rabbi might deliver his own sentiments; 

th~- pupils o.nd assistants were only at liberty to repeat what they 
had learned. (Comp. Tholuck on the passage.) 

Ver. 16-18. The Saviour, proceeding from this remark, points 
out the difference between his doctrine and that of the Rabbies. 
The object, to which the doctrine of the Rabbies pointed, was indeed 
subste.ntially the right one (Me.tt. xxiii. 2, 3), but their relation to 
the true doctrine was false. They taught without a true divine 
commission, and without a divine call (acf,' eav-rwv), and in so do
ing sought honour from men ; hence they were characterized by 
inward falseness and injustice. ('A§uda, ver. 18, designates the 
unjust relation generally,1 in which their morn! life stood to God. 
Comp. the remarks on Rom. iii. 21.) On the contrary, the Lord says 
of l1imself, thaL he does not regard his doctrine as his property ( out<. 

lcrT£V eµ:11), he does not speak of and from himself ( a:7r' eµ,aUTov), but 
in the name and by the commission of God (Tov 7reµ,-.fravT6<, µe), 
whose honour alone he seeks. (Comp. with respect to the same 
sentiment, v. 44, viii. 50.) Accordingly the aim to advance per
sonal interests and freedom from every thing selfish here form the 
antithesis ;-the former rendering the individual unprepared for the 
reception.of divine grace, even although the words of the Old Testa
ment are possessed and taught, as in the case of the Pharisees. This 
obscuration of the inner man through impurity is especially pointed 
out ver. 17, and further dwelt upon ver. 19, ff. In this the Re
deemer discovered tl1B reason of the strange phenomenon, that men 
would not perceive the bright lustre of the divine nature in Christ. 
,Jesus describes the ,yvwcrt<, of the divinity of his doctrine as depen
dent upon the 0eX€£V TO 0eXT}µ,a TOV 0eov 71'0t€'i:v. 

It is evident that the will of God is not the injunction of Christ 

l According to Liicke o.nd Tholuck, Cl.8,t<la is = ~i''D or ':'i~"'I~ in the signi.fice.tiou of 
fnlsehood. But in tlrnt cnse we shoulcl here hnve o~.1-~ an i~,~ersion of the sentence 
oi"i-ro,;; dAJ'10,.,s eaT,. 'At5,Kia ccrtoinly never exists wit.hont iute.rnoJ fe.lselloo<l, but 
r:O,Kla nncl lJ,fl'Ou,;; o.re noL on this account Aynonymous. 
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alone, but also that of tl1e Old Testament (comp. ver. 19, ff.), nnd 
even of conscience itself (Rom. ii. 14.) The divine commnnd 
is in its nature one and the same in nil the forms of its mnnifesta
tion, only it is represented in different degrees of d\welopment. 
Sincerity in regard to the known law of God is always required ; 
this determines the real position of the mind towards God, and pre
pares it for deeper and deeper penetration into tha.t knowledge. On 
the contrary, he who is insincere, a.nd does not practise what he 
knows, but evades the practice by sophisms (the very conduct which 
characterized Pharisaism), blinds himself, until at length he cannot 
see tbe brightest light. This passage is practical, 1md of tbe higl1est 
importance to biblical psychology ; for its fundamental idea is, thnt 
the faculty of knowing does not act in isolation, but that man's 
capacity for knowledge is constantly conditional upon his i11cli11a
tio11.1 lf the inclination follows that which is not pleasing to God, 
it beclouds the capacity for knowledge, the mirror of the soul 
becomes obscured, and lusts destroy in error (Ephes. iv. 22); but 
if the desire be direct~d towards that which is divine, the ability ~o 
know it increases. Hence in our passage the ,yvwaw is intention
ally described as dependent, not upon the 71'0te'i:v, but upon the 0.e
Mtv 71'ote'i:v. The perfect accomplishment of the will of God, on 
the one hand, is often prevented by circumstances, while ou the 
other, because of sinfulness it is not possible to any one. Even the 
sinful man, however, may, under all circumstances, evolve the 0e)..eiv 
(i. e., not the positive, practically efficacious will [,8ov)..eu0at], 
but the negative desire and longing) in the depth of his soul
and in this consistR the true nature of the fear of God, and of love 
to the truth. Hence Pascal very truly says, "in ordE!'r to love 
human objects it is necessary to know them; in order to know 
those which are divine it is necessary to love them." 

Ver. 19, 20. The Redeemer now discloses the fact that they 
themselrns were making no effort whatever to fulfil the law of God 

l Liicke, it is true, is correct in his opinion the.t the older exposition of this possnge, 
according to which, duing the will of God here meBlls faith in Jesus, and the fulfilment 
of his commands, is not tl.le most suitable; for ver. 19 clearly shows that the discourse 
bas reference also to tLe fulfilment of the Mosaic law. But tl.Jis does not interfere with 
the use of onr passage as au argument for Christianity from interno.l experience, since it 
involves the idea that the faithful application of what is known concerniug God is the 
only means by which we can continually attain a more profound and essent.io.l llnow. 
leAlge of him and of bis will. 
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us delivered to them by Moses, in such a manner, that he brings to 
light their hostile feelings towards himself. Jesus, as it were, says 
"Ye disobedient persous do not so much as keep the most essential 
commands of the law." No doubt his reason for extending the 
statement thus universally to all (ver. 19, ovoel, ig vµ,wv) was that 
those hearers who surrounded him most closely were his most 
thorough and zealous opponents,-tbey sought to catch him in his 
words. For ver. 25 there appear nve,, who are decirlely distin
tinguished from such as seek to kill. Hence I cannot agree with 
the opinion of Tholuck, who observes that the exclamation of the 
lJx71.o,.: "Thou bast a demon," proceeded from the lips of persons in 
the court who, having come from other countries, were not acquainted 
with the evil designs of the leading men. The character of these 
impenitent individuals is for more correctly denoted when we sup
pose that even the most furious opponents of Christ represented 
themselves to him as innocent. (The formula oaiµ,ovtov exEL, is 
here to be taken merely as a prevailing mode of expression, 
synonymous with µ,atveu-0at. The most striking proof of this is 
furnished by John x. 20, where-the latter term is employed as on 
explanation of the former. The former expression certainly was 
founded in the notion that µ,avta originated in being possessed by 
evil spirits ; but when this language was employed, the speaker of 
course did not possess a distinct consciousness of this connexion. In 
such a case, it would by no means have been said that Christ spoke 
by the power of the Devil. The expression bad a different meaning 
in Matt. xii. 24; comp. the Comm. on the passage.) 

Ver. 21-24. The Redeemer drops the question respectiug their 
desire to kill him, probably because this desire, being purely internal, 
would not be demonstrated. He confines himself to the disclosure 
of their want of right principle, shewn by the fact that, while they 
represent him as a violator of the Sabbath on account of beneficent 
acts of healing which be performed, they themselves no less break 
the Sabbath by circumcising on that day. (Concerning this question 
comp. the remarks on Matt. xii. 3, ff.) 

It is, however, a. mo.tter of distinct inquiry to what ev l!p,yov (ver. 
21) refers. It is said that the subject of reference was the healing 
on the Sabbath, recorded John v. l, ff. But this took place during 
a. former visit of Christ to Jerusalem, and it would have been a 
strange thing if the very same Pharisees who theu censured him 
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on account of that act, had also rebuked him for it now. It is fe.r 
more natural to say that a similar circumstance had tnken pince, 
and this gave rise to the whole conversation. Moreover, that J·esus 
had again wrought miracles is clea\-ly shewn by ver. 81. He con
trasts his single deed with the continual occurrence of circum
cision, which in the cases of all children born on the Sabbath was 
performed on the eighth day after, i. e., on the following Sab
bath. (8av~vHv here evidently involves the additional idea of 
censuring, just as it may express also the additional idea of prais
ing, according to the connexion in which it occurs. It ordinarily 
takes the genitive, and occasionally the accusative. The construc
tion with oui is re.re; but compare Mark vi. 6, and also Aelian, 
V. H. xii. 6, where it is said of Marius: Oavµ.atoµ,ev avTov oia 
Ta, Eprya. Schulz, however, thinks it necessary to differ from Gries
bach and Knapp, and refers oia Tovro to the sequel. He observes 
tbat John frequently begins sentences with oia iovTo, e.g. v.16-18, 
vi. 65, viii. 47, &c., as also 1 John iii. 1, iv. 5. Meanwhile, in the 
cll!Se now pefore us, this connexion with the sequel does not appear 
altogether suitable, because it does not afford any sense more con
gruous with oia Tovro. Lucke is of just the same opinion.) The 

. parenthetical remark that circumcision originated from the Patri
archs (waTepe<; = M'i:l~ comp. Rom. ix. 5, Exod. iii. 15) deserves 
our notice. (0vx 3n -=relates to the preceding clause, Mwuij,; 
oeOCIJK:EV vµ,'iv T'TJV wepiToµ,71v, thus: " I do_ not mean to say that it 
litere..lly origne.ted from Moses, on the contrary, its origin was more 
ancient.") The object of this remark is certainly no other than to 
augment the importance of circumcision by adducing its higher 
antiqnity. Then, since this involved as it were a justification of 
their conduct in practising circumcision on the Sabbath, it also in
creased the force of the argument that Jesus employed; for if they 
themselves infringed the Sabbath, why might not the Redeemer 
also do so, and especially for a still more worthy purpose? Circum
cision, like everything belonging to the Old Testament, related only 
to the uap~, while on the contrary the healing performed by Christ 
related to the whole man (comp. the Comm. on Matt. viii. 2); with 
Lim the cure of the body was merely a stepping-stone to the restora
tion of the spiritual life. 

(The observation. that the 3M<; llvOpwwo<; stands in contrast with 
tlie t!v µ,EM<; effected by circumcision, appears to me quite unsuit-
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nblc.1 The inner life necessarily belongs to the entire man, nod 
therefore the expression cannot denote merely the body. "Iva µ3-, 
""-v0fi o voµo<; Mwulw,; is to be understood thus: "in order that the 
lnw should not be broken." It is true I cannot admit with Liicke 
that o voµo<; here means merely the command to circumcise, for, 
in my opinion, if this nlone had been referred to, "I lv-ro")\,71 would 
have been employed,-the term that designates the individual decla
rations of the voµo<;. But o voµo<; here is the Mosaic law in rela
ti01t to circumcision ; he who transgresses one of its precepts 
transgresses the whole low. Accordingly, the design in practising 
circumcision on the Sabbath was to avoid the neglect of a higher 
law for the sake of a lower. Thus Christ says: I do not neglect 
the strict observance of the Sabbath arbitrarily, but in order to 
fulfil the higher command of love.) By such a representation of the 
reasons of his conduct, the Lord now hoped to turn the judgment 
of his opponents from that which was external (Ka-r' 8·,fnv = Ka-rci. 

TTJV uapKa, viii. 15) to that which was real,-the inward motive of 
the act. 

Ver. 25-27. Some. well-meaning citizens of Jerusalem ( different 
from the inimical persons alluded to in ver. 1 D) wouder at the 
muteness of Christ's enemies, and think the latter m!ly have taken 
him for the Messiah himself, which they were inclined to do, since 
their susceptible minds felt the power of the truth uttered in the 
words of Christ, and the manner in which he acted. But ex
ternality held them in fetters, and prevented them from en
tirely opening their hearts to Christ; they thought that the origin 
of Christ the Messiah would be entirely unknown, whereas that of 
Jesus was known. Concerning this opinion of the Jews (which 
Scripture directly contradicts, since it names even the birth-place 
of the Messiah), we have, iu the rabbinical writings, no valid evi
dence.2 The idea of the person from whom this notion originated 

1 Kling (loc. cit. s. 106)1 wilh whom Thohick agrees, thinks that the wounding of one 
member in circumcisiou is contrasted with the corporeal healing of tile whole mnn by 
01.irist. But nccording to tbis 1 circnmdsion is represented as iri..tlicting injury upon 
rnon,-o. view quite contrary to that of the 0. T.; it was o. meuns of so.J.n1tion, i~s s11-ving 
tendency, huwever, being, like everything belonging to the 0. T ., merely externnl UU(l 

by way of metaphor, whilst Christ saves internully. This view is quite consistent with 
the foJlO\\'ing KaT' O\Jnv, which here is equal to t:crrd aCl.pKa, 

2 Pussnges such as Justin: 1\1. dial. c. Tryph. p. 226, 336, etlit. Sylburg, to wllich 
nppeo.1 hns been mnde, ore not relevnnt to this question. The forme·r only snys, that 
tl.ie l\lfeRsinh, until his anointing with the Sph·it by Elias, would not be known either 

\'OL. III. 2 H 
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m1ty l11n-e beeu pcrfoclly correct, viz., thnt no one would know tl1e 
eternal heRv<:'nl_v origin oft.he Messiah as the Son of God. (This is 
intimated in the Old Testament., Is. !iii. 8, Micah v. 2; in the New 
Testament, Heb. vii. 3.) The untutored multitude, however, mis
understood the idea, and refon-ed the ignorn.nce respecting the origin 
of the .1\1.essiah to his external advent. They may have thought, ns 
the Marcionites did, that he would descend suddenly from heaven, 
although this would have formed a. contrndiction (not to be won
dered at in connexion with such crude views) to the prevailing 
opinion that the Messiah would be a mere man. At all events, the 
entire notion was one merely partial, and not entertained by the 
whole nation. (Comp. Matt. ii. 4, ff.) 

Ver. 28-30. Lucke is certainly correct in maintaining that the 
following answer of the Saviour presents a fine stroke of irony ; 
Jesus grants them that they are acquainted with bis earthly origin, 
but he so much the more decidedly denies that they know his 
heavenly origin, for he says, "Ye do not so much as know him 
who sent me ; how then ce.o ye know my relation to him ?" This 
expression appears too strong, since the Je'l\'.S still constantly wor
shipped the trne God ; but their conception of God did not asnwet 
to the living nature of the Eternal ; they had not the 0eo<, a7vq-
8wo<,, but an inferior notion of him, in various ways obscured. • 

Here a.gain, therefore, the signification of a"'A.'T}8tv6<, is the strict 
one in which the term is employed by John; it is not (like a"'A.'TJfJIJ<,) 
opposed to the absolutely false, but to the 1·elative, the imperfect. 
The idea of the Jews respecting God was not absolutely false, 
while e.t the same time it was not complete. Jesus here contrasts 
the essential knowledge of God with e. merely notional knowledge ; 
the former a.lone prepares us to recognize thaL which is divine 
wherever it may be presented to our notice. These pointed accu
sations now excited all~Lhe acrimony of the Jews; but so long as 
the Lour fixed by the Father was not arrived, their rage against 
Lim led to no result. 

Ver. 31, ~2. Now as sin became more gluriogly manifest, so 
the better characteristics were increasingly displayed; many were 

10 othen or to L..illlself. Accordingly, L11ut vasso.ge l.J.a.s no referP.nce at all to I.lie earthly 
origin. The second passage says tllat tLe Messio.b would at first Ue mi8lake11, and would 
not Le recognized till after l1is manifestation in glory; tLis, therefore, like the otherJ lnts 
i,o cu11uexion witL t.Le popu.Jo.r ootioa that Jolin here mentions. 
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seized by the power of llw words and notions of Jesus and believed. 
So much the more zealously, however, did those among the Jews 
who were influenced by Pharisaic prejudices endeavour to arrest 
the effects which he wns producing. 

Ver. 3.3, 34. This induced the Redeemer to hint at his departure, 
which would take place soon enough. Jesus makes use of very simi 
lar expressions viii. 21, ff. and refers to them xiii. 33. From the latter 
passage it is obvious that the words were directed to the Jews, and 
not at all to the believing disciples. That elµ,t here, as ver. 36, is 
the correct reading, does not admit of a doubt, for elµ,, occurs no 
where in the New Testament, and it is evident that here the term is 
employed only as parallel with im'a,yw ; nor is there any ground at 
ell for understanding elµ,t here in the sense of venire; on the con
trary the present tense is simply to be token in the future signi
fication. Most important, however, for the interpretation of this 
passage is the question, how may f;71-rew be interpreted? Grotius 
maintains the view that it designates hosti/e seeking, in the sense : 
" ye will then for~ plots against me in vain, I shall then be entirely 
rescued from your power."' But this is not consistent with the 
words : ln µ,tKpov XP6vov µ,e0' vµ,&v elµ,t; for had the Lord in
tended to convey the meaning : " ye cannot abridge the short time 
that I shell yet spend here," this must hove been otherwise ex
pressed. Moreover the parallel passages ( viii. 21, ff., xiii. 33) 
plainly indicate another sense as that of the passage. 

The words xiii. 33 leave no doubt at all that f;71-re'iv is to be under
stood in the good sense, .as meaning to seek and long after through 
ardent desire. Hence arises the following elevated sense of the 
words,-one truly worthy of the Redeemer: "Unwise men! ye 
know not what ye do, in rejecting me, your Deliverer. Soon enough 
will your foolish desire to see me removed from you be fulfilled. 
I shall remain with you only a short time, and then return to my 
heavenly Father. Then ye will perceive your perfidy, and seek me 
with sorrow ; but ye will not find me, or be able to reach me.'· 
The objection urged against this interpretation, that the Jews did 
not wish to fly to beuven, is very easily removed, if the pith of the 
sentiment be apprehended. To be able to come to Christ cannot 
mean merely to be corporeally near him, but signifies to experience 
his power and his life spiritually. The Redeemer here represents 
this as that which they will one day desire in vain. It cannot be 

2u2 
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said in opposition to this, that if this desire were tr11e, Christ would 
satisfy it even in the case of the Jews, and that they might thus 
come to him even after his departure to the Father. For, nccord· 
ing to the universal doctrine of the Bible, the hour of grace mny be 
lost. To these persons whom Jesus addressed, the hour of.gracious 
visitation vras the present; if they did not avail themselves of this, 
they could by no means recover that which was lost at any time 
they pleased ; but it would be with them as with Esau, who found no 
place for repentance, though he sought it with tears, and therefore 
certainly exemplified tbe t"1T€'iv. (Heb. xii. 17 .) 

Ver. 35, 36. The bystanders do not apprehend the pregnant 
meaning of Christ"s prophetic words. In nccordance with the ex
ternal bias of their minds, they conjecture something external, and 
this not without a mixture of derison (comp. viii. 22.) They sup
pose that be intends to turn from the Jews, amongst whom his 
labours were so ineffectual, to the Gentiles, for the purpose of con
verting them. ("E"'Jl."J\,T]v€i; are not Jews among the Gentiles [Hel
lenists), but pars pro toto Gentiles in general; it is only by under
standing the term thus, that due force is given to the antithesis 
between this and the supposed departure from Jerusalem. The 
signification of o=opa is sufficiently determined by the words 
0£0iuTIC€£V TOV<; "E"J\,"J\,71var;; it here designates, not the oiacrrrapevT€<; 

themselves, but the place of their residence, comp. 1 Pet. i. l ; 
James i. I.) 

§ 2. DISCOURSES AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE FEAST OF 

TABERNACLES. 

(John vii. 37-viii. 59.) 

Ver. 37. In what has preceded (vii. 1-36), no important dis
courses standing in immediate connexion with the main purpose of 
the Evangelist have occurred. The pai·agraph has been occupied 
with historic preparations (so to speak) for that which follows and 
completes the picture of the scene in which the Redeemer moved 
during this residence in Jerusalem. The verses vii. 40-52 also are 
to be viewed just in the same light. But the passage vii. 37-39, 
with which viii. 12-59 is immediately connected, forms the com-
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mcncment of a great number of discourses, all of which appear to 
have been on one day ,-the concluding day of the Feast of Taber
nacles. These are most intimately associated with the chief design 
of the Gospel, since they throw increased light upon the person of the 
Redeemer himself nnd upon his ministry. The history of the adul
teress (vii. 53-viii. I I) evidently interrupts the unity of the dis
courses, and therefore our speeial consideration of it, critically os 
well as exegetically, is postponed to the conclusion of chap. viii. Of 
the Lord"s first discourse, in which he represents himself (simi
larly to the description in John iv.) as the water of life that satis
fies all desire, John gives only a brief notice, adding an explanation 
(ver. 39) of his own. Doubt1ess Jesus pursued these thoughts 
further; but this the Evangelist did not need to do, because the 
conversation with the Samaritan woman involved all that apper
tained to the subject. Probably, however, the mention of i5owp 
here was occasioned by an external cause, as was the case at J acob"s 
well. The last day of the Feast of Tabernacles, as the last feast
day of the year, was commenced with ceremonies of a character 
altogether special, on which account it was called iJ µ,eya)v,,. The 
generally joyous character of the Feast on this day br,,ke out into 
loud jubilation, particularly at the solemn moment when the priest, 
as was done on every day of this festival, brought forth in golden 
vessels water dmwn from the stream of Siloah which flowed under 
the Temple-mountain, and solemnly poured it upon the altar.1 

Then the wor<ls, Isa. xii. 3, "With joy shall ye draw water out of 
the fountains of salvation" were sung, and thus the symbolical 

1 Pluto.rcL, Sympos. lib. iv. Opp. t. ii. p. 671, describes this custom, an<l calls it bacchic, 
because it wo.s connected witll the vintage and wore o. very joyous character. He snys: 
Tijs- µEyla--r11,;: Kai 'T"t:Auo.,-ciTtJ!:' .f.op-rijs- Tap' all-roi-;:;, Ka1pOs ia-r, Kai O Tp6vos A,o• 
vlla''-f' 7rpoatJ,cwu• ,.,.;JV ,,ap X.ryo/,1,ilJfJU IITJa''Tdav liKµUt'ovTL -rpv-y11Ttfi -rpa7Ti't'n:~ 'TE 7rpo

Tifhv-ra, 7rav,oaa"11"'ij~ lnrWpa~, ll"11"'0 aK1JVai-; TE KatJtcia,v, iK K]\r,µ.dTwv ,uci:A,o--ra Kai. 
KlTToii O,a'ff"e7r>..e-yµ.iva,~, Kai 'Tf)v -,rpoTipav T,j~ iop-r7]v o-K71vrw tivoµUt'ovcnu. 'Oi\.i-ya,~ 

OE Vo--repov hµ.lpa,s a'AX11v iop-r,jv olJK. ciLt O,' alv,-yµci:Twv, O:AXci iiv-ru~pu,; BciKxou Ka

Aovµ.ivou 'TEX.oiiaw. ,. EaT& OA Kai. K p a T 1J po q, op i a TlS iopT;., Kai. Bupo-ocpopia 7rap' 

aUToi~, iv fj 6Upo-ous e'xovTES e:s TO hpOv elo-laa,v, ElaeX60v-ru· OE. 0, -r, OpWcriv oUK. 

'l.aµ.u,. ElKos Oi Btucxelau eiva, TCI '11"0&0llµe11a, Kal ytip a&A?rL")'f, µ,Kpais, Wtr7f'E(> 

'-4pyeioL "TOLS ArnvutTlcn~, avaKai\.ollµev ... ..,, -rO 0edv x.pWvTa1., Kai Kttfapit'ov-ru ETepo, 
7rpoaiao-,v oVs, aU-roljA1i.ii-ra~ '1TpoaovoµUt'ouaw, ei-re 7rapd -r1iv AVaiov. 1:Z-re µa.XXov 

7rapti .,-Qv •Ei.i,ov 'Tijs i11"tKX.'1aews ')'E')'EVtJµiv·rp,~. Comp. Joseph. Arch. xiii. 16. Lnke
mncher, olJserv. suer. Lib. i. p. 18-78, t.J.•pnts at large upon this us1;1.ge, only he is mis
taken in thinking tlmt the Jewf;t <leri,•ed it from the bt1.ccllic 1·ites of the Greeks: the hos
tile opposition between Jews ond PRguns would not have permiUetl this (comp. LunUius 
jud. beiligtb. s. IOD~, ff.), 
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reference of this act, intimated ver. 39, was expressed. (Comp. 
,viner's Reallex. s. 403.) It was probably upon the occasion of 
this ceremony thnt the Saviour uttered these words, in which he 
represents his Spirit as water for eternal life. 

Ver. 38. The Saviour now extols the virtue of the water: it not 
only allays thirst and invigorates, but renders the individual who 
partakes it himself a living fountain ( 71"tO-TEVEW here equals 7r{

vew, comp. vi. 35. We have already enlarged upon the idea,iv. 14.) 
We are not to suppose that Jesus here alludes to all those passages 
in which the knowledge of God is represented as water covering the 
land (as some expositors think is indicated by passages like Is. xi. 
9, xliv. 3, ]viii. 11), but rather that the allusion it1 only to those 
(such as Joel iii. 18; Zech. xiv. 8; Ezek. xlvii. 1-12) in which 
a reference is made to a stream issuing from the Temple-hill. 

The metaphor is evidently as follows: the Redeemer compares 
himself with the Temple, and represents himself and every believer 
as -a living Temple ; as the fountain of Silonh poured forth its 
waters from the Temple-mountain, so also a stream of heavenly life 
issues from the Redeemer and from nil those who have become 
like him. Gieseler (in a remark in Uilmann's Studien, Th. ii. h. 
i. s. 138) lays stress on the expression e~ TTJ~ ~o,Xla~, and thinks 
this indicates a reference to the circumstance that the water poured 
upon the altar by the priests flowed by means of canals from the 
recesses of the mountain into the brook Cedron. Although this 
may be too far-fetched, ~o,Xla stands like lr;?#' (Prov. xx. 27), for 

the interior generally. Hence the expression, taken in its highest 
metaphorical sense, may imply e. reference to the corporeity of the 
individual by whom this water is received, and the sense would 
then be: "the entire man, spirit, soul, and body, by means of the 
water which I give him, is purified, and becomes himself a living 
fountain of happiness." The circumstance that the water ove1:ftows 
and is poured f"ortli to others, necessarily presupposes abundance 
in him from whom it issues, and presents this abundance in its 
highest and most extensive sense. The Lord, who is full of 
grace, gives to the children of men a full ove,:Jlowing measure. 
(Luke vi. 38.) Liicke's remarks, in opposition to the idea of 
the overflowing and pouring forth, are of no importance what
ever ; for the circumstance that John does not explain this reference 
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in vcr. :30 only proves thut it wus not his purpos~ to muke uery 
nllusi on in the worcls of the Lorcl prominent. 

Ver. 39. According. to his own custom, the Evangelist accom
panies this saying of the Lorcl by an interpretation. Tl!e living 
wuter is, in his view, the 'TT"Veuµ,a, which believers were about to 
receive, and which, in the following words, he designates more 
precisely us the /i,ywv. Simple us this thought is,1 the conclusion 
of the verse is, on the other hancl, _pregnant with meaning, for, 
according to it, this Spirit was not yet there ( oiJ7rw -ijv), and that 
because Christ was not yet glorified. These ideas are, in a doc
trinal point of view, of the highest importance. (Compare the 
hints ou Luke i. 15, 35.) In the first place, that oiJ7rw -i]v has 
no reference to existence, is self-evident; for the Holy Spirit is 
to be conceived of as eternal, just as much as the Father and the 
Son. In order to obviate such a mistake, in many manuscripts 
additions are made, as e7r" airro'i,;, oeooµ,evov, oofJev (Lachmann 
has, without sufficient reasons, merely on the authority of the Codex 
B., received the reading oeooµ,evov into the text),-expressions in
tended to designate the relation of the Holy Spirit to the disciples. 
This same thing is also plainly indicated by the concluding words, 
ir:i which the oogaufJf'Jva£ of the Son is mentioned, not merely as a 
period, but as a mediative and conditional circumstance to the com
munication of the Spirit. The glorification of Christ ( comp. the 
particulars on xiii. 31), of course, respects his humanity, which, 
through the power of the indwelling Deity, was spirituulized and 
deified. This process does not appear to have been completed till 
the ascension ; hence it was not till after this that the fulness of 

l The objections urged by Liicke (in loco) ngninst John's interpr~tation eppenr to me of 
no consequence. He thinks that the UOwp tWv, with which the Lord compo.res himself, 
means J:w'J alWv,os, not the '11"vEtiµ.a, sinc€'i John was not mnde acquo.inted with this till 
after the outpouring of the Holy Ghost. But tw,j· alWvi.os is only a const"quence of the 
'11"vEUµ.a; the principle imparted by Christ is nlways the Spirit,even where merely its e.ff'ect 
is mt'ntioned. The use of the simile of outpouring "(Acts x. 4~; Rom. v. 5; Tit. iii. 
6), which is not suited to fire, sntisfuctorily shews thnt in the N. T. 'l'l"'vEtiµa is frequently 
compared with wnter, which Lil<'ke denies. Moreover, nccording to the declaration of 
.John, it is not needful to tnke PeVa-oua-, ns au nbsolute future, for Jesus, even before the 
Pentecost, imported his Spirit to those who belie\·ed in him (John xx. 22); the outpow·
ing of the Spirit is mentioned only ns the highest point of bis n,nnifest(ltion. It is u.lso 
to be remarked thnt tile iden of nu outpouring of the Spirit, nccortling to po.ssoges such 
ns .Joel iii. I (in the English ii. 28-Tr.); lso.inb xxxii. 15, xliv. 3; Ezek. xxx,·i. 25, 
xxxix. 20, wo.s very fnmilinr to nil Jews. (On this subject comp. Kling's remorks in op
position to Liicke, loC'. cit. 8. 132. r.) 
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the Spirit was p_onred out upon the apostles and the fil'st believers.1 
In perfect hnrmony with this is tlie decleration also of the Lol'd, 
x,i. 7. Ed.V µi) a7T'tX-0w, 0 7T',1,pa.1i~"7TC><, olnc h,Evuera, 7T'p0<; vµa<;, 

since death nnd the glorification connected with it were the condi
tfo11s of the impartation of the Spirit. Hence these wol'ds evidently 
involve the idea that the manifestation of the Deity in men to.kes 
place by degrees, and is conditional upon the gradual perfection of 
those in whom the manifestation is made. The Spirit of God 
built within Mary the holy Temple of the Lord's body, that he 
might dwell in it as a pure immaculate medium ; and it' was by the 
power of this indwelling divine Spirit that the Lord's body gradu
ally became so glorified that the highest manifestation of Deity
the Holy Spirit-could be poured forth from him upon mankind, 
like an all-quickening and sanctifying stream. In constant union 
with this influence of the Holy Spirit, the power of the Lord's 
glorified humanity was so displayed, that lie communicated to bis 
followers not merely his Spirit, but also his flesh and blood, ren
dering them in all respects conformed to himself,-bone of his 
bone, and flesh of his flesh (Ephes. v. 30 ; Phil. iii. 21.) 

In accordance with this we may now determine the manner in 
which we are to regard the operations of the Holy Spirit before the 
glorification of the Lord, with respect to those who lived under the 
New Testament. According to 2 Pet. i. 21, we find the Holy 
Spirit acting in the ministry of the Old Testnment prophets, and the 
New Testament spe!l.ks of the activity of the s11me spirit in John the 
Baptist, as well as in the physical creo.tion of Jesus (comp. the re
marks on Luke i. 15, 35.)2 The express mention, however, of the 
Holy Spirit in the Old Testament occurs only in Psalm Ii. 13; 
Isaiah Ix.iii. 10; anu the whole of the Old Testament shews that the 

.J As tL.e Sun operated in mankind Jong before bis incarr,ation., so o.lso the Spirit was 
manifested loag before tbe 011/pourin_q. But as tbe fulness of tbe life belonging to 
tLe Son was not re'r'ealed until his incarnation, so also the Spirit wns not displayed in 
his fulJ power till the outpouring at Peutecost. The ouLpouring of the Spirit, therefore. 
i.::i Llle so.me circumstance in his development e.s the inco.rno.tion is in tLe develo1Jment 
of the Son. Concerning tLe incarnatfon of the Spirit in o distinct personality, traces 
of wi.JicL. doctrine occur in several sects, Holy Scripture knows nothing. ( Comp. the 
observations on Acts x.ix. 2.) 

2 TLe idea expressed by Olebe.usen, in his Commentary on these passages, i8 that tbe 
term ,,,,.,.,EVµa U-y•ov, as employed there. designlltes the divine essence in general, which 
occoriliug to its no.Lure is holy. He t1.Jjuks it is not there to be token ns menning liternlly 
ll1£' third Person in thf' Godhead.-TB. 
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idea of it in tl1e minds of enlightened men under that dispensation 
was but very obscure. (In the Apocrypha the term 7TVEvµa a,ytov 
occurs Wisd. Sol. i. Ti, ix. 17.) It may indeed be said that the whole 
difference in the operations of the Holy Spirit under the Old and 
nnder the New Testaments, consisted in this,-that under the latter 
economy it was manifested in greater copiousness, that it was dis
played in more extraordinary gifts, and more various forms of opera
tion (l Cor. xii. 7, ff.), and it acted more :permaneutly, while under 
the Old Testament its operations appears changing and transitory. 
In that case, however, it was not so much something really new that 
was given in the New Testament, as merely the Old Testament ad
vanced; and hence the instances to which we have refe1Ted, although 
tbey cannot be overlooked, were not altogether fair specimens, but 
on the contrary essentially defective. For in so far as the Deity, as 
such, is spirit and is holy, it cannot be denied that the Holy Spirit 
also ,vrought in the Old Testament as is indicated also by the for
mulre, ·' God spake" and "the Spirit came upon the prophets," which 
occur in instances almost innumerable ; and further, according to 
the necessary unity of the Father, Son, and Spirit, in consequence 
of which neither acts without the others, the activity of the Holy 
Spirit must always be connected with the operations of God in the 
Old Testament. Nevertheless the usus loquendi of Scripture and 
the internal relation of the Persons of the Trinity itself justify us 
in distinguishing between the operations of the Father, of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, as different Persons in the divine Being ; 
and in relation to this distinction we must say that the ministry of 
the.Holy Spirit commenced with the glorification ofJesus, and the 
outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost. Hence the view which has 
often presented itself in the church respecting particular economies 
of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, contains some 
truth. The operations of the Deity under the Old Testament were 
those of the Sun; those of the Holy Spirit commence with the Pen
tecost. This is indicated especially by the last great discourses of 
the Lord concerning the Holy Spirit (comp. the remurks on John 
xvi. 7), in which also the departure of Jesus is represented as the 
necessary condition of the Spirit's munifestation. It might be said 
that until the glorification of Jesus the 7Tvroµa &,ywv operated as 
ivouf0eTov, and after this as 7rpocf:,6piKov. The proper work of the 
Holy Spirit is regeneration, and the entire creative operation of God 
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in the souls of men; accordingly the new birth essentinlly belongs 
to the New Testnment, the specific effects of the Holy Spirit being 
played first under that economy. (Comp. the Comm. on Matt. xi. 
11.) 1 

Ver. 40-43. The demeanour of J esns, the ardour of his speech, 
e.nd the power of the Spirit which proceeds from him, powerfully 
affect mnny of his hearers ; they perceive something great in him 
( concerning o 7rpocf,>7T'TJ<;, comp. the observations on John i. 21), 
only they stumble at the circumstnnce that (according to their erro
neous opinion) he was not born in Bethlehem. Without making 
thorough inquiry, they allow themselves, through this external 
circumstance, to err in relation to the impression of their hearts, 
and thus they betray their shallowness and indolence. • 

Ver. 44-49. In those who were less susceptible of impressions 
from the truth, the counterpart of this is now presented : they desire 
to lay hands on the Holy One of God, but a.re held in fetters by 
an invisible power. Meanwhile this feeling amongst a portion of 
the people encourages the Sanhedrim to make an experiment for 
the purpose of arresting him officially ; officers from the Temple 
(vrr'l}p&ai) are sent to bring him before this tribunal. But, al
though these men are untutored, their minds, being simple, acces
sible to the power of the truth, and not entangled in error through 
self-interest and sophistry, are too powerfully wrought upon by the 
word of the Lord ; and they return from the errand on which they 
were sent without executing their commission. Doubtless these 
individuals were incapable of apprehending the thoughts of Jesus, 
but the impression made by his demeanour overcame them." • To 
this powerful, although, at the same time, purely subjective con
viction, the arrogant Sanhedrists oppose a merely e:x.ernal cir
cumstance. "No man of rank or learning believed in Jesus, there
fore they might conclude, that there we.s nothing superior in 
him." The peculiarity of Pharisaism which bas been transferred 
to the more recent Rabbinism, is discovered in the over-valuation 

1 De Wett.e here as usaal resorts to dogmatism. He calls my exposition subtle and 
en·onf!ous. Jnste&.d ofpro,•ing this, he makes the monstrous assertion tllo.t '' the idea of 
Llit Holy Spirit as a Person is implied in the 0. T. more plainly than that of the Son ns 
sueh." (! ?) 

~ Here ~-e mey well apply tlie fine _soying: cujas vita fu)gnr est, ejus verb11 suu 
rr,uitrue. 

3 
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of that whiuh is outward,-the inculcated form of the knowledge of 
the law, which too often presents itself without that true Jove and 
desire for divine things whereby the law itself is most justly ap
prehended. With this haughty, excessive estim!).tion of self, is 
associated a shocking contempt of others; the people who are not 
formed in the rabbinical mould are called e7ruca-rapa-roi, as those 
who, being without the knowledge of God, are delivered over to de
struction. (The,Rubbins abuse the uneducated with the appellation 
r:)1$iJ c:,~, · and even fj?,aj, i. e. abomination, while, on the con

trary, they call themselves W']'ij? c:,:iz. Comp. Lightfoot on the 

passage.) • 
Ver. 50-52. Probably the rebuke was administered to the offi

cers of the Temple during a sitting of the Sanhedrim, in which it 
was intended immediately to condemn Jesus. On this account 
Nicodemus, whose heart was bound indissolubly to the person of 
the Lord by the conversation held with him at night, ventures to 
speak openly in his favour. He reminds the assembly of the law 
of Moses that no one was to be condemned unheard ( comp. pas
sages such as Exod. xxiii. l ; Deut. i. 16, 17, xix. 15. With 
a,cov<TTJ, ,cpfr'Y}<; is to be supplied.) According to ver. 51, however, 
we are not to suppose a decree on the part of the Sanhedrim to ar
rest Jesus; in this case they could not have been thus censured, 
and Jesus would not have withdrawn himself, as was shewn by bis 
conduct at the end _of his life. The affair is rather to be regarded 
us a private enterprise of some Pharisees who wished, not to appre
hend him, but to have him put to death without a hearing. These 
men endeavoured to avert the disagreeable truth by a derisive jest ; 
they reproach Nicodemus himself as a Galilean, and tell him that 
no prophet comes out of this half Pagan land. This assertion was 
false, for both Jonah and Elias1 were from Galilee. But when 
Bretschneider2 deduces from it the spuriousness of the Gospel, think
ing it inconceivable that the true John should attribute such an 
error to the Sanhedrists, who were:so accurately acquainted with the 
Scripture, he evidently goes much too far, for in the heat of the 
debate it may easily have happened that such a minute historical 
circumstance was overlooked. 

1 ,vhetber Nahum also WILS from linlilee is nut to be lleterm.ineJ, on account of th€" 
uncertain situation of his birtll pince, Elkosh. 

2 Comp. probab. de evang. Johnnnis indo]P- pt origint> png. 99. ~'l'l· 
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Here the following history of the ndulteress obviously interrupts 
the connexion. The passage viii. 12 ( comp. with this viii. 21, 
30-59) pro,es that the discourse commenced vii. 37 wns pur
sued further ; its unity also is clenrly indicated by the connexion 
of the idens, while viii. 20, 59 shews that the whole took pince in 
the Temple. The paragraph vii. 40-52, as we hnvt, remarked 
-nbove, is merely an intervening description of the circumstances 
occurring at the time when the discourse was delivered. In the 
passage vii. 53, on the contrary, we find the altogether dissimilar 
statement : €'1T"Dpev871 [,cacrro<, El<, TOV Ot!COV aUTOV, 'I,,,a-ou<, oi 
€7T"OpEuBE Ei, TO lJpo, TWV h..aiwv, with which viii. 50 is utterly 
incompatible, for, according to the latter, as vii. 3 7, ·.Jesus ngnin 
teaches in the Temple. Being convinced upon other grounds also 
that the history of the adulteress is spurious, I have preferred post
poning the close consideration of this till after the interpretation of 
the entire section, in which it is unsuitably inserted. (Comp. the 
particulars after .iii. 59.) 

Chap. viii. 12. The words wherein the Redeemer represents him
self as the cpw, Tou ,coa-µ,ov (comp. i. 4), which guides all who 
follow it into the right path of life, are evidfmtly parallel with 
the passage vii. 37, where Christ describes himself as the {Jooop 7"7]'> 
s"oo77<,. He obviously endeavours to draw the attention of the people 
to himself and win them for the great end of his mission. For this 
reason he presents himself to them as the possessor of all the powers of 
the higher life, who can satisfy every want and every desire. Lucke, 
mistaking this common bond between the discourses, thinks they 
must be regarded as separated by n greater interval. He says that 
7r,i).,u, may be understood as indicating also a later discourse de
tached from the previous one by the space of several days, and tbat 
.Jesus appears to have been dealing at one time (vii. 40) with the 
people, at another (viii. 13) with the Pharisees, at another (viii. 22) 
with the .Jews, at another (viii. 30) partly with believers and partly 
with unbelievers. But this variety of relations is very simply ex
plained on the hypothesis ~hat the Lord spoke first with this and 
then with that party in the mixed concourse ; while the supposition 
that the Saviour uttered these words also on the concluding dny of 
the Feast of Tabernacles is pre-eminently favoured by the foct, that 
reference is made to an external circumstance in the ritual of the 
feast wliich explains why .Jesus compares himself with light us he 

4 
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formerly did with wnter. In the court of the women there stood two 
colossnl cnndlesticks decomted with n multitude of lamps; towards 
evening, these were lighted up, and the people danced around them 
with gi-eat rejoicing.1 Even this usage had a symbolical significa
tion (comp. Zech. xiv. 7-16); Jerusalem was thus to be represented 
as the city that enlightened the world, and the light symbolized the 
element of joy and pleasure. Now nothing is more appropriate than 
that the Lord, in allusion to this chandelier which was then about 
to be lighted up (for after the lighting, the jubilation of the mul
titude would not have permitted him to discourse), should say: "I 
am the true Light of the world-all that is symhollically represented 
in the sacred rites of the Temple, is actually fulfilled in me!" Lucke 
also thinks it likely that Jesus connected his discourse with some
thing external, but he is of opinion, with Kuinoel and Dr Paulus, 
that the chandelier was illuminated only on the first day. On the 
one hand, however, it certainly is probable that as the drawing of the 
water took place every day during the feast, the illumination also 
was repeated; while on the other, it is sufficient to admit that the 
colossal candlesticks remained there, and that Jesus in l1is address 
alluded to them. 

Ver. J 3, 14. In reply to the declaration of Jesus concerning 
himself, the Pharisees say that his evidence is not true, because he 
testifies of himself. Had they said that, being a testimony re
specting himself, it was not valid to them, the remark would have 
been more tolernble; but even in this form it would have contained 
an evident falsehood. On this account the Lord thinks proper 
first to maintain against these daring sinners the sublime elevation 
of his position, and not to condescend to them as he did, ver. 3 J, 

till afterwards. He declares that his witness is true, for it results 
from the most absolute knowledge, in which they are altogether 
wanting.- If vµ,e'i<: be taken in the wider signi:ficntion, as referring, 
not only to the individuals who had spoken, but to man in gene
ral, the words vµ,et<; 0€ OU/C oloaTe, /C. T. x., at the same time con
tain the reasons why no man whatever bore testimony to him ; for 
his origin in God ( 7T00e11 't)X0011), and his return to Goel ( 7TOu 

V7Taryw), ns di vine actions, surpass everything human ; they can 

l Comp. Lundius jiid: heiligth, s, 1055, tf. 
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be perceived only through the reception of divine powers into the 
mind.1 

Ver. 15, 16. In perfect harmony with this is the observa
tion tlrn.t the Pharisees judge according to thnt which is external 
(KaT4 ~v uapKa, comp. vii. 24), because they are not capable of 
discerning the interior. But the words following, e,y@ ov Kpivw 
oiK>fva, appear to depart from the connexion. The best mode of 
understanding them is to take them as forming a remark by the 
way, intended to show the aggravated character of their sin, in this 
sense: "I teach peacefully, and misconstrue no one, but ye assail 
me with your sentences of condemnation ; if, however, ye aro 
obliged to judge me in this manner, I pass a true sentence, for I 
judge in the strength of God." (Comp. the Comm. on John iii. 
17.) 

Ver. 17-20. This mention of the Saviour's consubstantiality 
with the Father leads him, just as in v. 32, to represent the 
Father as the witness to himself, and (which is remarkable), in 
this instance, he refers to the law of the Old Testament, Dent. 
xvii. 6, xix. I 5. (The words are quoted only in their general 
sense, and from memory ; in the Hebrew, as also in the LXX., 
they run quite differently.) Now in the first place, it is singular 
that he should say : olo liv0pw7rot, though the expression liv0pw-
7ror; is here to be taken only in the signification of "personality."' 
In the second place, it nevertheless appears that there is only 
one witness, viz. the Father, the testimony being certainly in fa
vour of Christ. But the Redeemer evidently views- his divine 
nature in its distinction from his human existence ; the Father and 
the Son are the heavenly· witnesses, and, if we will,· the Holy 
Spirit also, as the third witnees, testifies to the human form which 
they saw before them. (Thus the passage is parallel with the cele
brated verse, I Johnv. 7, where, indeed, the reading is erroneous, 
but nevertheless three heavenly witnesses are to be conceived of, as 
standing in contrast with the three earthiy.) The materialistic 
Jews do not understand the words of Christ, but think of a cor-

1 The comparison with c:f>~t; corresponds very well witL. these words, for llS nothiug 
co.n manifest light, .beca.uee liglit is itself the all.manifesting element, so that which is 
di,·ine is itself its only witness. On tLis point Augustine finely reme.rki,: lumen et olio. 
dt:monelrat, et se ipsum, testimonium sibi perhibet lux, o.perit ennos oculoe, et sibi ipsa 
t~stis est. 
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poronl futher, nud nro therefore repelled by the Lord wiLh tLe dis
elc>Sure of their entire ignorance concerning divine things. They 
possessed merely notious respecting God and divine things, and 
mude these notions the objects of their worship; but the ability to 
discern the diciue nature was in them altogether extinct. 

At the conclusion it ie added, by way of information as to the 
locality, that all this was spoken in the Temple (vii. 37), near the 
,yal;ocf,vXatciov. Here, doubtless, reference is made to the chests 
in which contributions for the Temple were collected. There were 
thirteen of them ; on account of their shape· they were called 
trumpets (r,;-,o;w) ; they stood in the court of the women, in the 

very place wher; the great candlesticks were situated, from which, as 
we have seen, Jesus took occasion·to represent himself as the cf,w<; 
Tov ,ct,ap,ou. The circumstance that Jesus taught publicly in the 
Temple, and yet no one could lay bands on him, forms a fine con
trast with the rage of his enemies. The band of God protected the 
Beloved until the hour of the great sacrifice. 

Ver. 21, 22. Since all is closely connected up to ver. 59, we 
have sufficient reason for understanding 7raXtv here also as relating 
to the s~me day, thus: " after a while Jesus began again, &c." 
'T7ra,yw obviously relates to the same thing as the Redeemer spoke 
of viii. 14. Concerning the sentiments themselves expressed in 
these verses, we have already made such remarks as are requisite, 
in the exposition of vii. 34, ff. ; the only thing peculiar to our pas
sage is presented by the words: tcai ev Tfj aµapTta vµwv a7ro-
0aveur0e. They evidently indicate that l;'T}TE'i:v is to be understood 
as meaning to seek through desire; while the observations on vii. 
34 clearly shew that the Saviour might well say : " at a future time 
ye will_ implore my aid, but nevertheless ye will die in JO!lr sin," 
because they hod known the time of their visitation, and yet bad 
not lteeded it.1 Here again, os vii. 35, the Jews make a perverted 
interpretation of the words of Jesus, which, in oddi_tion to the per
version, involves a bitter reproach, because the Jews regarded 
suicide as a crime that inevitably led to hell. Origen thought this 
view of the matter supposed too much malice, and hence it was his 
opinion that the Jews alluded to a tradition, according to which it 

I We nre not to suppose u permutation of lv and din in tlle sentence iv Tf, U.µ.apTir..-1. 
llµ.O.·v d'1t"otJa11E'ia6E; tl1e seus~ is just this, tlrnt they would die without being delivereil 
Ji:om tlleir siuR,-in u stnte of bo1lllnge to tllew. 
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wRs expected that the Messinh would die in a mnnner moro god
like (0ewn:pov) than the ordinary one, viz., that he would ns it 
were put himself to death. 13ut of such a tradition there is no
where any trace. (Comp. the details on this subject in Lticke's 
Comm. on the passage.) 

Faber conjectures a71"o~evoi instead of a?TOICTEvel, so that the 
a.nswer would be parallel with that given vii. 36 ; but this conjec
ture is not confirmed by manuscripts. It is true that if the words 
be understood as a jest, the meaning is certainly impudent and ma
licious, but still we cnn easily suppose how a jester might be in
duced to utter it. 

Yer. 23, 24. With calm perspicuity, Obrist, in opposition to their 
scorn, unfolds the entire disparity between hi_s position und that of 
his hearers. The passage iii. 3 l is similar, where, instead of EiC Tov 
,cauµ,ov Toll'T'ov,1 we find EiC n}, ,yiJ,;. In our's, however, as is not 
the case in iii. 3 l, the expression designates, not merely the origin, 
but also the degraded carnal disposition. This prevented the Jews 
from believing in Jesus, because his holy natw·e was exactly con
trary to their unholy. (E,yw elµ,i scil. o XptuT6<;, the one, great, de
sired Prophet= the Heb. i:.:i~:, .,:ii:.:i.) 

Ver. 25, 2G. Here the meaning i~ obscure. In the first place, as· 
regards the words uv Tfs e1 ;-they contain a question full of in
solence, as Tholuck expresses himself, and of malevolent ridicule
''Who dost thou suppo'se thyself to be? Dost thou fancy thyself 
the Messiah ?" Luther takes the expression ns ingenuous. " Oh 
yes, what thou sayest is indeed true ; who nrt thou, good Master, 
.Jesus ?" Lucke, like Luther, in the oldest edition, translates : 
"Who art thou then? and.Jesus said: .Just that which I have already 
told you." But the question, thus understood, appears as if it 
arose from actual want of instruction ; and this is not at all consistent 
with ver. 26. 

In the second place, greater difficulty is presented by the answer 
of Christ. As to the text itself, it is a question whether 15, 
n or 3n is to be read, and whether after XaXw vµ,'iv a full stop 
or a comma should be placed. The reading 15, n is according 
to all critical authorities to be preferred. The other reading 
arose from ignorance, and perhaps nlso from the explanation 
of the passage propounded by Augustine, according to which, T)iv 

1 Concerning KOcrµoJ: otjTo~, comp. tbe remarks on John :xii. 31. 



nosr1,;1, OF .JOHN vrrr. 2t,, 2(;. -HJ7 

,ipx/JV is tnken ns cm accusative in the signification of principium, 
so that the sense is this: " regard me ns the Origin, i. e., the 
Author of all things, because I speak with you, i. e., I have con
descended to you." 

But the incorrectness of this view is beyond all doubt; TTJV 
apx,jv is certainly to be taken ad.verbially, and hence also the read
ing Sn is inapplicable. As regards the connexion with ver. 26, all 
modern expositors agree in opposing it; they differ from one 
another merely in the view taken of TTJV ap·x/JV· The interpreta
tion " from the beginning," equal to am_. apxi'J,;;, maintained by 
Tholuck, is indeed supported, so for as the terms are concerned, 
by passages in the version of the Seventy, such as Gen. xliii. 
18, 20 (where in the Hebrew the expression is i1',n.n:i) ; but if 
the sense of the words be " that which I said eveTn• at -the begin
ning" (" of my ministry" is the best addition that can be made), 
then their order must be altered, and the sentence must run : o, n 
Kai TTJV ap-x,TJV vµ,iv )l.a)l.w. Besides which, no instance is recorded 
in which the Lord said this at the beginning of his ministry. Lucke 
therefore, with Erasmus, Wolf, Kuinoel, and Tittmann, takes TTJV 
apx11v in the signification of ;5)1.w,;;, omnino, profecto, like tiµ,,fv, so 
that the meaning of the words is this : " truly I am no other ( E"fW 
Elµ,, supplied) than I also tell you." But it is felt that thus the 
Kal (which Lucke translates "without reserve") does not snit; and 
moreover, if this rendering be adopted, we must read E')l.a71.'T}a-a 

instead .of 71.a71.w. In the interpretation of this difficult passage, I 
decidedly agree with Dr Paulus in preferring the signification 
" :fi.rst."1 This view involves no grammatical difficulty whatever; 
the accusative absolute here presents the expression in its ori
ginal sense, from which the other signification " truly" is derived. 
TTJv ap-x,,jv can have this meaning only in so for as tbat which is 
first is also frequently most important; on the contrary, "first, in 
the first place," is the most natural sense_ Dr Paulus, however, 
takes ver. 25 in entire separation from ver. 26, and thus injures the 

1 The result of the investigation into this pnssnge instituted by De Wette (compa 
Stud. und Kritiken, 1834, h. 4) is that tb.e words mean "from the beginning I am tbnt 
which I tell you." In nn extrnordinnry mnnner, however, he takes" from U1e beginning" 
ns equivnlent to" before nll things" or" certninly," nlthough it refers oaly to the begin
ning, nad cannot meo.n nnything else. The separation of ver. 2~ and 26, which De 
Wette nh10 tnnintnins, is quite erroneous. -
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iuterpretation of the passage. He translates : " in the first place, I 
nm that which I even now tell you, i. e., your Rdmonisher. In the 
second plnce, I have also yet much to say to you, &c." In this way R 

difficult ellipsis arises, and the discourse i1;1 extremely obscure. On 
the other hand, the connexion of the whole is simple, ifver. 25 o.nd 
26 are united, and then the sense is this: " first I have, ns I 
plainly tell you, much to say to you in the way of rebuke o.nd cen
sure; and thus I am your serious admonisher." It is only accord
ing to this view of the passage, which in several Codices isindicatecl 
hy the blending of the two verses, that Kal o.tto.ins its proper sig-
11.ification. The circumstance that no "secondly" follows "first," 
is founded in the sentiment which runs through the whole argu
mentation; for the answer is intended to be one of rebuke, o.nd the 
expression " first" awakens the idea that Jesus, if he had thought 
proper, could have said much more to them. Hence he adds, by 
way of example, the statement that his judgment is perfectly true, 
because it is that of Deity itself, though effected through the Son. 
(Concerning the a,cove,v of the Father's voice, compare the parallel 
{P..hrew, v. 19 ; and respecting the ,cplvEw of the Son, the re
marks on iii. 1 7 may be consulted.) 

Ver. 27-29. In accordance with the remark of the Evangelist 
that the Jews again did not apprehend the meaning of the words of 
Christ, this paragraph of the Lord's discourse is wound up-with his 
declaration, that they would recognize him in his peculiar elevation, 
when they had lifted him up. The passages iii. 14, and xii. 82, 
33, according to the authentic interpretation of their author, leave 
no doubt concerning the import of the Saviour's words. The ele
vation of Jesus on the cross, the deepest circumstance of his humi
liation, was at the same time the very point et which the most 
copious display of the fulness of the Spirit in him would commence, 
and et which he would be recognized by many even among the 
Jews; and moreover many of those who had already received strong 
impressions from the truth, bot were not in a position to set them
selves free from many prejudices, after the perfection of the Lord, 
would be overcome by the power of the Holy Spirit. The Re
deemer again connects the necessity of recognizing him with the 
truth that in him nothing of his own, in detachment from the 
Deity, was presented, but rather the pure expression of the divine 
will itself, against which nothing could stand. (Concerning the 
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words ov,c acf,i,,cE µ,e µ,611011 o 7Ta-r17p, which occur e.lso John xv1. 
:12, comp. the remarks on Matt. xxvii. 46.) 

In regard, however, to the words &n e,yw -ra apeu-ra avnj, 

'TT"Otw 7rcf11-ro-re, it is certainly to be observed that they do not fur
nish the reason of the intimate union of nature between Father 
nnd Son, as if the Father never left the Son because the Son 
always did his will; this would argue merely a ·moral union, which 
would depend upon the fidelity of the Son. On the contrary, the 
fidelity of the Son was the consequence of the oneness of nature ; 
in Christ the impossibility of being unfaithful was according to his 
higher nature. Hence 3n e,yw "· -r. J\.. is to be understood as implying 
the visible expression of the internal invisible consubstantiality be· 
tween Father and Son; so that the passage must be taken thus: "the 
Father has never left me yet,for ye see I constantly do that which is 
pleasing to him, and no one among you can convict me of a sin." 

Ver. 30-32.1 By means of the words -rav-ra au-rov MAOVlJTO<;, 

the sequel is immediately connected with that which precedes. 
Among the hearers many believed in him, and to these in particular 
Jesus addressed himself. The following verses express new and 
exalted ideas concerning bondage and freedom, the children of 
God and those of the Devil. In the.first place, however, it is re
markable that, although this discourse was held with persons who 
believed, yet Jesus reproaches them with the desire to kill him 
(ver. 37 and 40), and even calls them (ver. 44) children of the 
Devil. But the term '1T"tu-revo11-re<;, here _ applied to the bearers of 
Christ, is to be understood as in John ii. 23-25, vii. 40, viz., as 
designating a certain credit given to that which the Redeemer might 
be in accordance with their own views. At the same time it was 
possible for this to be associated (as in the case of Judas) with 
great insincerity of heart, and the words of the Lord indicate that 
such was the fact in the case before us. Still, strong as are the 
accusations of Christ against them, it is by no means necessary to 
suppose that they had formed a definite and determined plan to 
kill Jesus; it is sufficient to understand that the general sinful 
element predominated in them. This very thing, indeed, may have 
led them to acknowledge the Messiah in the person of Christ, since 
they hoped that through him their vain projects would be fulfilled. 
But as soon as Jesus sbewed himself to them as one who would by 

1 Comp. Kling in the Studien, 1836, h, 3 s, 661, fr., on the sectiun J o\m \"iii 30-46. 
¼ l ;.! 
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no weans flatter their vanity, but would rebuke it, the appo,rent good
will degenerated into hatred; that diabolic element (the pnrent of 
murder) forced itself into prominence, and nt once brought forth its 
fruit in actual deeds (viii. 59.) 

In the .~econd place, in this discourse again (as chnp. vi.) it ap
pears objectionable that the Lord should, ns it were, irritate his 
hearers by the pungency of his remarks, in which be represents 
them es slaves and children of the Devil. But, in the present case, 
just as in the others, this conduct on the part of Jesus properly be
longs to his wise mode of instruction. It was by no means com
patible ~ith the character of the Saviour to keep the people in good 
humour, and partially attract them to himself by means of com
pliances; on the contre.ry, he wished to dart into their minds the 
word of God, which penetrates through joint and marrow (Heb. 
iv. 12), in order that he might disclose to them the concealed 
heinousness of sin, and truly deliver them from it. In the case of 
the sincere, this succeeded, and be thus bound them eternally to 
himself; but those who were not sincere, as soon as they expe~ 
rienced his rigour, turned away from him, and, instead of their appac 
rent affection, cherished hatred more bitter than ever. The insince
rity of the persons whom Jesus here addressed is at once indicated by 
the words (ver. 81): a)vq8wr; µ,a87JTai µ,ov ea-Te. For according to 
the usus loquend.i of John (comp. i. 9) these words cannot mean, 
" ye are not perfected disciples," but their sense must rather be, "ye 
are not sincere upright disciples; if, however, ye remain in my word 
ye may become so; since it will lead you to the consciousness of your 
insincerity." (Accordingly &,-,..,7J8wr; is not to be interchanged with 
a¼8wwr;.) The only difficulty, in this case, is that µ,eveiv EV -rrj, 
),.,rry<p presupposes the elvat, and how .can this be pr~dicnted of the in
sincere? The word of Christ, who is the original word (the Logos, 
i. l ), completely partakes his nature; his word is divine, and ope
rates in a divine manner; as Jiving power it penetrates into the 
depth of the heart, and that, not merely in the sincere, but also 
in those who are not sincere. In the former it produces consola
tion and invigoration, to the latter it administers rebuke. It may 
therefore be said that the words e'lvat .ev T<j, AO,Y'f' eµ,rp, or 
inversely, )w,yor; eµ,or; ea-n ev Twt, are applicable even to the 
most insincere person,1 when ho experiences the power of God 

1 To be entirely free from the word or God, wouM be a predicate of tLe Devil. F.ven 
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even a_r7ainst his will ; but liis gaining salvation from the word of 
God depends entirely on the 1-dvew. The insincere man seeks to 
get rid of his troublesome admonisher as soon as possible, and 
drives the Spirit of God away from himself, but he who is sincere 
endures the correction in penitence and humility, and thus his soul 
is restored. Accordingly it becomes evident that the association of 
µ,evew in the word with ,yvwui,;; -riJ,;; &>.,,,0ela,;; is quite psychologi
cally correct; for the power of the word is received only in -,rtunr;, 
and every man as a sinful being, according to the degree of impurity 
that is in him, is the subject of a variety of feelings which contend 
against grace ;-the result of which is that with him first this, and 
then that, is not right as it respects God; but ifhe persevere, the en
tire work of God gradually becomes unfolded in his soul with perfect 
distinctness, and in this little world he beholds, as in a mirror, the 
universe in its most essential relations, so that ?dun<; produces 
,yvwui<;. The aXri0eia itself, however (comp. the remarks on i. 
14), which the true ,yvwunKo<; possesses not merely as a system of 
ideas,1 but in its full reality, calls forth another new condition, 
that of e'"'>.eu0epla, to the development of which we are ,conducted 
by the sequel. But the Son of God himself is the truth in its 
reality, and hence also ver. 36, the liberation is ascribed to the 
Son, who is the truth itself, as he is the life itself. 

Ver. 33, 34. The sad political state of the Jews, in connexion 
with that lively consciousness of their elevated vocation which ob
tained among the people, had awakened a fanatic strife after freedom, 
and this was displayed, during the contests with the Romans, in horri
ble scenes. Instead of taking their oppressed condition humbly from 
the hand of God as the punishment of their sins, they daringly endea
voured, in opposition to God, to acquire an external freedom by con
.quest. Nothing, therefore, was more intolerable to them than to be 
considered the slaves of men. In their longing after the :Messiah, 
they were beguiled especially by the hope that this Desired-One 
would make them the lords of the world. Hence it must have 
surprised them very much, that Jesus, whom they were disposed 

in the most Uegrmle.<l man, the voice of the Lord still spenks by tbe reproaches of con. 
science. 

t A logicC11ly correct system ofidens mny be possesse<l by mnn in union with iuternul 
folschood. I-fence tbe sncred Scriptures nttribute no vnlue to corl'ect ideas alone; they 
1·e11ui1·0 intornnl Lruth, from wllich conect idens nnturo.lly proceed. 
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to regnrd as the 1\fessiah, should treat them as Soii>.oi. They at 
once supposed that he referred to au exterm\l bondage, nud adduced 
their noble origin from Abraham. The Lord therefore conducts 
them more deeply into the idea of freedom, and to this end describes 
its opposite, Yiz. slave1·y. 'Aµ,a,pT/,a, is the predominating element 
in spiritual slavery, and 'll"'oiew T'YJV aµ,a,pT/,av is at once its conse.· 
que1tce and the &ign by which it is betrayed. Accordingly, he 
who is 8v-rw,;; t!XEv0epo<: appears entirely freed from the control of 
aµ,apTla. The reading ri}<: aµ,a,pTw<: is not quite certified, but there 
is by no means sufficient critical authority to justify its rejection. 
At all events, the only expression that Cllll be supplied after ooiiXo<: 
is ri}<: aµ,a,p-rla,;;. Tholuck thinks it gives - to the sentence a per
fectly different meaning, because, if it is retained, 8ovXo<:, ver. 35, 
must be taken in the sense "servant in a family," while in ver. 34 
it menns "servant of sin" in .the metaphorical sense. But the 
difficult comparison in ver. 35, 86, is only to be taken generally, 
and as a new illustration derived from the general idea of Soii

Xo,;; ; this, therefore, cannot exert any important influence upon 
the view of ver. 34. But Tholuck understands the passage, 
without the addition of ri}<: aµ,apTla<:, thus : " He who yields himc 
self to sin, loses more and more of the control over himself, and 
becomes its slave." This interpretation appears to me mistaken ; 
the discouxse here certainly is not on the subject of gradually be
coming governed, but on that of being entirely under the dominion 
of sin. All men in their natural condition commit sin, and, on 
this very account, all are servllllts of sin, lllld do not cease to be 
so until the Son makes them free. Hence the idea of oovJ\:o<; in
volves llil acknowledgment of the germ of good in man; for that 
which is evil itself, cannot be enslaved,-this can only be the case 
with that which is good.1 That which is entirely evil is as destitute_ 
of God as that which is good is free from evil ; between these two 
stands the d.v0pll>'l7'o<: yvxu,o<;, with a germ of good-this germ, 
however, being held in the power of evil. To this condition the 
Redeemer directs the attention of his hearers, in order to awaken 
the idea of a perfect freedom, arising from the perception of bond
uge and the effort to obtain help which this would induce. 

l In the fifth edition, Tboluck, a\tbougb be expels ... ;;. aµap.,.la• from the text, nt tbe 
se.me time jnstly obSE;n·es that the sense is not by this means alt~red. Sinfulness is 
something foreign to man, and tbe inmost man does not eo11sent to sin. 
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Ver. 35, 8G. The connexion of the following statement with this 
is simple. In order to excite n lively desire of freedom, the Re
deemer describes the difference between a oovl\.oc; and e. u[<,c; ;-the 
former is e. stranger in the house, the latter is the lord and heir, and 
nlwnys remains in it (Gal. iv. J, ff.; Heh. iii. I, ff.) The illustra
tion, however, drawn from the oovl\.oc; seems to create some diffi
culty. For, not merely does aµ,ap-rLa appear as the lord of the 

-~ov>..o<;, although it cannot be the Fe.ther of the Son, but moreover, 
if God be regarded as the Po.rent, the metaphor is not clear, since 
the serve.nt remains constantly in the house, 1 although indeed as a 
servant, whilst the grown-up Son becomes lord. For the solution 
of this difficulty, which in fact is not- unimportant, various methods 
have been devised. As regards the reference to the custom of sell
ing or liberating servants (which, according to Exod. xxi., was ob
ligatory every Sabbatic year), Lucke, following the example of 
Lampe, justly remarks that it is not relevant, since the subject of 
discourse here is something bad. It is true that being sold may e.t 
that time have been regarded as an evil, because the servant thus 
became subject to a stranger ; but, if this circumstance be placed 
prominently in view, it gives rise t:o the idea of a severity in the 
lord which is not -0onsistent with the connexion, since we must re
gMd God as the Lord of the house in which the Son remains for 
ever. Hence Lucke, as also Chrysostom and Theophylact, take ,i,e

vew w -rfj ol,clq, synonymously with exeiv egouu{av xapL1;€u0a,, to 
have the right of liberating the servant. But, in the first place, it 
is unnatural to put upon that expression a sense which it does not 
at all convey ; e.nd, secondly, it would follow that -0u µ,evEw must 
be understood in the signification " not to possess the right of libe
rating," aB Liicke aJso thinks; and thus an entirely strange sense is 
given to the passage. On. the other hand, the reference to the expul
sion of Ishmael (Gen. xxi.), admitted by Li.icke, in harmony with 
Ca.lvin, Cocceius, and Lampe, is perfectly appropriate, and is ex
pressly indicated by the distinction betwuen a7repµ,a a.nd TEKva 
'A/3paciµ, (comp. viii. 37-39) that follows; though this has no 
necessary connexion with the interpretation maintained by Liicke. 
According to my conviction, t}:le only way of solving the difficulty 

1 It might be e11.id that the words " if he be unfoitLful" are to be supplied, for he n.rny 
be expelled. Hnt this is untenRble, becnuse sometbing similar n1ight be snid of tht~ S0n. 
The ,l~Frnoorse here embrnces me1·ely the pun~· ideRs of s'-'l't'fllll and snn. 
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is to view the passage as follows. The Jews, as childi·en of the 
promise, were literally children in the great house of God, but, 
through sin and their protracted perseverance in it, they surrendered 
themselves as slaves to a strange master, viz., the world or its re
presentative, the Prince of this wodd. Although externally they 
lived in the house of the Father, i. e., they stood in connexion with 
the Temple and its divine institutions, yet internally they belonged 
to the strange master, and it was certain that he would ut length 
put in force his full right to them. This right consisted in the foct 
that he had snatched them from the house of the Father, and had 
appropriated them to himself as his property. The only means of 
averting this horrible doom was that these blinded men-who 
thought themselves true children, while they were in reality 
the slaves of a stranger- should rightly perceive their con
dition, and, as they could not set themselves free from the bond, 
should look exound for a Deliverer. The only individual, however, 
in whom they could find such a deliverer was the true Son of God, 
who remained free from sin, and being, as the Son of God, the Heir 
of the Father's power, is able to rescue the prey from the strange 
master; hence it was ltis help that they needed to seek. Thus 
the sense is complete, and the CJVTw<; i.Xev0epoi; stands in oppo
sition to the imaginary freedom which the .Jews thought they pos
sessed as descendants of Abraham. It remains to be observed, 
tQat the condition of iXeu0epla cannot be regarded as absolutely 
realized on earth, because this would presuppose the transforma
tion of the body, and hence Psul (Rom. viii. 21) describes the lXeu-
0epla 7'11<; o,51;-qi; TWV TEICVCIJV TOV 0eov as something future. But 
where the redeeming power of Christ displays its effect, there the 
state of freedom is relatively uttained, and perfection is approxi
mately reached. In this relative degree, it exists immediately upon 
the exercise of living faith, which involvesfreedomfrom the law, 
although this does not constitute freedom from sin. 

Ver. 37, 38. To this the Redeemer adds the remark in which he 
acknowledges that the Jews are physically connected with Abraham 
(,nrepµ,a "A/3paaµ, in antithesis with -re,cva 'A/3paaµ,, ver. 39), but 
denies that they are so morally. Christ discloses to them the con
tents of their hearts, which up to that time may have been con
eealed even from themselves, but which were soon. made known to 
tl,em in the deeds that followed (ver. 59.) Their inmost life, as 
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one of self-complacence nnd self-seeking, strove against the Lord's 
spirit of Jove, which tended to destroy the disposition i!ldulgecl by 
them. This very opposition between the Lord and· them necessarily 
involved their hatred to him, and their hatred implied the spirit of 
murder () John iii. 1 o.) Hence the Lord did not go too far, when 
-although, it may be, they had not shaped the definite desi_qn to 
kill him-he accused them of the spirit of murder; on the contrary, 
by such a disclosure of the- abominable wickedness of the heart, he 
assisted those who were sincere in coming to a knowledge of them
selves. As a sign of the inward state described, Jesus adduces the 
fact : 8n ov xwpe'i o 71..o,yo, o eµ,o, EV uµ,'iv. These words result from 
the most vivid spiritual view, which, however, becomes obscured if 
we translate 71..o,yo, "doctrine ; " it is rather to be rnndered ''word;" 
the word of the Logos is itself spirit and life as he himself is ( vi. 
63.) 

So far as the intellect was concerned, they received his doctrine 
very well, but their ltearts remained shut against his beneficent in
fluences, and be felt that the stream of life which issued from him 
could not :penetrate, but returned to him ( comp. are the parallel pas
sage, Matt. x. 13.) The fact that they' were thus closed against 
the holy operations of Obrist presupposed that a mighty power was 
exer,ted upon th-em by darkness. This Jesus openly declares ver. 
44, and the consequence is that their hatred at length breal,s out 
(ver. 59) in an actual attempt to commit murder. Here again we are 
not to suppose an interchange of ev and el,; on the contrary, we 
must add to the foregoing idea of motion the subsequent one of 
rest; and this is expressed in the ev.2 The Saviour, in conclusion 
(ver. 38), points out the total disparity between his position aud 
theirs. He traces the deepest movements of the vital principle in 
himself and in them (Xa71..e'iv and 7Tote'iv) to sources (7raTepe,) en-

1 Kling (Joe. cit. s. 66R, note), in opposition to Liicke, acknowledges with me the 
distinction between a7rEpµa nnd -rlKva in our passogea It is self.evident that this is 
not to be sought in tl.ie terms themselves as such, but is founded in the connexion of the 
whole nrgument. In Rom. ix. 7, however, the very snme disti'nctio~ is me.de. 

2 Kling (loo. cit. s. 606, f. note) thinks there is n twofolcl reference in the fundlllllental 
significo.tion of xwpe'i.v. First, it meo.ns to llBve room for something,-i. e., to contain ; 
or, secondly, to ho.ve room in connexion with something, or in some.thiug,,L e., to suc
ceed, to lind n pince, to 1nect with ncceptuuce. The latter meaning, iu combi.11a.tion with 
rest, is tbe one here applied. It is uusnitnUle to ti-anslnte Ev Uµ.'i..v, u my word bns nu eon
tinnuuce l\mong yon." 
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tirely different. TF/,o it is that he regards as t/1,,fr father ho plainly 
avows, ver. 44. (Ver. 38, the pronouns µ,ov nnd vµ,ruv 11.re, upon 
intarna.l as well Its extern11.l grounds, to be rejected from the text.) 

Ver. 39, 40. The Jews 11.gain 11.ppenl to Abraham, and the Re
deemer on the contrary denies that they are TE,cva Tov 'A/3paaµ,, 
because they did not act as he did. (Ti,cva here forms the antithesis 
t.o crrr-ipµ,a, ver. 33, and designates the inwo.rd derivation of the 
nature, which must be manifested by similarity in the tendency of 
life, and the external expression of which is constituted by the lprya.) 
As a proof of this Jesus again adduces the t"1Te'iv a?TOICTe'ivai, and 
adds to the pungency of his accusation by the Xa,}..ei:v T'i'JV d}..,,
Beiav which be predicates of himself. 

Ver. 41-43. The Jews, probably without rightly knowing what 
Christ means, nevertheless take his words, as conveying a meaning 
derogatory to them ; they therefore leave the subject of physical 
descent, and call God in a spiritual sense their Father. (Accord
ing to passages such as Isaiah Ix.iii. 16, Ix.iv. 8.) Hence the ?Top
ve/,a, which tbey deny in reference to themselves is to be understood 
as signifying spiritual fornication, so that the meaning is, " we are 
not the offspring of idol11.try, we are true children of God." (Comp. 
Ezek. xvi. 15, x.x. 30.) This, however, the Lord disputes (ver. 
l \:!), and deduces from their incapacity to perceive that which was 
divine in him their own estrangement from God. The sight of a 
kindred object awakens responses ; in Christ the pure revelation of 
Deity was given, and therefore he who knew God would certainly 
recognize him as the Holy one of God. (Ver. 42, e~A0ov refers 
rather to the origin of Christ, and 71,ccr, to his existence on earth, as 
Lucke justly remarks.) But they could not receive his word (a,cov
ew = ~w), and therefore they did not derive their origin from 

the truth. (John xviii. 37.) Lucke distinguishes between Xa,}..{a 

and ")J,,yor; thus :-he regards the 111.tter 11.s denoting the contents or 
the sentiments, and the other 11.s meaning the form, the Aoryor; Aa
Aavµ,evor;. This is certainly quite correct in itself; but it is evident 
tho.t in our passage the two expressions are employed synonymously, 
since Xa,)../,a, in connexion with ,ywwu,cew must necessarily h11.ve 
reference to the sentiments. 

Ver. 44. In this verse the discourse of the Lord reaches its cli
mllx ; he calls the Jews, in so many words, children of the Devil, 
and imputes to them the indination (0iAeTe) to follow out his 

a 
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wioked suggestions, in a course of conduct whicli, according to ver. 
37-40, is traced to the desire to kill Christ. 

As regards this expression of the Lord, we may remark, in the first 
pince, that it is to be taken just in the same manner as ,yevvlJµ,aTa 

Jxiovwv (Matt. iii. 7), or as the epithet "plants which the heavenly 
Father has not planted." (Matt. xv. 13.) The words of Jesus do not 
imply an absolutely abandoned condition, for in that case bis conver
sation with these men would have been to no purpose; his design 
must have been to awaken repentance, and this would have followed, 
had they themselves yielded to the accusation of the Redeemer.1 Ac
cordingly the sense of the expression is nothing more than this : 
sin is represented in your hearts in all its heinousness, hence the king
dom of darkness has access to you, ye alfow it a place within you, 
and thus ye are children of the Prince of Darkness, the offspring of 
the Devil, who have need to be born again, begotten anew by God. 
In the second place, this passage is very important as a proof of the 
doctrine in general concerning the Devil. The Lord here utters it 
entirely of his own accord, and even to the offence of his hearers. 
Schleiermocber (Dogm. i. s. 227, f.),endeavours to set aside this pas
sage, by stating that it belongs to the usage of proverbs, though he 
does not say in what this consisted. And as to the opinion that, ac
cording to this passage, if taken as doctrinal, it is necessary either to 
adopt the views of the Manichreans, who represent the Devil as the 
opposite to God, or lo regard the relation of Christ to the Father 
as neoteric2,-it is quite unfounded, for not merely is Christ as the 
vli',,; T. 0. contrasted with the children of the Devil, but on the 
other hand, it is admitted respecting men in general that they might 
be children of God. Now as John frequently speaks of the &pxwv 
Toii ,c6uµ,ov TovTov, it is not needful here to point out the idea, 
this being so obvious ; and the opposition raised by Schleiermacher 

I Still we cnnnot o.Umit the statement of Liicke ( B. ii. s. 298), that II every one can, 
nt nny moment, if he will, become a child of God or of the Devil." At all events, the 
one pa.rt,-becoming ll child of God,-is e. work of electing gre.ce, not of man's will; 
grace bo.s its seasons, which nre to be wo.tched for. The strongest Pelagie.nism bas 
not ventured to nssert tbnt mo.n nt nny moment, if be will, can become o. child of God! 

lit The Mo.nicbmans believed thnt tberE'I were two origiuo.l principles absolutely opposed 
Lo each other, which hnd their opposite creations. The one was God, the primo.l light from 
whom nothing hut good cnn proceed; the other wos original evil. They regarded Christ 
RB nn entirely new being genernted by nn ffion which Goc.1 coused to emanate from him
self. See Nennder's Gen. Cb. Histy. 1 trnuslnted by Terrey, vol. ii. p. 288, ff. Clark's 
Foreign Librnry.-TR. 
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must, in this instance again, bnve proceeded from bis doctrinal pre· 
judices. The SaYiour <loes not deem it sufficient to make the 
general statement respecting their spiritual relationship to the Prince 
of Darkness; on the contrnry, he gives a precise description of bis 
real character, intending this description to furnish them with a 
mirror in wliich they might see their own internal state. Comp. 
Krabbe, s. 1 ;H. He first calls the oui/joM, an av0pr,J7rowrovor; 

mr apxf,,. If we compare this with 1 John iii. 15, where the 
Evangelist expresses his profound view as to the nature of the 
spirit of murder-which be regards as identical with hatred,-it 
cannot be doubted that the term dv0pw7rO/€TOvor; used in respect to 
the author of evil himself, cannot refer to an isolated fact, an ex· 
tern al murder-,-such as that committed by Cain,-but to the radical 
principle which produced this as well as all other murders. 

It is the seduction of the first man, and the infusion of the 
spirit of murder into him and his entire race, that is here viewed 
as the spiritual murder of a vast collection of life. In this· sense, 
it may be said literally to have taken place a,7r' ripxri,, and it forms 
a fine antithesis to the intended murder of the Redeemer as the 
second Adam, whose death was the source of life and happiness 
for all, whilst the death of the first Adam brought destruction upon 
the whole human race. Tholuck thus justly explains the passage, 
after the example of Augustine, Luther, and Calvin. In the 
most recent t.imes, Le.eke, De Weite, and Nitzsch1 have maintained 
a reference to the murder of Cain ; this, however, evidently takes 
away from the depth of the meaning, as also Kling (loc. cit. s. 
609, note) acknowledges. The view in question certainly appears 
favoured by the parallel, 1 John iii. 12 (where the murder of Cain 
is the express subject of discourse), as well os by the connexion 
of the words in the passage before us, the primary reference in the 
context being to the designed destruction of Christ. But the murder 
of Abel was too isolated a fact to justify the use of the term av· 
0pw-rrol€Tovor;, if the reference to spiritual death is to be excluded. 
The blood-thirstiness of the Jews was merely an expression of 
their inward spiritual death. Tholuck adduces, os an argument 
for the reference of the term to the spiritual death of man 

1 Nitzsch. in Lis treatise on John viii. 4'-, which, in other respecls, conLains very much 
1l1e.l ii,,, ve.lnable ( comp. ScUJeiennacher's u. s· ..... "'!· Zeitschrift heft iii.) 
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bv means of Satan's seduction, a suitable parallel from the sup
piement to Zohnr, in which the old Serpent is called i,.,?9i2i• 
o,~1, i. e. "which killed Adam," viz., in his higher spiritual life •. 1 

TWeT must not overlook the ~v in our passage; it implies that the 
Devil constantly maintains the ch11racter which he manifested from 
the beginning of the history of man. It would add to the signifi
cance of the second statement which Christ makes respecting the 
Devil : EV -r-f, a)v1}0e{q ovx la-T'T}IC€V, if la-T'T}IC€V might be translated 
" he continued not in the truth," because this would presuppose a 
previous existence in it, and would accordingly indicate the fall of 
the Devil from that original state of purity. But it has often been 
remarked, and, so far as the terms are concerned, it is perfectly 
indubitable (comp. Bnttman's large griecb. Gramm. ii. s. 157, f.; 
Winer's Gramm., 3d edit. s. 206, ff.), that ea-T'TJKa and ea--r,j,ce,v 

have the significations " I stand" ond "I was standing." Hence 
it appears that here the Saviour describes only the actual state of 
the Prince of Darkness. According to this, however, the words 
3n ov,c :!.a--rtv a·>,:iJ0e,a iv av-rij, present an aspect of pure tauto
logy; for, in the first place, it seems self-evident that in him who 
does not stand in the truth there is no truth; and, secondly, it 
does not at all appear how, according to the above view of ea-T'TJKE, 

1 Liiclce here warns us against false depth, and that justly. But it is a question 
whether the fear oftbis has not in tbe present instance, o.s in otliers, lell to the con
trary superficiality. His main o.rgument against my opinion is tllis: "tile view of the 
murder of mon, in a spiritunl sense, destroys the connexion, beco.use here the discourse 
cno ho.ve no reference who.lever to spirituo.l murder ns respects Christ." And why 
not? LU.eke hos not specified the reeson. Probably be thinks that, on account of ver. 
59, where it is soid the Jews u took up stones,'' we cannot suppose murder in o. spiritual 
sense. But was this net of tnking up stones a literal murder? Diel not the .Jews 
really believe thnt Jesus blasphemed Goel, nnJ. tbo.t consequently they ought to inflict 
the punishment which the law o.11pointed for tlio.t crime? BP.sides, it must necessarily 
he admitted thnt they were not cherishing this design during the con\-·ersation; the 
whole discourse, from ver. 81, is addressed to the Jews who believed -in him. Thus the 
mnttcr is completely 1·eversed, o.nd, os Liicke mo.inta.ins, we cannot hero suppose 
physical, but only spiritual murder. These persons, who believed in him ns Messiah, 
hncl nn oppnrent faith. They entertained worldly hopes in reference to the Messiah, nnd 
thought that Christ woultl bring them to pass, But their hearts were set against the 
renl ob,iect which engnged tlle mind of Christ, viz., the estnblisbment of a spiritual 
kingdom, 1rnd, being lovers of the world, they hnted him ns tbe pure son of God. It 
wns in this spi1·it11al hatre,l tbnt their murderous disposition consisted, nnd not in n.ny 
positive purpose to commit oorporenl murJer upon Christ; they wouhl hn,·e shuddered 
nt such o. thougllt, for they regarded him ns the Messio.h. It wns not till he ascribed to 
himself divine properties thnt they desired to inflict on him the legal punishment. Then 
let ns not hnve snperficinlity o.t the cost of f!xe-getic truth! 
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the second statement ooold form the ground of the :6.rat, although 
this connexion between the two is indicated by lfri. Lucke (s 238), 
it is true. takes the connexion thus: " The Devil does not continue 
in the tTuth, however often he may be placed in it, because the 
truth does not belong to his nature." But, in the first place, the sup· 
position that the Devil hl\S often been replaced in the truth, after 
having fallen from it, is without any foundation; nnd, moreover, ac
cording to this view, the circumstance that there is no truth in him 
would be the reason of his not continuing in the truth, whereas it is 
evident that the meaning is to be apprehended inversely thus : " be
cause he does not continue in the truth, there is no truth in him." 
Hence some expositors have ta.ken on e.s the mark of e.n inference 
in Lhe sense of 614 TovTo; but Lucke justly observes that, on ac
count of the following on yd,a-.,-71,; eCTTl, this hypothesis cannot 
well be admitted. If, however, the casual connexion be retained, 
we e.re driven to a view of the words very similar to the old inter
pretation respecting the fall, and which may also be maintained in 
harmony with the true meaning of the terms; for the perfect tense 
etrrrJ,ca, certainly may be translated "I stand," because it literally 
signifies "I have placed myself.'' This original signification being 
adhered to, the expression obtains. the meaning of continuance, 
which Lucke and Tholuck also acknowledge. This, however, ne
cessarily involves the idea of previous existence in the truth. Hence 
we must say, that although the proposition "he continues not in 
the truth" certainly does not expl!citly affirm the fall, yet it implies 
it ; only the fall is regarded, not so much as an isolated fact, but 
rather as a continuous a.et. This is what Lucke appears to have 
had in his eye when he employed the terms "however often he may 
be, so to speak, placed in the truth ;" only the expression is not 
suitable. Accordingly, the sense of these remarkable words is this: 
"he continues not in the (element .of the) truth, for there is no 
truth at all in him." 

In considering the sentiment embodied in this le.ngue.ge, we 
must not overlook, first, the distinction between &.>..,,Oe1,a, and ?j 
a>..,,Oeio., and secondly, the difference in the significations of the 
phre.ses "he is in the truth" and " truth is in him." The truth 
is the absolute trutb,-etemal, pure Being itself. In this element 
nothing moves but that which is in itself holy; the Devil was in it, 
Lut he fell, and ever since has continued out of it. An unholy 
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being, however, may have truth in himself; if, for example, he in 
penitenoo acknowledge his want of holiness, there is truth in him. 
Out where there is not even this truth, there that which is devilish 
begins; ond this not merely is averse from whe.t is divine, but en
denvours to abolish it, and tp put that which is not divine in its place. 
Now the divine activity against the Devil is nothing else than a pro
tracted effort to reawaken the· truth in him ; but since he persever
ingly resists this activity of the divine light, he perfects himself in 
his own character.1 Accordingly as all is conceived of in its de
velopment, so is the chnraoter of the ·Devil. It originated in 
defection, i.e., an net isolated in itself, but involving every stage of 
the development; the unceasing energy of the Light bringing upon 
him the curse that results from shutting himself more ond more 
against it. In this persevering activity of opposition, the ,Jrev8o,; 
becomes perfected as the property ( i:Bta) of the Devil ; for perfected 
falsehood (To ,Jrev8o,;) is not merely that which is sinful in itself
which (as before remarked) in man, if acknowledged and repented 
of, may appear in association with what is good-but includes, 
besides departure from God, the exertion of positive activity with a 
view to make the fallen existence equal to the eternal Being him
self. 

It may, however, be said that the representation, viewed thus, 
borders upon ManichaJism; for if the true be that which is (i. 14), 
then in the Devil his existence is a truth, so that the expression ov,c 
lunv dX710et,Q, ev av-rij, appears too strong. Were it desirable to 
return e. subtle answer, it might here be said that a distinction is to 
be made between lunv aX710eta ev avTij, and ati'Tat; euTw aX710t:ta. 
For, if his existence were not e. trnt.h, he would certainly be either 
e. chimera, or else an absolute being; but here the only thing in
tended to be asserted is that the free activity 1·11 him is not truth. 
Meanwhile, we prefer saying that here we are to retain merely the 
practical charecte rof holy Scripture, which is quite at e. distance 
from metaphysical interest; and hence the words are to be judged 
of only according to practical necessity .In conformity with this, 
Christ aimed to describe the Devil in suoh a manner as was needful, 
in order to show the Jews that the character of their inward disposi
tion was devilish. The supposition of De W ette, that John teaches 

1 Com pore the remm·kable obser\·utions of Dschelnlled.in on the relntion of the Devil 
lo Goll; iu Tlloluok's BltitlleusRmml. s. 138, o: 
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au eternal fall of the Devil-as John v. 1 7, o.n eternal creation (? !)
is without any authority ; it is to be reckoned among the numerous 
instances of arbitrariness, in which this expositor attributes his 
own ideas to the author whom he proposes to interpret. 

Ver. 4 5-4 7. These verses contain t~e application of that which 
precedes to the hearers. They did not receive (true) faith, just 
because the Redeemer spoke the truth, and this as a strange ele
ment did not suit them. In the passage xviii. 37, the words o &)v 

i_,c 'T'1/<: a"l\.770Eui<;, a,covEt µ,ov 'T'1/<: cf,wvr,,; are quite parallel with o &)v 

e,c Tov BEov, ver. 4 7. The sense is this: " In order to the recep
tion of that which is divine, a mind kindred to it is necessary; the 
want of this prevents it from being perceived." According to what 
has preceded, this train of thought is clear; but some obscurity 
still presents ftself in ver. 46. The question : Tl<; e~ vµ,wv 
Jx,/;:'YXEt p,E 7r€pt aµ,apTw<;, is evidently intended to awaken in the 
listeners the acknowledgment of the holiness and sinlessness of 
Christ, for which the words El T~v a,X,710Eiav )../;:ryw do not appear 
suitable. Lucke therefore takes aµ,apTla merely in the signifi
cation of "error." But if we apprehend the term ci,X,710eta only 
in the profound sense in which John employs it, the c~nnexion is 
of the closest kind. The truth, as i;;uch, can proceed only from 
him who is sinless ; hence the elevated moral character of Christ, 
-in which no one, not even the bitterest enemy, could find any
thing to censure,-ought to have rendered the Jews m·ore attentive 
to what he said, and more susceptible of impression from it. 

Ver. 48-51. After this pungent address, hatred broke forth into 
its virulent fruits; they charge him with heresy and madness. (Con
cerning oaiµl,vwv exeiv comp. the remarks on vii. 20, x. 20.) 
(The term-"$ aµ,apeiT77,; involves not only the idea of being held in 
contempt, but that of being in error respecting matters of faith, and 
thus is employed as the designation ofa heretic.) The Lord repels 
even this bold calumny in a gentle manner, adducing first bis humble 
self-forgetting ministry (comp. the observations on vii. 18), in 
order then expressly to describe the eternal blessing which results 
from the reception of his word. (The phrase eavaTOV ov eewpe'iv
or, with a modification of the form, Ol/ ,yeuuau0at 0avaTOV el,; TOV 
auiJva [ ver. 52]-is perfectly synonymous with t;~v alwvwv lxew. 
The words T'TJpe'iv M,yov eµ,ov, as in the similar cuse, ver. 32, are not 
to be apprehended as meaning merely to retain instruction in the 
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memory, or merrly to cnrry it out in extenrnl nctions, but they arc 
to be understood in accordance with the profound view of the word 
of the Logos, to which John always adheres, [comp. the remarks 
on viii. 37]-tbut the word of Christ is a living spiritual power, 
which is poured into the soul as a creative element, and when kept 
-i. e., faithfully retained-calls forth therein a new higher life, so 
to speak, a heavenly crrrepµa. [Comp. the remarks on I John 
iii. 9.]) • 

Ver. 52-55. In such terms the Jews think they have a decisive 
proof that the language of Obrist is irrational, their thoughts turning 
on physical death, the vanquishment of which is here referred to 
only as the extreme point in the redeeming power of Obrist. (Comp. 
the Comm. on John vi. 40.1) Hence they discover in his words 
a profession that he surpasses Abraham and the Prophets. Upon 
which Christ by no means denies his superior ooga, but simply gives 
prominence to the fact that it is not aITogated, it is conferred upon 
him by his Father. They, however, do not know this heavenly Fa
ther, and therefore they are incapable of perceiving his will ; but he 
himself so knows him, that if he were to say he knew him not, he 
would participate their element of falsehood. 

It is remarkable that here (ver. 5!>) the Saviour says of himself 
(as above [ver. 51], be had recommended t!tem to keep liis word); 
-r?iv M,yov -rov 0Eov T'f/pw. This language seems to favour the 
Socinian view of Christ; for T'f/PEtv always implies the receptive 
activity of the creature towards that which is conferred, but it does 
not appelU' how Christ could ascribe this to himself, since be not 
merely preserves or retains the ).,070<; of the Father, but is this 
Logos itself. Certainly the difficulty is obviated with ease, if it be 
sai<l that ).,o,yov Toil 0Eou TTJpE'iv means " to put into execution the 
commands of God;" and our passage is in that case similar to 
ver. 46, Tl<; gg vµwv lA€"fX€£ µ€ 7r€pt aµapT{a<;. But this superfi
cial interpretation, in tlte first place, stands in conflict with the 
profound view taken by J obn, according to· which the practical 
observance of commands appears only us the necessary conse
quence resulting from the inward preservation or retention of the 
higher vital power; and, secondly, it leads back to the legal 
point of view, where lp-ya and not 7r{un<; are the objects of coutem-

1 'I he nuthor alludes to the final resuscitation of the bo<ly, wllich he regnr<ls n::; the con
summation ofredemption.-Ta. 

VOL. III. 2 K 
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plation. I therefore prefer to explain the pnssage iu lmrmony witl1 
the more profound view of the phrase, so thnt Christ here plnces 
himself, as n human being, iu proximity to bis henrers ; es he evi
dently presupposes in them the possibility of knowing God nnd 
keeping bis word, so he proclaims to them the actual e.1:i.~tence 
of the same in himself. It is not till we come to the ve1·ses which 
follow, that the language of the Saviour amounts to a representa•• 
tion of bis absolutely superhuman nature. 

Yer. 56. In allusion to ver. 53, Abraham is here called o 7raT~P 
vµ,wv, and thus the corporeal relationship of the hearers to Abrnham 
is implied, just as much as their spiritual difference from him. That 
in vrbich Abraham rejoiced as a future good, was to these men a 
matter of no concern, although they had it before their eyes. But 
for the obscurity of the following EUiE ,cal exap'IJ, the meaning of 
the first clause-which is so simple-certainly would never have 
been mistaken. At all events the better class of expositors, such as 
Tittmann, would have abandoned the interpretation of the sentence 
as hypotbetical,-an interpretation first proposed by the Socinians, 
who treat all grammar with contempt :-exaltatuxus fuisset, si vidis
set diem meum, &c. (comp. Lucke in loco.) The signification of 
iJ1.d.pa eµ,17 cannot be at all doubtful ; according to the usus loquendi 
which pervades the Old as well as the New Testament, it is the time 
of Christ"s appearance end ministry upon earth. An apparent dif
ference of signification is suggested merely by the fact that in the 
Old Testament the expression il'iM"I O'i" comprehends the entire 

Messianic appearance in humiliatio~ and in exaltation viewed col• 
lectively, whilst in the New Testament theiJµ,lpa XpiuToii appears 
only as the futuxe circumstance of Christ's return. (Comp. the 
details in the Comm. Matt. xxiv. 1.) As regards a,ya"J,,:'J\.iau8a1,. 
with Zva following, it is by no means necessary to ascribe to the. 
verb the idea of wishing, longing ; it is sufficient to give Zva f&y its 
right meaning, " that he should see," and every difficulty is re
moved. (Comp. Winer's Gram.• 4th edit. s. 314.) 

The concluding words, however, EUiE ,cal exaP'IJ, are obscure. 
The reason why they are added is clear: they are intended td' repre
sent the eternal existence of the Son, as ver. 58 plainly shews. 
But how are they meant ? Li.icke and Tholuck, influenced by the 
example of Maldonatus, Lampe, and Kuinoel, here suppose a view 
of the coming of Christ upon earth in Abraham's heavenly exist-. 
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cnce. They flny Lhnt Abrnhnm, in harmony with tlie promises which 
he had received concerning the Messiah ( Gen. xvi ii. 18, xxii. I 8), 
rejoiced nt the time of Christ's appearing, and according to the 
general connexion of the beatified with the living, he felt the influ
ence of the event, and his joy was completed. Certainly no one 
would object to such an interest taken by the departed in earthly 
occurrences, although the passages Matt. viii. 11, xxii. :32; Luke 
xvi. I!) (to which Lucke here refers) cannot prove it; Matt. xvii. 3, 
to which Tholuck appeals, indicates it more plainly. However, this 
view of the passage, on other accounts, does not suit the connexion. 
It is true, it seems favoured by the fact that lo€'iv must be some
thing else than aryaXXiau0at, whilst on the other hand, if the act 
of seeing be conceived of as internal and spiritual, the two appear 
identical; for the exultation certainly presupposes that the object is 
beheld by faith. But this apparent advantage, upon closer consi
deration, is seen to be of no importance ; not to mention that it is 
opposed by a very essential circumstance in the connexion. For, 
if the sight of the day of Christ by Abraham referred to the time of 
the Redeemer's ministry on earth, in the first place, it would have 
been necessary to employ the present tense, and to say "Abraham 
sees my day and rejoices," because the ministry of Christ on earth 
was still continuing ; and secondly, ver. 58 would be quite uncon· 
nected with the subject. There the Redeemer declares that he was 
before Abraham ; but how could he say so in allusion to ver. 56, if 
in this verse nothing more were affirmed than that Abraham re
joiced in the future Messiah, and rejoiced as soon as he came? If, 
however, the connexion between ver. 58 and ver. 56 be entirely de
nied, and it be said that the declaration ver. 58 was occasioned 
merely through the remark of the Jews ver. 57, then it remains 
inexplicable why Christ uttered the statement of ver. 56 at all ; 
these words can have no meaning unless they are regarded as 
intended to represent the superior dignity and the eternity of Christ. 

Hence we must agree with Origen, Augustine, the Reformers, 
Bengel, Semler, &c., who here acknowledge a view of the Messiah 
on the part of Abraham while be was on earth. Then ver. 56 and 
ver. 58 are in precise harmony,-the latter asserting that at that re
mote period it was possible for Abraham to behold him, since he 
was before Abraham. If we do but correctly apprehend this vision 
of Christ by Abrnbe.m, we are easily released frcm the e.bove-meu-

2 K 2 
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tioned difficulty; for it is to be distinguished from the 11ro111isrtr 
thRt were gi'l'en to Abraham,1 and from the·types that he snw.2 It 
is true, we cnnnot with certninty adduce n definite foct from his
tory8 as the thing referred to in the mention of this vision ; but, 
ns it does not follow from this thnt we must adopt the other hypo
thesis and suppose it to have taken place in henven, let us receive 
it upon the word of Jesus as having occu1Ted in Abraham's life on 
earth. It is sufficient that it was a sacred circumstance in his life, 
in which-like John who (according to the Apocalypse) saw tbe 
last time-he beheld the glory of the revelation of God realized in 
Christ, and this sight filled him with happiness and joy.4 This 
view being taken, the sequel unites with the statements of ver. 56 
in a strict and complete connexion. 

Yer. 57-59. The Jews understood Christ quite correctly in so 
for as they perceived that he represented himself o.s existing in the 

1 The iuteresting parallel Heb. x.i. 13, Ka-rQ. .,..,,.;.cr..,.u, dTi6a11011 o3Tot w&:VTEC, µ,; Aa
/30,rru: Td:s i'TrayyE>..ias, «AX.a '7r0/,j,Cd6Ev alJTO:s t0011TES Kai 0.a'lratriz.p.Evo,, is to be ex-
plained as referring merely to seeing in faith. • 

~ Those types which relate to the snffering Christ, such as the offering of Isaac, are by 
no meo.ns to be regardP.d as pertaining to this subject; for here it is only the glorious, 
part of tLe ?\lessiah's appearance that is viewed. It would be more appFopriate to think 
of such as Lhe meeting of Abrabe.m with l\felcbizedek, ond the entertainment with bread 
and wine (Heb. Tii.) 

3 LU.eke adduces this circumstance, that nothing is said of such a fact in the Old Tes
tament, in opposition to that view of the passage which we have propounded; but then 
Abre.Lam's sympathy in the heavenly world with the occurrences of the Messianic period 
must also be proved. The same. scholar further thinks that the connexion with ver. 08 
may be wanting, because ver. 58 was elicited by the exclamation of the Jews ver. 57. 
But if tlJe Jews did not interpret the words of Jesus incorrectly, it follows tho.t the rela
tion of ver. 58 necessarily requires a reference to ver. :"J6: and if their view of his lo.n
guo.ge he.d been false, the Saviour would not have agreed with it, but would bo.ve corrected 
it. Finally, Liicke, in opposition to my interpretation, mnkes the superficial remnrk ~hat 
although profound, it is cot true, for Abraham might certainly hove beheld Cllrist, but he 
could not l1al'e sef"n bis day, because this was not come; as if the. future were not in all 
prophetic ,·is ions represented as present! If Liicke's exposition were correct, the pe.e• 
sage must necessari.ly Lave run: "Yourfe.tLer Abrahem rejoiced that be shoulJ see my 
duy, e..ud now be sees it nnd rejoices:· But llad this been the form of the words, the Jews 
could not lle.ve replied:" Thou e.rt not yetfifLy years old, and hast thou seen Abraham?" 
Accordingly, this remark of the Jews renders it necessary to regard the fact, tha.t Abra
Lom sa.w tlle day of Christ, as belonging to the past. 

fa AIRo, passages in the wriLioga of the Rabbins affirm, according to Gen, xviii.17, that 
God sllewed to Abraham all tbe future. ( Comp. Liicke in loco. s. 310, note.) A remark
able parallel to the phrase" Abraham saw my day" is formed in Lhe speech of Balaam, 
1'u.mb. :n:iv. 17, by the words: "I shall see him, b11t not now, I shall see '11im, but not 
nigh; there slrnll come a Star out of Jacob, and a. ScPplre shall rise out of Israel." The 
ouly difference is that tbere the future is ei;nployed and }Jere the o.oriat. 
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time of Abrohnm ; only they referred this statement to his corpore01 
existence instead of to his divine life. (There can be no doubt 
thot they named fifty years merely as a round number; Iremeus, 
therefore, is mistaken in deducing from this passage the conclusion 
that Christ must hove been more than forty years old, Iren. adv. 
hoer. ii. 39, iii. 22.) The Lord emphatically explains it as indi
cuting his higher being: "Before Abraham was born I existed." 
In these words we must not only retain the antithesis between ,ylv€<F-
0at and dvat (comp.the remarks on i. 1), according to which Christ 
ascribes to himself absolute and eternal being; but, moreover, the 
signification of tl1e present tense ( €lµt) must not be overlooked. It 
bears the same signification as the imperfect is in other instances 
employed to convey, viz., that of enduring, competent being. (Comp. 
the observations on i. l. Winer's Gramm. 4th edit. s. 244. He 
adduces from the Old Testament the parallel Jer. i. 5: 7rpo -rov µ€ 
7T"Aa<Fd <FE ev KotXtq,, e7rl<F-raµat <TE.) In my opinion, however, 
Tholnck is not correct when, referring to iv. 26, he ascribes to e,yw 
dµt, according to the Hebrew 'I:)~ ~~;,, the meaning "I am who 

I am." For here the subject of di;course is not w/10 Christ is, but 
the fact that according to ltis divine being lie is eternal. 

The attempt has been made to remove this meaning, which is ofso 
much doctrinal importance, by saying that here Etvai denotes not 
real, personal existence, but the divine knowledge and will respect
ing the future existence, so that the sense would be, " before Abra
ham was born, God bad decreed that I should exist." Such is the 
explanation given by Dr Paulus, and at an earlier period by Grotius. 
But where this idea occurs, as, for example, Ephes. i. 4, the divine 
will is the express subject of consideration ; here, however, it is 
merely existence that is spoken of, and upon a comparison of i. 1, 
o AO,YO<; ?]V 7rpo,;; "T'OV BEov no doubt remains that the words of the 
Saviour 11.re intended to teach a personal existence. 

Tbis open declaration of Jesus concerning himself causes the 
inward rage of these supposed believers against the object of their 
selfio;h belief to brea.k loose and display itself externally in tL~ 
attempt to murder; out as the hour of the Lord was not yet come, 
no hand could touch him, the shield of God rendered him invul
nerable. Jesus, however, left the Temple. (Concerning EKpu/3"1 
Kai effJX0Ev, comp. Winer's remarks, Grnmm. s. 439. The addi
tionnl sentence, OteX0wv out P,E<TOV av-rwv Kai 7rapi'rf€v OlJTW<;, in 
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whioh, according to another reading, E7ropeveTo is further interpo
lated, is undoubtedly spurious, and on this account it is rejeoted by 
Griesbach and Schulz. Probably it was first inserted in the margin, 
from Luke iv. 30, and then gradually admitted into the text.) 

§ 3. HISTORY OF THE ADULTERESS. 

(John vii. 53-viii. 11.) 

In considering this remarkable account, which we here treat ns 
supplementary, we have a twofold investigation to conduct; i1, 
tlie.first place, we must examine the subject of its authenticity in 
the Gospel of .John; and secondly, the credibility of the history as 
such must be tested. As to the first question, most of the mo
dern inquirers are so unanimous in their opinion, that we may 
regard it as settled. On this account, and considering also that it 
belongs rather to the department of preliminaries, we shall only 
treat it briefly. The second inquiry, on the contrary, seems to me 
so far from decided, that I deem a careful consideration of it indis
pensable, and to this I hope I may be able to furnish at least a 
contribution. 

1. The spuriousness of the history of the adulteress in .John is 
indicated by the manuscripts. Not merely is it wanting in dis
tinguished Codices (as A.B.C.),1 but, in many of those which con
tain it, it is marked with the sign of suspicion; not to mention that 
a great and striking variety of readings occurs in the account, by 
which interpolations are generally betrayed. 2. The Fatliers and 
the Versions perfectly harmonize with the manuscripts in their 
testimony against its authenticity. For, anterior to Augustine and 
.Jerome,2 we find only slight traces of it, and at a far later period, 
Eutbymius3 declares himself doubtful as to its genuineness. More-

l In regard to Cod. A., however, the omission is only concluded from the circumsto.nce 
tb.e.t the pe.ges wanting would not have been sufficient to contain the section. There is 
a break al.so in Cod. C. Tlle most important MS. in which the piece is found is D.; but 
thls Codex gives an entirely different text. 

2 Jerome, who devoted himself so mncll to inquiry, investigated this section. Comp. 
advers. Pelag. ii. 17. He remarks that although it is found in many Greek and Latin 
Codices, yet he Las serious doubts as to its authenticity. 

3 Eutbymiw, wes a learned monk who flourished about .&,D. 1116. He was celebrated 
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over, the oldest versions, e. g., the Syriac, Gothic,. and Armenian, 
know nothing of the account of the adulteress in John. 3. Evidence 
to the same effect is derived from the laufluage, which in many 
instances is not that of John. The expressions 7TOS o MO<;, 
tca0lua<; lotoa<FK€V auTaV<; (viii. 2), nnd al rypaµµaTet<; Ka), al <f,a

P£<Fa°io£ (viii. 3), are more in conformity with the usus loquendi of 
the synoptical writers thnn with that of John; while the entire com
plexion of the language, e. g., the incessant oe, is quite contrary 
to the style of our Evnngelist. 4. Finally, the context also sbews 
that the history does not belong to the Gospel ; for it interrupts the 
course of the conversation of Christ with the Jews in the Temple 
(comp. the remarks already made viii. 12), and it has no connexion 
at all either with that which precedes it, with that which follows it, 
or with the main design of John. The phrase in which the transition 
is expressed, ,cal. €7TDpevfJ,,, ltca<FTO<; el,; TOIi altcav avTOV (vii. 53), is 
particularly obscure. It does not appear whether we are to under
stand by lKa<FTO<; the Sanhedrists, who have just been spoken of, 
or the strangers who had come to the feast. The remark in refer
ence to the former, -that after their sitting was concluded they went 
to their homes,-would be perfectly idle; and the application of it 
to the latter is forbidden by the context, for not a word has been 
previously said about persons who had been journeying to the feast. 
Moreover, the following words (viii. l, 2.) •r,,,uav<; oe €7Tap€VfJ'TJ 

el,; TO 8po<; TWV h1 .. a£wv· 8pfJpov 0€ 7TO,A£V 7TapEryEV€Ta el<; TO lepav, 

sound quite as if they related to the last days of the life of Jesus, 
the nights of which we know he spent out of the city; that he did 
this before that period is not probable. 

In addition to all these grounds, we have the internal argnment 
derived from the account itself; but as this is not needed in order 
to establish the conclusion thnt the narrative is spurious,1 we shall 
view it under the seco11d question, viz., the credibility ·of the his
tory in itself. 

As I cannot agree with the prevailing opinion ( entertained also 

for bis Po.noplin dogmntico. ortbodoxm fidei o.dversus omnes Hnereses, wbicb was designed 
to defend the doctrines of the Greek Church ogainst nil its opponents. He lllso wrote 
Commentaries on the Psnlms nnd the four Gospels. Mosbeim ranks him nmong the 
p1·incipnl writel's oftbe ng~. See Soomes' Mosheim, vol.ii. p.434, note 2.-TK. 

1 The most successful nttempts to mnintniu the authenticity of the account in Jollu 
have been mnde in recent times by Storr, St3.udlin, and Kuinoel. Still the scale pre. 
ponderatrs ngninst its genuineness; Liicke, De Weue, nud Tholuck CU'e opposed to it. 
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by Lucke and Tholuck) thnt nothing cnn be urged Agninst the crc
dibilit)' of the nccount itself, I feel bound to give n full statement 
of the difficulties which present themselves to me in the history of 
the adulteress, in order that the objections which I myself shnll 
endenvotu to set forth may, if possible, be se.tisfnctorily removed.1 

1 Tholuck finds, in the history of tloe ndulleress, no difficulty of importance. Re 
tbinlt.--s the Pharisees, in e:rreE-ting the woman, did Dot perform any judicial act, but de
signed to propose to Christ a mere question of Jaw ; and hence tlley could coueistrmtly 
withdraw. He is of opinion tloat the temptation intended for the Lord by the ques
tion of the Pharisees was this: tl1e~·. knowing his gentleness, hopP.d be would t:1pen.k 
freely to tbe woman, in which case they could have charged bi.m with the open viola
tion of the law. By the treatise of Dieck, however (Studien, Jnhrg. 1832, b. 4, s. 791, 
f[. ), I r.onfoss that I am only confirmed in my doubt, end cannot st>e the propriety of 
the coul"'Se which he takes. This scholar, to whom we TheoW_qia11s must acknowledge 
a.n obligation for having, as a Lawyer, entered upon the cl0se consideration of this 
narratfre, se.ys (Joe. ciL s. 796) it appears to him that all depends upon the answer to 
the question, whetJ~. according to Christian principl.es, the punishment of adultery 
with death i.., tenabk; and, in order to answer this question satisfactorily, Dieck thinks 
rt necessary to enter into the Cl..ui.stian system of divorce in genero.1. This mode of 
proceeding seems to me entirely mistaken. Since both the womsn and the Pbo.risees 
were Jews, how could the Christian rnle be applied to tloe case? We always find that 
the Redeemer treats every one according to the principles which apply to his point of 
""iew; o. confused transference of higher pr iuciples to persons occupying an inferior 
point of view never occurs in bis ministry. From what follows (Joe. cit. s. 806, ff.) it 
is also clear tbnt Dieck thinks, if the Lord bad decided for the fulfilment of the law, the 
Pharisees wonld forthwith beve stoned the women. But I confess I find tloat this 
supposition encumbers the account with insurmountable difficulties; for, according to 
tllis, the conduct of Cl.u-ist would have been a. complt?te interference with the course of 
justice-an act which Jesus never ellowed himself to commit. Hence the legal view 
put upon tloe history of the adulteress, in the treatise by Diecl<, clearly sbews bow im
portant the perplexities are which the account contains. With the whole question is 
associated the difficult inquiry concerning the relation of the invisible Ohurc/r,, and, 
that which obtains in it, to the ezternal constitution of Church and State, and here 
primarily to tloe.t of the Old Testament. T!.e words of Luther," the preaching of Christ 
did a.way witb sword, judge, a.nd all the rest;' may, in this connexion, be very incor
rectly apprehended; in relation to the spiritual world they certainly are perfectly true, 
bot in relation to this alone. In the external world, the Lord allows justice to teke its 
solemn course. Altboaglo the thief on the cross sincerely repented, Jesus did not teke 
bim from the cross by miracle, but suffered him to beer his pnnishment. In like man
ner here, it cannot be said that the Saviour rescued a guilty but penitent woman from 
tloe erm of the law whic_h had seized her; although, it may well be enppoeed, that, ac
cording to divine permiesiou, no one being found who would meke a charge against Ler, 
the Lord did not consider himself called upon to become her accuser. It must, there-' 
fore, be preennu,d that tloe Pharieees in queetion did not act officially, but merely ns 
private persons; the D8JT&tive otherwise viewed becomes involved in di.flioulties. The 
greal eatisfoction with which Lbie account is regarded by worldly men, who are destitute 
of spiritual life, rests mainly upon the misapprehension so easily arising from a folee 
view of tloe history; they think of the Lc,rd as doing away with tbe just punishment 
of sin-e mode of proceeding quite suitbd to their moral indift'erenLism. But of such a 
tie.,·iour tl.at'. Bit.le knows notl.iing ! The living Christ ia as just as J1e is gracious, nnd 
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The question arises,-were the Pharisees and 8cribes, who brought 
the woman to the Saviour, acting officially as ogenls of the autho
rities, or ns private individuals ? In the former case a difficulty 
springs from the circumstance that they came to Christ et ell, end 
then that they afterwards let the woman go ; it would have been 
their duty to hand her over to the magistrate. In the latter case, 
however, it becomes n. question to what law they refer when they 
sny : Mwu,'j, f,µ,'iv €VE'TE£A.a'TO -ra, 'TOtav-ra, Xi80/30Xew-8ac UV ow 

-rl XEryei,; (viii. 5.) Moses had not appointed every one to be judge, 
but only the magistrate. It is true that appeal has here been made 
to the so-called law of zealots, but the opinion to be formed of this 
has already been indicated in the Comm. on Matt. xxi. 12.1 

(2.) Another difficulty is involved in the circumstance that ston· 
ing for adultery is not commanded by Moses. (Comp. Levit. xx. 10 ; 
Dent. xxii. 22.) According to Talmudic statements, strangling 
and not stoning was customary ; it was only when the adulteress 
had been betrothed, or was it priest's daugh.ter, that the latter mode 
of punishment was adopted. Meanwhile, upon the perusal of the 
disquisition concerning this point by J. D. Michaelis (Mos. Recht. 
Th. v. s. 261, ff.), it is soon seen that little stress is to be laid on 
this circumstance; for the Talmudists take their data from mere 
conjectures, and the ancient practice in respect to this is unknown. 

(3.) A far more important difficulty is started by the inquiry,-

becnnse sin co.nnot but be punished, he takes its necessary consequences upon him
self, bestowing the blessing of forgiveness upon those who, in true repentance, pro
nouuce the sentenc~ upon themselves, e.ntl believe in Lim who justifies. Thus the thief 
on the cross rightly judged, in the conversation with his companion: "we receive the 
due reward of our deeds ;" and it was only on account of such repentance e.rising from 
e. true sense of justice, that he could believe in forgiveness. In like manner, it must 
be presumed respecting the adulteress that she deemed Lerself deserving of death. It 
was only in this co.se that tl.Je worJs of the Lord cou.Jd have been applied to her: 
"Neither do I condemn thee,"-o. declRration which is to be understood not merely as 
negative, bnt o.s positiv0 also: 1

' I forgive the~ thy sins !0 Only in this case could the 
words u sin no more,'' addressed to her after she had received forgiveness, convey tl.ieir 
proper force. Hence, e.s I have W.ready remarked, I can only consider Dieck's view of 
the whole matter, according to wlticb the Redeemer was even bound to o.cL as is related,, 
in order lo save the life of the adulteress (loc. cit, s. 814), as entirely m.isto.ken. So 
far from the preservation of physical life being the sw.bject of discourse here, the entire 
ministry of the Redflemer relates to that which is spi.ritue.l, o.nd corporeal preservation 
may be rego..rded merely ns tl.ie conaequence of the salvation of the soul. 

1 Olshnusen's remnrk on this subject, in the Commentnry on the passage here 
refel're<l to, is, the.t tLe so-called lnw of zrRlots has been completely exploded by Liicke. 
-Tn. 

3 
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how could this question involve a temptation for Jesus (viii. 0) ? 
Had he, according to the law, advised severe measures, or had he 
recommended leniency, it docs not at all appear in what way this 
could have injured him, since at any rote he would have expressed 
merely a private opinion. All that has been adduced, in proof that 
such an expression of his sentiments would have exposed him to 
danger, has the evident appearance of being forced; for example, 
that if Jesus had decided in favour of punishment by death, it would 
have seemed that he vindicated the right of the Jews to administer 
capital punishment, and thus he might have been rendered an object 
of suspicion to the Romans (so Grotius); or, that if he had pro
nounced a lenient judgment, he would have been accused by the 
Jews as a despiser of the law (so J. D. Michaelis.) The only 
means of solving the difficulty is to take 7reipatew in the milder 
sense, as denoting, not a malicious attempt to embarrass, but rather 
a well-meaning desire to gain information. (It is employed simi
larly Matt. xxii. 35, at which passage compare the Commentary.) 
It is true the words added, Z'va lxwui /€Q.T'T},YOpe'iv avTov, appear 
opposed to this view of the term ; perhaps, however, they may be 
explained in such a manner as not to shew that these individuals 
intended to derive from the answer of Jesus materials for an accu· 
sation before the Romans or the Sanhedrim, but tbat they only de
signed, by means of the information obtained from him, to get into 
favour with the leaders of their sect. In this case the act might 
be regarded as one of inconf'iderateness, but not of malev'?lence. 
Still this is not quite satisfactory, and the circumstance contains a 
serious difficulty yet to be removed. 

(4.) The answer of Christ (viii. 7) seems like an illterference 
with the official administration of justice ; for the expression ol 
,ypaµ,µ,a.Te'i,r; Kal oi <f,apia-a'ioi, ver. 3, appears to designate the 
members of the Sanhedrim, who were the lawful judges. The 
judicial punishment of crimes is independent of the guilt that may 
attach to the judge; it is the duty even of the most wicked judge 
to punish the guilty (unless he intends to augment the number of 
his sins), because he is tp be regarded not as an individual, but 
merely as the organ of divine justice. Here, however, Jesus appears 
to connect the punishment of gross, open transgression with the 
innocence of those who punish. But if this connexion were just, 
no punishment could be admitted in any case, especially consider-
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ing that avaµ,apnrro<; (viii. 7) cannot be understood as referring 
merely to similar crimes of incontinence, in the sense "be who is 
conscious of being free from guilt in this point," but must be taken 
as implying sinlessness in general; for that every one of these Phari
sees was an adulterer, neither is involved in the words, nor is in 
itself to be -supposed; and hence, as no one is sinless, no sin could 
be punished. Li.icke, indeed, on this point observes (s. I 90) that 
here the Redeemer spoke merely in reference to the f3aaiXe[a Tov 
0eov, and he quotes the words of Luther: "Such is the doctrine 
of the kingdom of Christ; and when this prevails, it does away with 
the sword, the judge, and all the rest." But in all the four Gospels 

_we find no instance in which the Redeemer shielded an action evi
dently constituting a gross violation of the Mosaic law from these
verity which that law enjoined, as it would appear that he shielded 
this. In Luke xv. the prodigality and harlotry of the son is not to 
be viewed as crime coming under the cognisance of the magistrate. 
Moreover, av"o,pa11Tew, Luke xix. 8-10, does not denote evident 
and actionable fraud, but the less palpable practice of overreaching, 
which is to be tried only before the tribunal of conscience. Adnl
tery, however, (i. e. illicit union with a married woman, who was 
regarded as the property of the husband) is a positive transgres
sion of the law, which, according to the code of Moses, was a capital 
offence; how, then, could the Lord connect the punishment of such 
a crime with the guiltlessness of any one ? Even viewing the 
matter in reference to the kingdom of God, we never see Jesus so 
invade the existing order of things as to abolish it. This,-as it ap
pears to me,-very weighty objection to the history has not until 
now been set forth in its full importance, any more than it has 
been appropriately answered. In addition to these consideratious, 
we may also notice, in the first place, the extraordinary tenderness 
of conscience manifested, according to viii. 9, by the Pharisees; 
secondly, the circumstance that, as the same verse implies, the peo
ple (ver. 2) appear to have withdrawn with the Pharisees, for which 
there does not seem to have beeu auy reason at all ; and, lastly, 
the fact that Jesus, according to viii. 11, uttered the words 7ropevov 
"ai fl,1'J"ET£ aµ,apTave, without anything being said about penitence 
and faith on the part of the woman. If it be said that Jesus per
ceived penitence and faith in her, it must be confessed that; in that 
case, either John or one of the other Evangelists might h1we been 

2 
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expected to mention it, because, by this menns nl0ne, nil misnppre· 
hension of the passage might have been removed 

Whether it be possible to set aside all tlrn scruples nrising from 
-tbe considerations which I have now enuruerated I know not; but, 
notwithstanding my full sense of their weight, I am restrained from 
positively denying the credibility of the history, because there are 
important circumstances in favour of it. 1. As one of these we 
may mention the peculiarity of the history, which makes a subse
quent fiction improbable. Christ"s stooping down and writing in 
the sand is such a singular act, tliat the narrative surely would not 
have beeu invented; it must have arisen from some historical oc
.casion. 2. The account, even if it be not John's, is ancient; for, 
according to Eusebius H. E. iii. 39, it is found among the addi
tions to the original Matthew, which occur in the roarrtl71.iov «a0' 
'E/3paiour;. 3. No design can be ascribed to the invention of this 
history. All traditional legendary compositions wear the impres
sion of a certain party, for the interests of which they are con
structed ; here, however, not a trace of design is betrayed. Why 
.it was inserted in this passage of John's Gospel cannot indeed be 
stated with certainty; but the words, viii. 15, i,y6> «plvoo ovoJva 
might easily induce some one to write this anecdote in the margin 
of his Codex as a proof to the point. 

These circnmstances, which exclude the supposition of a purposed 
fiction, conduct us to the following remarks in reference to the dif
ficulties specified. In the first place, these Pharisees, although to 
be regarded as natural men, must by no means be considered 
malicious; on the con~rary, they appear to have been suscepti
ble of the operations of the Spirit, and only to have desired infor
mation from Jesus as to his opinion on such a case. It is true that 
this view of them does not suit the context in John; but the ac
-count, looked upon as o.n isolated history, contains nothing op
posed to it, if we except the words Z'va lxooui «annope'iv atiTov 
(viii. 6), which certainly present a contradictory appearance. These 
persons must be regarded as acting altogether in a private capacity ; 
they apprehended the adulteress in order to bring her before 
the tribunal; but, as they happened to meet with Jesus, they 
laid the matter before him. Accordingly the requirement of 
the Mosaic law to which they 1·efer (viii. 5), is to be under
stood as relating merely to the sentence that might be expected 
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from t!te court of ju,1tice, nnd not to nn nrbitrary execution, on 
thoir pnrt, of what the lnw demunded. They were not compelled 
by nny lnw to present themselves ns accu,1ers in this affair, (they 
were not at liberty to be judges) ; they might have quietly left the 
husband to complain nnd to call them as witnesses. Doubtless 
their indignation did not proceed from pure moral emotion, but 
contained an admixture of that secret malignant gratification, which 
so often creeps into the heart of man, when he sees bis neighbour 
led into sin and misery. Perhaps they hoped that as a Prophet, and 
ns the supposed Messiah, he would deliver an extraordinarily severe 
opinion respecting the unhappy woman. But Jesus first (by the 
symbolic action of stooping down and occupying himself with some
thing else) shewed them that such matters did not belong to him, 
(just as in Luke xii. 14); and afterwards, when they pressed him 
more urgently, he pronounced no sentence concerning her, but in
directly rebuked the accusers themselves. He awoke within them 
the consciousness of personal guilt, which was the most powerful 
means of suppressing their malignant joy; and as they had now 
lost the motive for interfering in an affair that did not pertain to 
them, while on the other hand they were under no necessity to 
meddle with the woman, far from committing any daring mischief, 
they, with a proper feeling, withdrew. Jesus, however, did not thus 
relax the rigour of the law, and still less did he take upon himself 
the judicial office; he only pointed out to these accusers, who had 
taken pleasure in the unhappy circumstances of another, that, before 
they set themselves up as public "protectors of morality, it was 
necessary for them to begin with their own faults, leaving the affair 
of the woman to the husband, who alone, in this case, was called to 
speak. Now, regarding himself merely as a private person, and per
ceiving the woman's sincere penitence, Jesus could say to her: ovo~ 
l,yw U€ KaTaKplvw,-while this declaration being purely spiritual 
and individual, and not a sentence which it devolved on the Judge 
to pass, neither was intended to make, nor could make, any invasion 
of the rights belonging to the husband and to justice, if the former 
chose to prosecute his cause. Thus the conduct of Jesus was in 
the highest degree beneficial in its effects, without involving any 
injury whatever. According to this view, the principal considera
tions against the credibility of tl1e nccount disappear; and if at the 
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snme time we admit that it ,vas not composed by an apostle, but WI\S 

produced at a somewhat later period, the circumstance that no 
explicit mention is made of repentance and faith (viii. I I), which 
otherwise would be strange in the highest degree, becomes ex
plained; while, in like manner, the inaccuracy of the representation, 
an instance of wl1ich occurs viii. 9, where µ,6vo<; relates merely to 
the l'harisees who had withdrawn, and not to the people (ver. 2), is 
accounted for. 

The most dubious point, however, in the narrative, is the de
scription of the Pharisees as 'TT"ELpal;ovTe<;, rva ~OJUL tcaT'TJ,YOpeiv 
aVToii (viii. 6), which, on the one hand, is not consistent with the 
by no means unsuscept:ible disposition ascribed to them in the sub
sequent statement; while, on the other, it does not appear apposite, 
because no temptation was involved in the question. Hence a 
certain suspicion respecting the credibility of the history of the 
adulteress continues in my mind, and none of the interpretations 
which have been offered to this day has sufficed to remove it. May 
some one, by unfolding the subject with greater acuteness, succeed 
in dispelling all my doubt! 

The individual points of the section remain to be noticed. The 
expression bravrocf,wprp (viii. 4), in the New Testament, is a li'TT"aE 
A.Ery0µ£VOV. Hesychius explains it: o i'TT"' avTrj, T'f' ICA.eµ,µ,an evpe-
0et<;, &i tcaTexo,v aVTo. In the wider sense it signifies "taken in 
the act itself." The action of Christ in stooping down and writing 
on the ground is altogether peculiar. The transcribers were per
plexed as to the manner in which this fact was to be understood ; 
hence some added tcal 'TT"pou'TT"otovµ,a,or;;, i. e., "appearing as if he 
wrote," while others, adopting a sense precisely opposite, appended 
the words µ,71 'TT"poU'TT"owvµ,evo<;, meaning that he wrote in reality. 
~{any even sought to find out what the Saviour had written ; some 
entertained the idea that Jesus wrote hints concerning the sins of 
the Pharisees, and that when they perceived his knowledge of their 
hearts, they slipped out. But this interpretation proceeded from the 
feeling that the withdrawment _of the Pharisees required a motive, 
because in consequence of viii. 6 they were regarded as malevolent 
tempters of Christ-according to 'which view, however, the history is 
perfectly unintelligible. 

Modern expositors are one in the opinion that the stooping down 



GOSPEL OF .JOHN VIL /J3-VITI. I\. 

nud marking in the snnd is merely nn expression of refusal, indiffe
rence, or unwillingness to reply.I Instances of the same custom 
frequently occur among the ancients. Thus, for example, in the 
beginning of the Acharnians of Aristophanes, ver. 30, ff. it is said: 

K~]-r' l7ru8dv W µ6vo~, 
tr'Tivw, KiX?1Va, cr,cop~tvWµa,, -rrlpl>Oµ.a,, 
ci.7ropW, ')' p Cl </J w, 7r a pa 'T [A,;\, 0 µ.a,, A.o,yit'.oµ.at K. 'T. A. 

where the expressions ,ypacf,r,, and 7TapaT£71.Xoµ,ai, "I write, and I 
pluck out a hair here and there," indicate actions implying embar
rassment, absence of mind, or occupation with something else. 
Comp. also Aelian, Var. hist. xiv. 19,2 and from the Talmud Tract. 
Gittin, fol. vii. I. (Consult Tholuck in loco.) 

The words viii. 7, 7Tpw-ro<; T6V Xl0ov €7T0 

av-rfj /3aXfrw, are not 
to be regarded as containing an invitation to put the sentence in 
execution (this belonged to the judicial authorities); on the con
trary, the phrase is only similar to the following ,ca-ra,cpf.vew, ver. 
10. Any oue may in his own thoughts condemn as well as acquit 
a criminal, without assuming the prerogative of the magistrate, sup· 
posing that he passes his opinion merely as an act of individual 
judgment. It is thus that we are to take the language of Jesus : 
otio~ e,yw ue ,ca-ra,cp{vw, i. e., in reference to the external fact; while, 
on the other hand, as it respects the reiation to God, it is of eternal 
moment. It may be supposed that after this acquittal of the woman 
by the Lord, if the husband had prosecuted her, she would have 
been condemned by the court and stoned; but this would not have 
annulled the pardon granted by Christ, which was of eternal force 
in regard to her soul. Hence Augustine very justly remarks : ergo 
et dominus damnnvit, sed peccatum, non hominem. (Concerning 
el<; ,ca0' ei<; or ,ca0eZ<; [Mark xiv. HI; Rom. xii. 5] comp. Winer's 
Gramm., 4th edit., s. 227. It is a solecism occurring also in pro-

l J er. xvii. 13, the phrase " to write the nnme of some one in tl.Je enrtb'' is a form for 
"lecwing to destrur:tion." But, if this significntion be npplied liere, it follows thu(C'llrist 
judged the Pharisees, wbich 1 occording to viii. 15, does not appear to be the tendency of 
the account. Besides which, in tho.t- co.ee the words lypa<j>Ev El~ -r,111 7t)11 would not 
hn.ve stood nlone, but 0116µ.a-ra all-rWu or aLIToth: must bnve been added. 

2 In Aclion it is enicl of Archytus 1 tbnt being askP-d nn impudent question 1 he wns 
Bilent, i'1Tiypacf>E. 8£. Ka-rd-. -roai --roixou, 8EiEu~ µ€11, 8 Et'lTE'iv i~u:it.E10, oU µ.,jv /3,aafh&s 
E:vE'iv. llut we must not overlook the circumstnnce that Aelinn mentions this fact 
us an unuswal one. 
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fo.ne writerS. On the formRtion of this expression comp. Doderlein 
de brachylogiR [Erl. 1831] p. 10.) 

§ HEALING OF THE MAN BORN BLIND. 

(.John ix. 1-34.) 

The eighth chapter, which winds up with the conclusion of a 
large number of discourses, is followed by the history of e. cure. 
As to the chronological connexion of the le.tter with whe.t precedes, 
no express dates are given, but 7rapa,ywv (ix. l) in association 
with ver. 14, according to which the bee.ling took place on the Sab
bath, allows us regard to the event as having occurred on the same 
day during which the above discourses were delivered. This was 
the last day of the feast (vii. 37), and, as such, a Sabbath. If a 
subsequent Sabbath bad been meant, it is probable that µ,eTa. 
Tavra, or a similar formula, would have been added. As regards 
the form taken by the history of this cure, we are struck by the 
great degree of amplification, which brings to mind the accounts of 
cures given by the synoptical Evangelists. But, in the first place, 
it is to be observed that thi:3 narrative does not stand by itself; it 
is in union with the discourses in chap. x., lo which it forms the 
historical foundation. And secondly, the greater part of this para
graph is not the history of the healing, but a representation of the 
insidious proceedings of the Pharisees. The Evangelist, however, 
in strict keeping with the design of his work, has reserved the 
description of the increasing hatred cherished against .Jesus by his 
enemies for the later period of bis life. 

Ver. 1, 2. In the neighbourhood of the Temple a number of suf
ferers lived (Acts iii. ~), amongst whom was a man born blind. 
The severity and rareness of this affliction induced the disciples to 
inquire into its cause. They traced this, as all evil, to sin, but they 
were in doubt whether the sins of the man, or those of his par!3nts, 
had been the cause of such a calamity. The former view was very 
natural and is also intimated ix. 34. According to Exod. xx. 5, 
evil is visited on the third and fourth generations, while good is 
transmitted to the thousandth; or, iftbe statement be inverted, God 
by his grace so soon arrests the natum1Iy progressive operations of 
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sin, tl111t they nre not di!!plnyed beyond the fourth gener11tion. Thm1 
instead of severity being involved in this, as is often believed, 1t im
plies tra.nscendnnt grace. At the same time, tliis transmission itself 
of hnppiness or suffering from pnrents to children presents nothing 
inconsistent, except when men are regarded as individuals standing 
in perfect isolation from the mass ; while, according to every view 
that penetrates beneath the surface, humanity appears as a living 
whole of which individuals are the members, and as members, they 
naturally share the condition of the body at large. Participation, 
however, in the suffering of the parents is no more a sign of per
sonal _quilt, than participation in their happiness is a matter of 
personal merit.1 (Comp. the details in the Comm. on Rom. v. 
12, ff.) But the most remarkable part of our passage is the alter
native presented in the words : f/ o{rro<; -1,µapTEv, fJ oi 7ove1s 
avTov. The hypothesis of the pre-existence and transmigration 
of souls, which it was at one time attempted to found upon this 
passage, may now be regarded as obsolete. The Jews do not ap
pear at any time to have entertained these notions; at all events, 
the people in general never did.2 It is nlso to_ be observed that, 
had they done so, they must have supposed not merely pre-exist
ence, but (as Origen observes) also a fall among souls in the spi
ritual world. Hence Tholuck is of opinion that the passage is to 
be understood as referring to anticipatory punishment for future 
sins, which God, according to his omniscience, foresaw in the 

I The book of Joh is a commentary on the truth tbo.t persona.I suffering is not 
nlwnys to be looked upon es the punishment of corresponding persom>.l gnilt. Job's 
friends, in conseqnence of ]1is suffering, suppm~ed that he bad contracted proportion11.te 
guilt, o.nd urged him to confess it; but he declared IJis innocence, and God recognised 
it. The po.sso.ge Deut. xxiv 16, refers to personnl guilt, wl.Jich every oue bears for him
self. 

2 That the Jews believed the doctrine of metempsycllosis bns been inferred from 
Josephus, B. J. ii. 12, who remarks: the Pharisees thought tllat souls pnssell into other 
bodies. But this, when rightly o.pprebenclecl, bas reft>rc>nce only to the µETunrwµ.ti.
'T'WO"'&~, i. e., tlle trnnsition of the soul into o. glorified body Rt the resurrection. The 
pre•existence of the soul does inlleed nppenr to be nsserted in some re.bbioica.l writings. 
(Seethe pnseuges in Lightfoot, hor. heb. p.1049.) They speak of II place where souls 
nre assembled, which they cnll Goph or Guph (:i\1), nnd from which souls gradually 
descend into bodies. But the question is, whether this idea. hnd been distinctly 111·ri~etl 
at in the time of Christ? Tile Inter Rubbius have to.ken n great deol from the Gnostics 
ontl other sects tbnt wns not known by the Jews of enrlier times. Thus Eisenmenge.r 
(ent~. Judentb. ii, s. 85) o.dduces pnssages from the writings of later Rabbins, in 
which, under the no.me of Ibbur, 11 regulnr trnnsmigrntion of souls is tnught. 

\'OL. III. i L 
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blind mnn, bnt that this view mny hnve been cuterlnined without 
nny analogy in the Holy Scriptures.1 Lucke, on the contrnry, 
agrees with Lightfoot, and supposes sins which the blind man may 
have committed in the womb of his mother. The Rnbbins cer
tainly admitted the possibility of such sins, and, in speaking of it, 
they appeal to the contest between Esau and Jacob in the womb 
of Rebekah, Gen. xxv. 22. It is, indeed, doubtful whether, in the 
time of Christ, this had become a familiar national idea; but this 
-...iew of the obscure passage commends itself to me more than the 
others which it has been attempted to found upon it. 

I class the phrase, Zva Tucfi>..o<, ,yevv'T/0fi with those in which t'va is 
used as indicating consequence and not design. Winer, indeed 
(Gramm. 3d edit., s. 383), says that it is to be explained from the 
.Jewish teleology, which the disciples, participating the national 
propensity to exaggerate, bad believed. But if this statement were 
forced, it would imply that the disciples supposed either the blind 
man or his parents to have sinned Jor tlte purpose, or witlt tlte 
des(q11, that he might be born blind. According to the Jewish 
teleology such a design might certainly be ascribed to God, but 
not to sinners themselves. If therefore it is incorrect constantly to 
say that t'va is employed E1<:/3a-rucw<,, in order to remove a difficulty 
in the meaning,-it appears to me equally certain that Fritzsche 
and '\'7"iner have gone too far in asserting that in the New Testament 
Zva is used only TEA-it<:w<,. (Comp. the Comm. Matt. i. 22.) 

Yer. 3. The words of Jesus are by no means intended to convey 
u general denial of the sirifu laess of the blind man and his parents ; 
they merely deny the connexion of this affliction with distinct per
sonal guilt, although, apart from the collective guilt of the race, we 
c11.nnot suppose any suffering in any instance. On this account, tva 
cpav~pw0fi K. T. ).,, cannot deuote the only reason of the man's being 
born blind, but simply the activity of divine grace, which in the 
phenomena of suffering again opens fountains of happiness. Evil 

l It is true that these words were spoken only by c.liscip1es whom we may regard os 
Htill unenlightened; so that we may admit this interpretation without supporting the 
uutenable distinction, in reference to the doctrine of predestination, between pro.evisio 
und praedestinatio. But still I 1.Jesito.te to receive this view of the passage, sinoe it 
appean, lo me improba.b)e that, at the Lime of Clll'ist, opinions of this kind were 
prevalent among tLe Jews; at all events, I know not of any certo.io JH'Uof thnt tlJey 
were so. 
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still remnins evil, even though God employs it to manifest his 
mnrvellous works. (Respecting the iden of lpya, comp. the re
mnrks on John v. 30.) 

Ver. 4, 5. According to the ordinary interpretation,-which gives 
to f,µ,epa the sense of lempus opportunum, and to vv~ that of 
tempus importunum (the latter being intended to designate the de
parture of the Lord),-this passage is by no means clearly intelli
gible. Dr Paulus justly observes that, taking this view of the pas
sage, we cannot understand the words ovSdc, Svva-rai ep7al;ea-0ai, 
since it was after the departure of Christ that the apostles strictly 
began to work. On this ground he explains f,µ,epa as meaning 
daylight, and takes the passage as indicating the impossibility of 
effecting the cure without the necessary light of day. This view of 
the passage needs no refutation, as it obviously proceeds merely 
from the objection of its author to miracles ; but the remark 
against the ordinary exposition is certainly correct. In addition to 
this difficulty-occasioned by the occurrence of the term ovSels, 
whereas the Lord at first spake only of himself,-as well as the un
certainty of the antithesis between -ryµ,epa and vv~. a question arises 
concerning the true relation between ver. 5 and ver. G. While in 
the latter verse Jesus represents himself as working by day, in ver. 
5 he describes himself as the light that brings the day, by which 
means the metaphor is completely changed. According to this we 
should expect v µ,ac, Se'i: ep-yal;ea-0at K. 'T. A., which would have 
been exactly suited to both verses. Now, although this reading 
does not occur, f,µ,ac, does, and this may have proceeded from a 
sense of the difficulties in the passage, notwithstanding the fact that 
it does not entirely remove them. 

The passage does not become clear until we look.further into the 
meaning of -ryµ,epa and vvf After the comparison of places such 
as Luke xxii. 53 (where the hour in which darkness has do
minion is the subject of discourse), it cannot well be doubted that 
the two expressions denote the predomin1mce of the elements of 
grace or of darkness (i. e. evil). The period of grace was then 
specially conditional on -the presence of Christ as the light of the 
world ; when he withdrew darkness broke in, although it did not 
prevent the dawn of a new and more glorious day in the invisible 
ministry of Christ through the power of the Spirit; a day that will 
not attain its perfeot splendour until Christ returns. Thus Christ 

2 L 2 
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is conceived of in n twofold nrnnner, fir,,t ns the illumining snn 
of the spiritul\l world, and secondly, es himself co-operating with 
it. 1 

In the latter riew he appears as the model of the human ra.ce, 
and in connexion with this the i·eading r,µ,as has its truth. Hence 
the language is applicable to all times of fovonr, to particular sea
sons as well as to the entire period, seasons of favour being con
stantly followed by circumstances of a darker kind, which become 
a medium of blessing only when the others have been improved. 
According to the interpretation thus given, the sense of the words 
is to be understood as follows : " I must work the works of God 
while good predominates; too soon the time will come when dark
ness v.ill gain dominion and (for a space) interrupt ell my opera
tions (in spiritual things.) So long as I am in the world, I am the 
Light of the world, and I promote the prosperity of all that is good; 
but, as soon as the darkness breaks in and hi.des me from view 
( which came to pass at the death of Obrist), that prosperity will be 
arrested." The physical exchange of day and night, by means of 
which ell the processes of nature are assisted, thus forms a striking 
figure of the exchanges between the powers of the unseen world. 
(Comp. the Comm. on xi. 9, 10; xii. 35, 36.) The words, however, 
were specially intended to draw the thoughts of the disciples,-who 
had been standing with their attention fixed merely on the sick 
man,-to the fact that the Father had prepared all things, and, 
amongst others, this blind men, for the grand ministry of the Son ; 
hence it was bis duty to glorify God in him. 

This view of the passage bas been opposed by Lucke and Kling, 
although upon grounds evidently unsatisfactory. But the inter
pretation propi)sed by them needs a close consideration, as at 
first sight it appears to commend itself. According to this, the for
mula O'LIOEI', ouvaTat lp,yal;ea0at is merely a proverbial mode of ex
pressing the thought : " One cannot work at night;" while ver. 4 and 
ver. [i are so connected that in the latter the operations of Christ aru 
more precisely defined. In this case the sense is: "There comes for 
me also a time when it is not possible to worh-: while I am in the world, 
I am the Light of the world, it is my vocation to enlighten." But, 
in the first place, it is quite beyond proof that a proverbial mode 

I Compare Meyer'" Blatt. f. !Joh. Wabrl,. Bd. i;i. •· 361, If. 
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of expression such 11s ovOEt~ ouvaTat lp,yal;Eu0at lias 11nywbere ex
isted. It is only the first part of the Saviour's language that 
is proverbial, viz., "It is necessary to work, while the day lasts:" 
the other part, " a night cometh when no man can work," is a pro
phetic announcement by Christ respecting the future. In the second 
place it is quite incorrect to translate lfrav 6J "since I am ;" ihav 
signifies quando, si quando, q uamdiu, but never " since." ( Cf. vV ah!. 
clav. N. T. s. v.). Kling acknowledges that Lucke is mistaken 
here, and thinks 3Tav is to be understood as quamdiu ; but he 
has overlooked the fact that then the entire meaning is un
suitable. According to Liicke's interpretation, 3Tav must here sig
nify "since." Kling thus removes the foundation from the expo
sition which he on the whole approves. For, according to Kling, 
what would be the meaning of the words, " so long as I am in the 
world I am the Light of the world?" Here, " to be in the world" 
means " to live,"·" to dwell on earth;" and did Christ cease to be 
the light of the world when he ceased to dwell on "the earth ? 
Hence we are only afresh convinced that our interpretation is cor
rect, the twofold aspect in which, according to this, Christ contem
plates himself, not being at all prejudicial, since a similar view fre
quently occurs in his discourses. In regard, however, to what we 
have said respecting the commencement of a new, brighter day, 
afLer the night had gathered over the Lord, this has not (as Kling 
seems to suppose) been laid down as involved in the text, but merely 
remarked in order to shew the reader more plainly in what manner, 
according to the case in question, we are to regard the relation of 
subsequent times to the life of Christ on enrtb. 

Ver. 6, 7. As regards the cure of the blind man by means of 
spittle, we have already. treated of that subject in the remarks pn 
Mark vii. 32, where the same metbod was adopted in the case of 
one who was deaf and dumb. The only thing that remains to be 
observed is that, in diseases of the sight, the ancients often recom
mended saliva, and even saliva jejuna. Comp. Pliny H. N. xx.viii. 
7. It is a peculiarity _in our history, that the Redeemer further 

l Suet, vit. Vespns. 7, it is said of this emperor (Vespnsian) : e plebe quidnm lumi
uil.Jus orbntus, item nlius debili orure, setlentem pro tribunali pnriter ndiernnt, OI'LtDtcs 

opem vnletudinis,<lemonstrntnm o. Scrnpi<le per l}Uietem (in a drelllD) restituturum ocnlos 
si inspuissct; confirmnturum crus, si dignnretur cnlce contiugere. Cum vi3: titles essillt, 
rem nllo modo sncceesurum, ideoqnc ne cxpr-l'iri.quidem o.uderet, extrema llorluntibns 
nmicis, pnlnm pro concione utrumque tentnvit, nee eventus defuit. In the history of the 
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recommended a washing in the pool of Siloam. To me, however, 
it e.ppears altogether unlike!)' thnt this washing accomplished nuy 
part in the cure ; it was probably intended merely to remove tlie 'TT"TJ· 

A.<><, laid upon tl1e eyes, nnd special mention is made of it becnnse, 
at the moment when the 'TT"TJA.O<; wns taken a,vay, the disengaged 
eye was enabled to perform its function. The only instrument 
by which the cure was effected was the 'TT"TJA-O<; (forwed from the 
•1r-rvuµ,a), which acted as a conductor of the healing energies of 
Christ. (~tA-waµ, = riSm or n1,-a,, Nehemiah iii. 15; Isaiah 

viii. 6 .1 According to tradition, it -;,prang at the foot of Moriah, 
and hence it was a type of the spiritual strenm which issues from 
the Temple of God. (Isaiah viii. 6 ; Ezekiel xlvii. 1.) 

Tholuck thinks that tl1e appended remark : & epp,TJVEvETat a71"Eu

TaAµ,ivo<;, by which J obn explains the name Siloam to his Greek 
readers, is intended to convey a typical reference to Christ, and on 
this account be is inclined to expunge it from the text, as a gloss 
by an a.llegorizing Greek of a later period. With the latter part of 
Tboluck"s view Lucke also agrees. But this opinion is not sup
ported by critical authorities. The words are inserted by all of 
them except the Syriac version, in which case its omission is a 
matter of course. It is also to be borne in mind that John is fond 
of such supplementary observations, and often adopts them. There 
is nothing prejudicial in tracing this remark to John himself, if it 
be regarded merely a.s an etymological interpretation. How he can 
have intended it to suggest a. type of Christ it is difficult to con
ceive, since the man wa.s the individual sent, and Christ was the 
person by whom he was sent. To me it appears certain that, if 
John had designed to use a figure at all, he would have compared 
the rivulet that sprang from under the Temple-hill (the symbol of 
God"s heavenly dwelling) to the spiritual stream which issues from 
God. ( As to the forms n;1,-,u; and n',tv, they may also have a 

passive signification. Co~p- Tboluck, B~°itrage zur Spracherkliir. 
des N. T. s. 123, ff.) 

same man by Tacitus (hisL iv. 81) it is said: ut genas et oculorum orbes dignR1·etur 
respergere oris excremento. An analogy to thie is furnished in modern times by the 
custom of the French kings in healing scrofulous affections. 

1 Lightfoot (bor. heh. J 0.52) distinguishes between the two names, and refers Lhem to ' 
the two ponds which formed the Rtream. Probably, llowever, the two forms we1·e em
ployed intRrchangeably. The stream Jijln at the foot of Mount Zion, at the southern end 
of the eiti·. Comp. Just. Olshausen zur Topographie des sit.en Jerusalem,•· 06. 



(HJ81'F.L Of' JOHN IX. 8-2:J. 

Ver. A-12. The first persons who make remarks upon the mirnc11-
lous cure are the neighbours,-well-meaning men, but completely 
underthe influence of the Pharisees. They are amazed, and desire 
lo see Jesus, but for the sake of safety they immediately bring the 
matter before their spiritual leaders. (llpouah-17,;, mendicus, occurs 
only here; and even, in this instance, does not rest upon certain 
evidence; many distinguished Codices have Tv<t,Ao<;instead. But the 
latter reading too plainly betrays itself as a correction from tbe 
context; the distinctive feature in the man's case was his being 
blind, not his begging. The verb 7rpouatTew, however, occurs 
Mark x. 46; Luke xviii. 35. 

13-16. The report of the cure to the Pharisees now leads to 
further transactions respecting the miracle. The enemies of the 
Saviour, in order to rob it of its importance, say that it was per
formed on the Sabbath. But the cure of a roan born blind appears 
to some among them too difficult to have proceeded from any other 
than divine power. The formality of the investigation renders it 
likely that the whole affair took place before a tribunal, which pro
bably was the so-called petty Sanhedrim. (The term was applied 
to inferior courts of justice, which existed in all citi!ls. Respecting 
the Jewish tribunals, comp. the Comm. on Matt. xxvi. 57.) Before 
this assembly, a difference of opinion concerning the matter might 
arise, because the Pharisees, with all their minute casuistry, had 
not attained so far as to decide U!)On every case in which a disc:ase 
might or might not be healed.

1 
• 

Ver. L 7-23. Perhaps they hoped to be able to bring the blind 
man himself as a witness against Christ, since they asked him 
about bis benefactor; but the simple man spoke in bis favour. He 
regarded Jesus as an individual endowed with superior powers, a 
N.,:i::i, (As to tl1e degree of faith manifested by the restored man, 

co~p. the Comm. on ver. 30, ff.) The Pharisees now inquire of the 
parents whether it was not incorrect that their son hnd been blind 
from his youth, and whether some deceit was not being practised 
in jest. They, however, for fear of the tyrannical Rabbins, declined 

1 The folly of the Ilnbbins in settling these matters surpnsses all description. Comp 
Ligl.Jlfoot I.Jot·. p. 1051, where he quotes from SchRbb. fol, ll>S,2: viuwn in medium oculi 
injici (snhUnto) prohibitum, poui super pnlpebrt\s licitum. Alter llicit, sputum etiom 
Rllp<"r 1)RJ11cbrns poni prtlhiUitnm. 
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any discussion of the matter, nud referred to the mnn himself, who 
bed attained his full ege ('tJXi,cla, "er. 23.) 

The Evangelist incidentally remnrks -(ver. 22), thet the Jews 
had already resolved (uvvTi0Eu0ai, to pass a decree, to come to nn 
agreement; compare Luke xxii. 5 ; Acts xxiii. 20) that those who 
would declare Jesus to be the Messiah should be sepnrnted from 
connexion with the synagogue. (Compare John xii. 42.) (The 
expression a7r-ouvva,yw,yo,; ,yivEu0ai, indeed, does not apply to the 
two highest degrees of excommunication, c-in nnrl ~.n'/1l'W, but 

only to the lowest punishment, which was c~lled .,'!\"!'f~, Tn~d con

sisted in being excluded from the synagogue for n month. It is 
evident that the penalty was intended merely as a means of inti
midation to pr:event the people from allying themselves to Jesus. 

Ver. 24-27. Once again the Pharisees turn to the healed man 
himself, and seek, by means of their spiritual authority, to lead him 
into error. They tell him that they know "he (Jesus) is a aµ,ap
TwA.O<;."' The honest and sincere man, however, does not allow 
himself to be drawn a.side by falsehood, but retains the impression 
which he at first received from the person of the Lord, viz., that 
he was an absolute friend and benefactor. With the power of 
simplicity he unveils to the Pharisees the secrets of their own hearts, 
and shews them the insincerity from which their question proceeded, 
in the words: f-1,1) 11:a1, Vf-1,€18 0E°]\.€T€ auTOV µ,a0'T}Tal ,yEvluea,. ( .. ::1i
oova£ oa~av T<f' (~hrjl here signifies, to tell the truth : " do not at
tempt to conceal that which is known to us, and of which we have 
been informed by God." The aµ,apTw)\.6,; here, as ver. 16, accord
ing tu the main idea implied by the term, is a person who displeases 
God, and to whom, on this very account, God does not impart or 
intrust any higher powers. Compare the remarks on ver. 30, 31.) 

Ver. 28-::34. The boldness of the man's faith now kindles their 
rage to a flame ; they place themselves, as genuine disciples of 
Mo-,es, in contrast with him, as an apostate and a follower of Jesus. 
Tl,is leads the man born blind to become the teacher of those who, 
as the guides of the people in spiritual matters, ought to have been 
aLle to perceive the truth clearly. The words 7r_60Ev EuTl might 
cause tlie expectation that the blind man, in stating his opinion o,s 
to tbe person of the Redeemer, would say more then he did ver. 17, 
\\here lie called him 7r-potf,TJT'TJ<; ; for the expression (7r-60Ev euTl,) 
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might be applied to n higher, heavenly existence, to the divine 
nature of Christ. • But, upon a closer view, it is easily seen that the 
language is not employed in this sense. T}1e Pharisees compared 
Christ with Moses, and then said, in reference to the former, -rov-rov 
Bi ovic ol8aµ,ev 7r00ev eu7r{v. Moses is spoken of as one a7ro -rov 
ovpavov, not as possessing a superior heavenly nature, but as a 
Prophet, as one sent from God. The words of the healed man respect
ing Jesus convey just the same meaning, while the higher conviction 
of the divine origin of Christ might easily be developed from this 
faith, as the bud from the root. This faith in the man rested 
upon one proof alone, viz., subjective experience. It is evident, 
however, that his experience did not relate merely to the external 
cure, but on the contrary, in connexion with this, light beamed 
into the depth of his soul. But for such an operation of grace, 
his faith being as yet only in the bud, he would not have been able to 
meet the malignant temptations of the Pharisees with such a vigor
ous resistance. (Ver. 30 various readings occur in the words ev 
-rov-r<t> ,yap. On the one hand ,yap has been objected to and cor
rected by ovv, while on the other, instead of ev -rov-r't' [scil. 7rpa,y
µ,a-ri], iv -rov-ro has been adopted as more suitable. But the criti
cal authorities are decidedly in favour of the ordinary reading, 
nod there is no reason whatever to doubt its correctness, if we 
only view the ,yap as occasioned by an ellipsis, or rather an apo
siopesis. The language of the man is to be regarded as full 
of emotion, nod we may supply what is wanting thus : " Speak not 
so, for herein is a marvellous thing, &c.'" Comp. Winer"s Gramm. 
s. 521, f.) The conversation at length concludes (ver. 34) with 
calumnies against the man who faithfully confessed his belief, and 
with the punishment of excommunication. 

(The word e,c(3aA.A.ew by no means signifies merely the removal 
of the man from the council-room; it implies excommunication. 
It is only in the latter sense that the fact appears so important as 
it is represented according to ver. 35. The expression 5)..o,; i.ryev
v710'1'}<; ev aµ,ap-r{ai,; relates to the whole person, so that the sense 
is: "We see that thou art not merely branded by Goel. in thy body, 
but perverse in thy soul." Some have proposed to take 3J\o<;-= 
3J\w<;, " Thou nrt tltro1tglw11t born in sins," which m the end 
amounts to much the same thing.) 

3 
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§ 5. nrscot:RSES OJ,' JESUS AGAINST THE l'HAHISEES. 

(John ix. 3n-x. 21.) 

The fresh chapter should have begun nt ver. 35, since x. l ff. is 
connected in the closest manner with what immediutely precedes. 
For the transition (35-38) is followed by the great discourse on 
account of which especially the above n!Ll"rative was introduced. 
This discourse contains, in addition to the polemic element that 
opposes the Pharisees, n doctrinal one, by which it stands iu Llic 
most intimate association with the main design of the Evangelist, 
Here the J;teclecmer describes himself by reference to his peculiar 
work in relation to men, and thus tbe sublime portrait of the 
Saviour which ,T ohn aims to sketch is completed. 

Yer. 35-38. In these verses of transition, the first thing we see 
is the solicitude of the Lord to lead on the healed man, who had so 
faithfully employed the feeble knowledge which he possessed, to 
further attainments. He exhorts him to exercise faith in the Son 
of God, whom he plainly declares himself to be; whereupon the 
man adores him as his Redeemer and Benefactor. 

Here, however, the inquiry nrises : wl.iat is the meaning of o vlo,; 
T. e. in this passage ? This passage is one of those employed to 
prove that the meaning of the term in question is " Messiah," and 
we cannot deny that here, as i. 50, this assertion has some appear
ance of truth. For since, according to ix. 17-30, the bli°nd man 
at first considered Christ to be a prophet, it seems consistent that 
he should be led on to the conviction that Christ was more than 
this, viz., that he was the expected Messiah himself. It is true, it 
might be said tliat, since no further doctrinal explanation is added, 
it can by no means be supposed that the healed man can have 
attacbed to the expression vw<; T. 0. the more profound sig
uification of being born from the essence of God. 1 He does not 
ai;k wltat is the Son of God? but simply" wlto is he?" (Ver. 36.) 
But plausibte as this mode of argument is when the words Rre 
viewed alone, it loses all its force as soon us we compare Lhe 
passage immediately following, viz. x. 30-36. From this, which 

1 Tb.at is,-si.nce tLe Saviour did not gi\·e tl1e mau auy expluuatfon of the term~ it is 
nut like~~- tl1at the man woul<l l1irnself o.tte.ch to it this profound siguification.-Tn. 

~ 



GOBFEL OF JOJIN IX, a9-4 J. 

ifl more definite nnd more copiouf!, we roust explain the one unckr 
consideration, which is brief nnd general. The verses to which we 
refer shew, beyond the possibility of dispute, that the Jews were not 
ncquainted with the expression via, r. e. as a common designation 
of the Messiah, but thut on the contrary they regarded it as blas
phemy, if any one applied the term to himself, and thus made himself 
equnl with God. Hence the question r{, lo-n may be taken 
(because it is a person that is spoken of) as meaning : '' What am 
I to understand by the term via, r. B ?" Now, whether John has 
withheld from us any of the particulars, or it did not appear to the 
Lord appropriate to give the simple-minded man a number of doc
trinal explanations, it was sufficient that he should represent him
self as the Son of God in association with the beneficent power, tlie 
influence of which the man had already experienced, and his faith at 
once embraced the Lord as his benefactor. In conclusion, here again 
we see that the specific nature of faith does not consist in clear and 
precise ideas so much as in susceptibility of heart to the influence of 
heavenly powers. The ryv&o-i, advances as the 7rfo-n, is developed. 

Ver. 39-41. Jesus now passes on to the discourse, which was 
intended partly for the Pharisees, some of whom probably hastened 
to the spot when they saw Jesus talking with the healed man. The 
relation of the blind mf!n (whose spiritual eye in addition to that 
of his body had been opened) to the spiritunlly blind Pharisees is 
the first thing set forth by the Redeemer. Concerning the words 
iry6' eis Kplµa el. rov Koo-µov rovrov 1,XfJov comp. the remarks on 
iii. 17, and viii. 15. The advent of the Redeemer is a source of 
curse as well ns of blessing ; be bestows the latter upon those who 
are humble and believing; be visits the former upon those who nre 
rebellious ond unbelieving. According to circumstances, first the 
one aspect of his ministry is presented, and then the other. 

In the words 7va oi µ3-1 f!X,/;:7rovr1:, "· r. X. corporeal blindness is 
mentioned in connexion with spiritual blindness. This mode ~f ex
pre,;sion wns occusioned by the cul'e of the mon corporeally blind ; 
blindness of the eye is viewed us a symbol of blindness of soul. 

It is customury, for the purpose of removing that which is con
sidered objectionable in the severe language 7va oi f!X./;:7rovrE, 
rvcf,Xd ,yfovwvrai, to interpret 7va ns employed /,cf3anK&, um! d,•nut· 
ing merely consequence. But it has Rlrcmly been shown, in the 
remurks on Matt. xiii. 14 (compared with John xii. 40) that this 
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is contrary to the meaning of the Lord. The inflict.ion of blind· 
ness upon those who see is viewed ns an intended punishment. 
Greater difficulties are prnsented in the subsequent question of the 
Pharisees ; p,iJ r=, i/p,E'is 71.lcf,"Xoi la-µ,Ev : Tholuck, as some of the 
Fathers, e. g. Chrysostom, bere understands corporeal blindness. 
The -words taken thus would not convey n tolerable sense unless 
regarded as ironical, thus, " surely you do not mean to say that 
we are corporeally blind !" But, even thus understood, they are 
less suitable than when considered as relating to spiritual blindness. 
The only difficulty associated with this view arises from the cir
cumstance that the Pharisees ask whether they are Twcf,'A.ol, whereas 
Jesus just above called them /3"ll.€7rovTE<;, and ver. 41 again des
cribes them similarly. If the expression be interpreted in the sense 
of" made blind,"' then the_ following language of Jesus, in which 
he addresses them as persons who see, is not c~nsistent. Hence it 
seems necessary to say that the vain Pharisees, proud of their 
knowledge, did not rightly understand the words of Christ, but 
only caught the general impression " he &peaks against us," and 
having misconstrued his language, concluded thut he called them 
blind, at which they were greatly offended. The answer of Christ 
then appears intended to correct their mistake, but, at the same 
time, to shew them that their supposed SUJ?eriority is conducing to 
their destruction. The first part of this answer is perfectly ·clear ; 
the meaning is : "If you in reality possessed no capacity for the 
knowledge of God, it would be better for you ; in that case your 
condition could not be charged upon you as sin." The expression : 
a.µ,apTtav ov,c i!x,Ew must not be rendered "to be sinless ;" it means 
only " to be without blame as regards your present position." 
Had they been blind, they would not have been absolutely sin
less, they would only have been less blameable in their sinful 
1:1tate. Being in a kind of unconscious condition, they 'Yould 
not have perceived the spirit of Christ moving upon their f1earts. 
But, as they saw, their unbelief deepened their guilt. Consequently 
the passage must be taken thus: " were ye blind, ye might, according 
to the natUI·e of my ministry· ( which changes the µ,17 /3AE'lrOVT€<; 

into /3V'lrovr€s), obtain assistance from me; but now, since ye 
think that yee·see, ye remain as ye are." 

The formula vvv O€M,Y€T€ on /3A~Troµ,Ev is very appropriately se
lecte:i to point out the peculiarity of their state, which consisted in 
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tl1tJ fuct tlrnt they nctnn.lly·hnd a certain capacity for the knowledge 
of God, but obscured it by their conceit, nnd were in reality blind 
(Mutt. xxiii. 24.) Accordingly it may be accounted that, with all 
their guilt, they did not commit the sin against the Holy Ghost, 
when they opposed Christ ; they knew not what they did. 

Chap. x. 1-G. The portion of our Lord's discourse on which we 
have just commented is immediately followed, as x. 21 clearly 
shews,1 by the comparison of the good and bad shepherds. Here 
the connexion of the ideas is so close, that the unity of the dis
course does not admit of any doubt; it is usual merely to suppose a 
pause-in the conversation, or to supply a form of transition. It is 
also to be observed that the conduct of the Pharisees, whose calling 
was that of pastors, had furnished sufficient occasion for the Saviour 
to exhibit to them the picture ofa true Shepherd. 

This passage is not to be regarded as a complete parable ( comp. 
the remarks on Matt. xiii. I) ; it wants one thing belonging to the 
nature of parables, viz., the narration of an occurrence as a fact. 
Hence the term 7rapoiµ,la (ver. 6) is to be taken only in the signifi
cation of "comparison." (John never uses the word 7rapa/30A77. 
This also may be employed in the general sense. Comp. the Comm. 
on Matt. xiii. 1.) 

In order to explain the choice of this particular comparison, 
some expositors have supposed that Chris, uttered the words in the 
open air, within sight of a flock of sheep. This appears to me 
too far-fetched ; the comparison of teachers with shepherds was 
already so common in the Old Testament,2 that no special occasion 
for_its selection was needed. Besides which, I do not see how it can 
be supposed that what is relatecl ver. 23 ff. took place outside the city. 
As to the interpretation of the comparison (ver. 1-5), Jesus (ver. 7, 
9, 10, 11, 14-18) very copiously expounds those features of the 
similitude which refer to himself; verses 8, 10, 12, 13, on the con
trary, he explains as those that serve to depict the character of false 
pastors. Tbe individual members of these two parts perfectly cor
respond. 1. Ver. 7, 9, Jesus shews what was meant by the en
tranGe through the rig/it door, representing himself as being the 
door; ver. 8, l 0, he describes the parallel choice of the false way. 

l Comp. the Treatise by Voret.zsch on this section (x. 1-18). AltP-uburg 1838. 
2 Comp. the po.ssnges Numb. xxvii. 10, 17; Ezek. xxxiv. 1, ff., wLich couto.in tl:e 

elements of our compnrison. 
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the climbing over, by which the false shepherds nre chnrncterized, 
who rob both the sheep of their salvation, and the true Shepherd 
of his sheep. 2. Yer. 11, 14, the Lord describes himself us the 
true Shepherd, whom the sheep know; ver. 12, I 3, on the contrary, 
he p<;rtrnys the ltirelings, whose yoice the sheep know not. Ac
cordingly. it would be thought that the whole similitude is so clenr 
ns t<) prevent the possibility of any difference of opinion concerning 
it : but such is not exactly the cnse. In tltefirst place, Christ has not 
ex.plained all the features of the comparison ;-for example, respecting 
the 0vpoopoc;, ver. 3, nothing farther is said; hence the question arises, 
whether this point has a particular signification or not. If the expres
sion be retA.ined, according to the interpretation of the comparison 
gi-vcn bythe Redeemer himself, the only hypothesis which presents 
itself is, that the 0vpoopoc; means the Holy Spirit, who prepares the 
wny, and brings about the entrance of Christ into the hearts of be
Jie,·ers. Still I do not venture here to advance anything decisively, 
since the Lord himself, on this point, is silent. In the second place, 
it is remarkable that J csus gives prominence to a double reference in 
the similitude; he represents himself first as the door, and then as 
the shepherd who enters through the door. This circumstance 
seems encumbered with so much difficulty that it might be thought 
necessary to suppose that, in the first instance, the Saviour had 
only one point of comparison iu bis eye, viz., the parallel between 
himself and a shepherd; and it is not until he enters upon the 
explanation, that the .figurative import of the door is exhibited. 
But this supposition appears to roe by no means tenable ; what 
Jesus says in the interpretation doubtless was in his mind when 
he drew the comparison. The strangeness of this double reference 
at once disappears, if we only keep in view the twofold relation 
involved in the person of Jesus. Christ might, on the one hand, 
represent himself, according, to his humanity, as one teacher 
amongst others; and, on the other band, he might prominently 
display that part of bis nature which admitted of no comparison, 
and according to which he is the Mediator between God and men, 
the only way of salvation to teachers themselves. Hence this 
twc,fold application of the similitude to Jesus was necesBary for 
the very purpose of shewing that in every way it related to him. 
A mere representation of himself as a good shepherd would have 
le<l the bearers to think of him sim,tJIY ns they did of all other 
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tcnchers, or nt the utmost to look upon him ns distinguished from 
them in degree, but not us specifically different. 

With respect to the individual points, it is scarcely needfol to 
remnrk that, in the East, ns elsewhere, there were robbers and 
wolves, and that there the shepherds were accustomed, in the 
known manner, to drive the sheep to the pasture; nor is the cir
cumstance of n watch keeping guard over the flock to be considered 
n.s peculiar to oriental usn.ge. One observation only is requisite, viz., 
that by aii'A:IJ we are not to understand a regular building, but merely 
n.n open space enclosecl by o. low wall. This explains the term ava
f3a{veiv, wbich, if the term aii'A:IJ were viewed according to our 
western customs, would be somewhat obscure. Howe·,er, we shall 
connect the elucidation of particular points immediately with the 
interpretation which Jesus himself gave to tbose Jews wbo did not 
rightly o.pprehend the meaning of the similitude. 

Ver. 7-9. The Redeemer begins his explanations with the most 
e_mphatic assurance (aµrw aµi}v J,hyro vµ'iv) tbat he himself is the 
eupa TWV 7rpof3a-rrov. As we have already remarked, it would 
seem that tbis metaphorical allusion was not originally implied 
in the similitude, but is to be regarded as a subsequent turn 
given to the comparison in the course of conversation. Bupa, 
considered as it stands in tbe comparison itself, might be supposed 
to mean nothing more than those genuine-self-renouncing senti
ments which result from divine influence in the mind. But if we 
only examine the meaning of 0upa more closely, no such distinc
tion is presented, and even viewed in itself it would be utterly un
tenable. The expressioLL does not indicate a doctrine, or a com
municable circle of ideas necesso.ry in order to enter the kingdom of 
heaven; for in that case the application of the term 0upa to Christ 
would have been altogether unsuitable, and he ought to have been 
called 0vpropoc; or o'&r,ryoc;. If, however, it is remembered that what 
Christ imparts is actually his own nature, we see !hat he bears the 
name (as xiv. G, TJ oooc;) in its deepest and most fundamental sense. 
He who does not participate the nature of Christ, cannot enter the 
true au)vlJ either as a teacher or us a scholar. This aul-..17 certainly 
signifies the f3aa-il-..e{a -r. e., the true community of believers ;1 but 

1 Nevel'theless comp. ver. 16, whence it appears that, as far as this passage, the king
t.lorn of God is conceived of in the exter11al form of n theocratic institution, although in 
nccortlnnce with iLs l!'ue iden 1 i. e., ns the genuiue Isnwl not only corporenlly lmt spi
rlluolly. 
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&ll teachers must first enter this community as believer~ through 
the reception of the divine being nnd nature. It is only nfter this 
entrance, and by ampler endowments than those genernlly con
ferred, as well as by a special call, that they become teachers. The 
&ntithcsis between sheep and shepherds, which presents itself so 
distinctly in tl1e similitude, of course disnppenrs in the explana
tion ; for although every sheep is not n shepherd, yet ~very shep
herd is, in a pertain sense, a sheep in the general flock of Christ, 
and for him no other way of· entrance avails than that which is 
appointed for all. The mistake of this circumstn.nce has occasioned 
much perplexity, especially respecting verses 9 and 10. It has 
appeared unintelligible how Christ, in a comparison supposed to 
treat merely of teachers, could speak of the general blessings result
ing from faith in the_ Redeemer ;1 a difficulty which by our view is 
completely set aside. 

The .first thing regarded as a consequence of entering through 
the Lord (ver. 9) is u-ooT'T/pw, since he who enters leaves the ,c6u.
µ,or; riJr; CL7T'<,JA.€Wr;. The ne.xt result is the €£Uepx€u-0ai and el;ep
x€u-0a£. These terms denote the complete and intimate commu
nion thus instituted between Christ and believers; receiving his 
life into themselves, they enter into fellowship with God. (The 
mode of expression is formed according to the Hebrew Ni::l and 
N"~ii, comp. Numb. xxvii. 17.) The last thing mentioned as 

th; fruit of this entrance through the Redeemer is voµ,t'}v €fip{u--
1CHv. This phrase, strictly speaking, belongs to the similitude, and 
the proper interprP,tation of it is not given till ver. 10, in the words 
f;""}v ,cal 7r€piu-u-ov llx€£V. Here ( as chapters iv. and vi.) Christ is 
represented as be who satisfies ell the longings of the soul (hunger 
end thirst), imparting to man that which is eternal itself, the pos
session of which is in reality the object of all the cravings in the 
human heart. Liicke explains voµ,t'}v €up{u,c€iv as referring to a 
blessing upon the ministry; an interpretation evidently in the 
highest degree forced, and proceeding merely from his excessive 

1 Tile difficulty to wl1icll Olsbausen thus refers may be stated more clearly as· follows. 
According to verses 1 and 2~ it appears thaL in vt!raea U and 10 tl.Je Saviour 1s speaking 
of s/u,pherds or teachers, and of the blessings wllich tlley obtain from him. Hence it 
would seem strange that in describing tbP.ee blessings he should mention only such as 
are enjoyed by all hie flock, Thie difficulty is entirely obviated by Olehausen'• 1·emork, 
that iD the fold of Christ all tile sllepherds a.-e eheep.-Tn. 
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solicitude to preserve the distinction between the shepherds and the 
sheep. 

Ver. 8, 1 O. Alternately with this description of Christ, as the 
door, and of those who enter by it, proceeds the delineation of the 
thieves, who, according to ver. 1, climb over the wall of the avi\,17, 
wit.bout passing through the door. Looking at the picture closely, 
we should expect to find these thieves represented as bringing de
struction upon themselves, as it is said that those who enter through 
the right door obtain salvation. This, however, is presupposed, 
although the description itself only exhibits their destructive influ
ence upon otlters; from such a ruinous effect on others their own 
perdition necessarily follows. The view given in the words before 
us shews that the robbers are contrasted with Christ. While he 
blesses and brings salvation, they destroy the sheep and seek their 
own aggrandizement. Had the other view-that they prepare ruin 
for themselves-been presented, in that case the contrast would 
have been between them and the sheep who enter the fold. Thus 
it may be seen that, in the nature of the subject, the antithesis be
tween shepherds and sheep cannot be retained; and this conclusion 
perfectly dissipates much of the obscurity in the similitude and its 
interpretation. A very great difficulty, however, is involved in the 
language ofver. 8: 7r0,V'T€', O<TOl 7rpo eµ,ov -ryX0ov, ICA€7r'Tat Et<Tb ,cat 
Xvu-rat. Many expositors have already remarked that the reading 
7rpo eµ,ou is to be preferred just because of its difficulty. The 
omission of the words may have arisen merely from the circumstance 
that the passage was employed by the Gnostics in support of their 
views respecting the objectionableness of the Old Testament. They 
explained 7rall'TE', O<TOl 7rpo eµ,ov -ryX0ov as referring to the prophets 
of the Old Testament, and thus, as they presumed, they bad in the 
language of Christ himself a testimony against the Old Testament. 
But if the words be genuine, the question is,-how are they to be 
interpreted ? The forced explanations (which, by the way, are 
quite contre.dictory),-that 7rpo stands for xwpti, (and in this case 
false prophets would be meant); that it is instead of avn or u7rEp 
(according to which false Messiahs must have been intended, who, 
however, did not make their appearance before Christ); or finally, 
that 7rpo eµ,au is equivalent to 7rpo ri'Ji, 0upai, (in the sense " all who 
pass by me and do not enter through me as the door), may be 

2M 
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regnr<led ns sufficiently refoted.1 At the snme time the interpro
tnt1on snpporlL'tl by the most modern expositors contains donbtful 
points. A ppcnl is made to the present tense ( elul) nnd thence it 
is conclndc<l that the words refer to teachers who acted in the time 
of Christ, nnd who, before his entrance upon his ministry, under
took to shew the Jews the way to heaven. But in the.first place, 
it would then be necessary to restrict the term 7TavTf!<; and apply it 
only to the majority; for that ,io one amongst the Jewish teachers 
acted faithfully and uprightly, according to "his knowledge, appears 
scarcely conceivable, while it is to be remembered that, be.fore 
Christ"s ministry, tbe higher knowledge which he came to impart 
could not be attained by them. In the second place, the words 5uoi 
-f])..0ov 7rpo lµ,ov are not at all compatible with the idea-" they 
taught before my entrance upon my ministry." For, the circum
stance of their coming before him would certainly have decreased 
their guilt ; and, if the terms were pressed, it might be asked,
nre we then to regard those bad teachers who did not begin their 
operations till after the commencement of the Redeemer's ministry 
ns excluded from the charge ? This interpretation, therefore, is by 
no means satisfactory ; it results from difficulty, and is forced rather 
than derived from the words. 

For n::y part, I incline towards the view already mentioned, that 
here false prophets, i.e. teachers of. error, are denoted. It is per
fectly true that 7rpo is never synonymous with xwp{,;, b1,1t still, by a 
natural aposiopesis, the sentence to which 7rp/, belongs may involve 
the idea of xwpw. Now, in our passage, the main idea expressed 
by the phrase :;p, .. 0ov 7rpo iµ,ov is that of " working without me;" 
and if we understand the coming of Christ as meaning neither his 
entrance upon bis ministry nor bis birth, but his spiritual advent 

l VorPtzscb (in the Treatise already referred to, s. 9 ff.) proposes tosolvethedifficulty 
by taking wpd Eµ.uU as relating, not to the birth of Christ, but to bis entrance u,pon I.lie 
ministry. He observes tl.Jat, before tLie, persons made their eppeo.ro.nce who assumed nu
tllority; e.nd. u instances, be adduces from Josepllue ( Arch. xvii. 10, 5, 6, B. J. ii. 4, 2) 
three indjviduale, Judas, Simon, and Athronges. But this solution is oppoBed by tLe 
circumstonce that these pt'rsono.ges did not lay any c]aim to a spil"itunl cbaro.cter; they 
did not profess to be either Prophets or Messiahs; tbeir tendency ,vns mcre1y externol. 
Indeed, too much honour is put upon them if they are looked upon as pretenders to Uie 
throne. They nppea.r, on the contrary, to have bren common outlaws. From such men 
.Jesus would in no case have first expressly distinguished himself. It is self.evident tbnt 
in his lips the expression K"Ai.,,.--ra, 1eal A.,,a-rai baa a spiritual reference. 
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nnd opernLions in the minrl, the words mny properly be taken 
us conveying the sense " false tei1cl1ers, not called and not inspired 
by God, having no connexion with tl,e Logos." This significa
'tion alone suffices for the entire discourse. Accordingly thrre is 
no reuson for remaining, as Liicke and Tholuck appear to clo, 
altogether in doubt as to the interpretation of this certainly diffi.<.;n] t 
passage. 

Ver. 11-13. As t11e second point of comparison, Christ himself 
is further represented as the Good Shepherd, and contrasted with 
th{l µiu0wTo<;. The specific fenture in the charncter of the true 
Shepherd is the sacrifice of his life for the sheep, whilst the hire
ling, who is not connected with the flock by any real bond ( or, ovK 

du~ nt 7rpo/3aTa i'o,a), lrns merely his own interest in vie\v, and, 
when danger approudws, he flees. (The A.vKo<; is evidently a 
symbol of the Prince of this world, who pursues all the children of 
God, and strives to wrest them from their Lord.) This passage is 
important, inasmuch as, at nny ro.te, it must be classed with those in 
which Christ himself points to bis sacrificial death. (Comp. espe
cially ver. 17, 18.) It may not indeed have been understood by 
those who heard the discourse, as a distinct declaration on the sub
ject, but, after the death of the Lord, it must have gained the form 
of a prnphecy. The contents of these verses appear, in fact, as an· 
expansion of the similitude, since that does not contain any definite 
intimations of the sentiments here developed. 

Ver. 14-16. The idea that between the false shepherds and the 
sheep there is merely an external connexion, und that th_ey are not 
blendecl into spiritual unity, is ogain expressed, ver. la, in order to 
place the contrary-the intimate union of Obrist with his people
in n, still stronger light. This relation nncl its !lntithesis were 
set forth with special fnlness in the similitucle itself (ver. 3, 4, 5), 
nud it -,ms because tl1e apprehellsio1i of it deptmded, for tlie most 
part, tipon Christ, tlrnt he exhibited it so mi11utely i 11 the inlerpreta
tion as well. The close relation between Christ nod his people is 
here designatecl by ,y,vwuKw. That this expression is not to be 
understood us denoting a merely external kr1owledge is indicated by 
the general usus loqucudi of Scripture, according to which ,ywwu
K€£V = y.,.,, emplo)~ecl in reference to Deity, always signifies n 

knowledge-~f tho reality .1 IVJ:oreover, in our passage the parollel 
1 Rt>specLing the knowledge of bcli~Yers Ly the LorJ, comp. the rernnrknble lnngunge of 

"-2 ,, '2 
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which the Redeemer draws between this 7wrou1CEW, nud the most 
profound kuo\'l"ledge subsisting between the Fnther nnd the Son, 
shews the same thing. (For a more detniled considerntion of this 
subject, comp. the remarks on l\fott. xi. 27.) 

Further, the reciprocal action intimated in the words ,ywro<TKW 

and ,yivrouKoµ,ai is not to be overlooked. Whilst the lmowlerlge 
of the Redeemer is the active clement,-that which penetrntes 
with his power and life,-the knowledge of believers is the pns
sive principle, the reception of his life and light. In this recep
tiou, however, nn assimilation of the soul to the sublime object 
of its kno\'l"ledge and love takes place; and thus an activity (al
though only a derived one) is developed, which shews itself in 
obedience to his commands. At the sametime, the reception of 
that which is diYine into the mind necessarily presupposes therein 
a principle kindred to God, which, when a homogeneous element is 
presented, spontaneously :receives it, and, when approached by 
what is heterogeneous, rejects it. On this account it is said, ver. 
!:i : a°Jl.'\.oTpt'{) ov µ,71 a/COAOU0rJ<TW<TW, o-n OUK lJioa<T£ TWV aA°Jl.oTplwv 

T7JV <f,wvfiv. Thus the blind man was indissolubly bound to Christ 
by his gentle, enchaining power, while the opposing element which 
animated the Pharisees could not retain its power over him. 

Here, however, the question arises,-are we then to consider the 
ep,d. 7rpo{:3aTa and the a°Jl.°Jl.oTptot so entirely different as this ? were 
the comparison urged, it might be supposed to sbcw that Christ di
vided men into two parts,-the one containing the principle kindred 
to God, which, when God exerts and manifests bis power in Christr 
is put in action,-the other containing the sinful principle, which 
does not allow itself to be attracted by what is divine, but follows 
only that which is evil. But we have already frequently pointed o,ut 
the fact that such an absolute difference in men is not harmonio'us 
with the doctrine of Scripture. (Comm. on the parable~ Matt. 
xiii.) It is true that in the one class of men a preponderance of 
that which is sinful is displayed, while in the other we see a prepon
derance of what is good; but on both sides a transition to the oppo
site, by faithfulness or unfaithfulness, is possible. It is specially 
important to bear this in mind, when interpreting ver. 16. In this 
verse the Lord, after again mentioning his love to his people-which 

Paul (2 Tim. ii. IQ), iD which be calls the knowledge of believers, on the port of the Ile
eem er, the eeal ( aq,payi•) of being and JiviDg in Goll. 
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lie dcclures will be faithful unto death-proceeds to describe the ample 
extension of the effects produced by his operations. His cpwvi] causes 
every fibro of humanity to vibrate, and, where any thing kindred is 
slumbering, there it awakens the germ of the higher life. Here the 
Redeemer certainly had in his eye the Jewish nation (the visible 
form of the {3aut?uda T. 0.) as the first avAi], and the entire Gentile 
world as the more-distant circle on which be would act. As, however, 
all .:r ews were not his sheep, so neither would all Gentiles be; but 
he would gather susceptible minds and faithful followers from among 
the Gentiles as well as the Jews. These together (after the wall of 
partition, raised by the external law, bad been broken down, Ephes. 
ii. 14, ff.) would form·a new living unity, the true spiritual Israel 
(µta 7ro{µv'T/) in which Christ himself is the head (the el<, 7Totµ-ryv) ; 
whilst the others who did not hear the voice of Christ would remain 
excluded. Here, therefore, not a word is said about a general 
union of all men, good and evil. The passage John xi. 52 perfectly 
confirms our interpretation. There, those of all nations who are 
attracted by the living power of God are called TJ1<:va Tou Beou, 
a.nd Christ is represented as the person who unites them all, the 
uvva,ywywv el-. ev. This abolition of all barriers between Jews and 
Gentiles had already been beheld, with the prophetic eye, by the 
seers of the Old Testament. • 

In relation to this subject, Psa. lxxxvii. is worthy of special 
remark. There Rahab (Egypt), Babylon, Philistia, and Tyre-the 
very nations who stood in the roost hostile position towards Israel
are described as those who should be born in Zion, the centre of 
the theocracy. Nor must we overlook the circumstance that in xi. 
52 this extension of the effects wrought by the Redeemer is con
nected with his cleath; and thus the passage ( comp. also Eph. ii. 
1-4, ff.) is paralle(with John xii. 32, where Christ, before his cruci
fixion, says that he will draw all (those who hear his voice) unto 
him. Accordingly his death appears as the act of emptying or 
pouring forth his power and his life, which, coming in contact w.ith 
susceptible minds, would draw them into the new living community. 
That which is to be imparted to a mass must be resigned in its 
individuality, in order to be fouIHl again iu the greater unity. 1 

l In Cl.Jristinnity this sacrifice of the iudh·idunl to the universal, appears in its neces
i,;nry restriction (viz., so that individuRlity is not annil1ile.ted, but regnined in higher 
t•JH?rgy) hy menns of the rermrr~ction of tl1e body, ns the permanent limitation of the p•r-
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Ver. 17, 18. On account of the profound connexion of this 
thought with the whole discourse, it is brought forward· ngnin with 
special stress in the concluding verses. Three equally remarlrnble 
ideas now present themselves. The first is that of the volunto.ry 
sacrifice, already implied in the terms nfHvai 71/V vvx1v (u,\E)~ t:)~U,), 

hut expressed with particular emphasis in tLe words: ov~;i., cltp€t 

O,V7'f/V a?T' €JJ,OU, a,}.,}.,' by~ 7i0'T]µ,t aV7'f/V a?T· Jµ,avTOU. (Ver. 
18.) This idea is very important in relation to the scriptural doc
trine of redemption. It shews that neither a compulsory decree of 
the Father, nor the power of the Evil One, occasioned the death of 
the Son, but that it resulted only from the inward impulse of the 
lo"e of Christ. The Father, who is love itself, permitted that death 
of love to which the Son consented, because it would have been 
contrary to his nature to prevent the highest display of love. But 
in the will of the Father there was nothing which submitted the 
Son to necessity. This view of the sacrificial death of the Lord 
sets aside many objections egamst it which have commonly been 
derived from the argument that God, as love, could not deliver the 
Son to death. The death of Christ is the pure effluence of bound
less love, which thus displays its very essence in the sublimest form. 
The second idea is, that the dying Saviour of the world himself re
sumes bis life. He ascribes to himself the il;ovu{a to take it again, 

sonality. In the oriental religions, especial1y in Buddbi~m, and even according to tbe 
views of the most eminent Moha.mmede.n mystics, the offering up of self is nothing but 
pe.ntbeistic annihilation. Snch is tlle very doctrine of Dschelo.leddin Rumi, when be 
sings;-

God is the universal seo. of being! 
All beings, e'en the countless hosts of he.o.ven, 
Move towards him as Lh~ strea.mJets to the ocen.n. 
Is the greet sea of Deity iu tempest 1 
Then all his streamlets toss with ogite.tion. 
Will be, tbe Pe.rent,deep, dry up these waters? 
He casts tbem from him to the shore's dry heights. 
Or, will be merge them in his own abysses, 
Then must they yield ns stuble to the burning! 

HencP-, to be sacrificed to the universe.] appears to the oriental mystics associated with 
delightful bappiness, end accordingly the same poet says: • 

Because to die is even sweet (believe me), 
The Koran therefore suicide }JroLibiLs. 
To me~ deatL pours out life with pearly brightness, 
And takes me from diversity to unity! 

Comp. Tholuck's Bliithensammlung ausder morgenlii.ndischen Myatik, Berlin, 1825, s, 
IJO f. and 128. 
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and represents this resumption of it 118 the purpose for which it was 
laid ~wn (lva 'TT'a:Xiv Aa/3w aVTTJV), his death being designed to 
destroy death by life (Heh. ii. J.4.) Although in other instances 
the resurrection of Christ is referred to the Father, whilst here it is 
ascribed to the Son himself, this is only an apparent discrepancy ; 
for Father and Son are one (ver. 30), and hence the nature of the 
Father.lives nlsq in the Son. So for, however, as we recognize in 
the Father the cause, nod in the Son that which is caused, every
thing in the Son may be traced to the prescription ( ev-roATJ) of the 
Father. As the :Father is life, so the Son also carries it within him 
(v. 26), and the life that overcomes the power of death,-the new 
light which dissipates the inundating darkness,--:is the ava<r-ra

<rv,. Accordingly, the sentiment conveyed, when Christ calls liim
self the ava<r-ra<rv, (xi. 215), is· identical with the m~aning here, 
although it is the power of the Father that produces the effect in him. 

The /a.,t thing to be observed is, that the Redeemer, in the 
words [ha -rov-ro o '1T'an7p µe cuya'TT'a, 3-ri 1e. -r. A., appears to found 
the bond of love between Father and Son upon the sacrifice of the 
latter. Lucke (in the first edition) endeavours to avoid this idea, 
by connecting t'va with the preceding words, and translating thus: 
"The Father loves me, because I Jay down my life, so much, that 
l have power to take it again." But Tboluck bas already shewn that 
this interpretation is forced, since it is not at all consistent with the 
position of the words; and moreover, it would require that t'va 

should be taken e1e/3a-ri1ew,;, for which there is no ground, the re· 
surrection being here viewed strictly as the design of the death of 
J esu~. And further, according to; Liicke's interpretation of our 
passage, the essential difficulty remains; for the love of the Father 
is founded upon the sacrifice of the Son, and this appears to favour 
the Socini-arinn notion of Christ, as a being intimately connected 
witb God by a moral bond,-viz., that of faithful and willing obe
dience,-but not by unity of nature. This passage, however, is to 
be classed with those in which the Lord, in speaking of his relation 
to the Father, places himself, as a man, on a parallel with his follow
men. Jesus does not mean to say that his self-sacrificing love and 
fidelity is anything self-subsistent nod unconnected with God (such 
a slntcruent would have represented the Futher's love as acquired by 
merit) ; on the contrary, the Son·s spotless nature itself is the conse
queurr, of God"s eternal love to him, 1md the communicution of God's 
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own nature to him. But in order to sbew the Pharisees their 
estrangement from God in their love of self, Christ exhibits that 
pllrt of his nllture which must have b"Jen the most il!telligible to 
them. 

Yer. 19-21. The result of this address delivered by the Re
.deemer was, as in former cases, Oil the one liand, increused hatred 
poured forth in blasphemous sayillgs ( concerning oaiµ,aviov • lfxew, 
comp. the Comm. on viii. 49, vii. 20). while, Oil the other, the 
minds of some were effectually wrought upon by the Spirit, and 
the power displayed in the words of the Lord. It is the purpose 
of J obn to describe the gradual advance of these two opposite effects, 
as he constantly indicates the impression produced by the discou·rses· 
of Christ which be reports. 

§ 6. FEAST OF DEDICATION. 

(John x. 22-39.) 

The Evangelist, without making any remark whatever on the 
further journey of the Redeemer, transports us at once to a new 
feast at Jerusalem, that of the Dedication. The simplest way of 
explaining this connexion with what precedes, is to suppose that 
Christ remained either in Jerusalem or in its neigltbourhood. Cer
tainly the chronological character of John here sustains an injury 
as to its exactness ; for, if he had intended to maintain chronolo
gical precision, he must here have added at least a date. The con
jecture, that Jesus had not left Jerusalem at all, is especially fa
voured by the circumstance that ver. 26, ff., the words of the Lord 
evidently have reference to the foregoing similitude of the Good 
Shepherd, which renders it probable that what_follows was uttered 
in the presence of the same persons who listened to the preceding 
discourse. 

This section does not contain any fresh sentiments, but is in the 
highest degree important in relation to the development of the idea 
conveyed by vioi; T. e. We have already taken opportunity, in 
commenting on the passage v. 18, ff., which is parallel to this, to 
shew that the term never occurs merely as name of the Messiah. 
In fnvour of this position the f;Jlowing conversation speaka far 
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more decidedly than Rny of the arguments y~t adduced, the proof 
contained in it being of such a nature that its force can scarcely be 
avoided. 

Ver. 22, 23. The feast whi_ch John here calls Ta €"/Ka{vta was 
held to commemorate the purification of the Temple desecrated by 
Antiochus Epiphanes. In the Hebrew it is termed ii:l'!l:n, i. e. 

consecration, e,yKawta-µo<; 70£, 0va-taa-T'T)p{ov ( l Macc.Tiv. 56), or 
Ka0apta-µo<; 'TOU lepou (2 Mace. i. 18), or 'TOU vaou (2 Mace. x. 
5.) Josephus (Arclneol. xii. 7) calls it 'T<Z cf,w'Ta, on account of 
the brilliant illumination kept up during the eight days of the fes
tival. The feast fell in the month Chislev (December), to which 
circumstance allusion is made in the words Kat xeiµ6w "1v,1 The 
rough, cold weather induced J csus to choose a Stoa in order to con
verse with the Jews. This Stoa, named after Solomon, was situated 
on the east side of the Temple, and on this account was called a-Toa 

avaT0XtK77. In the destruction of Solomon·s Temple it was pre
served, and in the time of Zeruhbabel's it was used es a venerable 
i·uin. 

Ver. 24-28. In this porch Christ was surrounded by Jews of 
rtetive mind, who were attracted by the wonderful appearance which 
the Redeemer presented to them, and were earnestly desirous to 
comprehend it. Their minds being full of the images which the 
generally prevailing belief associated with the idea of the Messiah, 
they thought that probably this might be realised in him. Still 
they remained in uncertainty, becnuse so many things in Christ 
were not consistent with their notions, and they did not find that 
he supported them in their carnal hopes. From this tormenting 
suspense they wished to be relieved, and hence the question: ew<; 

'11"D'T€ 'Ti}V +vxiJv f,µwv a'tpet<; ; (profone writers also use a'tpew 

[only without yvxiJv] for µeT€wp{t;ew to leave in uncertainty, to 
strain by hope or fear. .[Comp. Lli.cke's remarks, Stud. 1834, b. 
3.J Markland conjectures alwpets, which gives the same sense; 
but he has no support from critical authorities.) Christ tells them 
with sufficient plainness that he is the Messiah, but at the same 

1 DP. Welte is quite misto.ken in his observntion on this pnssage, that the wortls xu
µWv 7/11 hnve uo reference to the wenther, nud Lhnt, if such a refereoce ho.d been iutended, 
xuµWv iyivE-ro must bo.ve been said (? !) Certninly xuµ.OJv 7]11 means "it was. winter 
rime;" Lut because in the winter rough wenther prevails, the terms 11ssuretlly imply an 
nllusio11 lo the weuthcr. 
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time rebukes their unbelief, which, notwithstanding the most evi
dent testimonies from God on bis behalf (comp. the remarks on 
Y. 36), would not allow them to decide in his favour. Jesus shews 
that Lhey do not belong to his sheep, from the fact thnt his voice,
his piue heavenly ministry,-could not uttrnct them, a11d found no 
earnest echo in their hearts. 

The reference in this language to the above similitude is obvious ; 
hence it appears to me that the words ,ca0©<; EL71'ov vµ,'iv (,•er. 27), 
which are wanting in tbe Manuscripts B.K.L.M. and other critical 
nuLlicrities, arc a gloss. De Wette thinks the omission proceeds 
merely from the circumstance that these words were not found in 
the foregoing comparison, and accordingly he says that we must 
hci·c acknowledge aQ instance of inaccuracy in J_ohn:s report. But, 
nlthough the following language does not occur word for word in 
the previous portion of the Redeemer's discourse, yet it does in its 
essential contents. This hypothesis, the~·efore, is to be rejected as 
unsound. 

Yer. 29, 30. The iden, that all who a:re given to the Redeemer by 
the Father (respecting oioavai, comp. the Comm. on John vi. 37-
44) belong to him in such a manner that he never can lose them, is 
here enlarged upon by Christ, evidently with the melancholy feeling 
that these persons to whom be spoke, and who, in the widest sense of 
his ministry, were objects of redemption, would notwithstanding be 
lost, because they had given themselves to another power than that 
of the Good Shepherd. (Comp. the remarks on John viii. 44.) The 
impossibility, however, of true believers being lost, in the midst of all 
the temptations which they may encounter, does not consist in their 
fidelity and decision, but is founded upon the power of God. Here 
the doctrine of predestination is presented in its sublime and sacred 
aspect; there is a predestination of the holy, which is taught from 
one ei,d of the Scriptures to the other ; not indeed of such a nature 
that a gratia irresistibilis compels the opposing will of man, but so 
tl.iat that will of man which receives and loves the commands of 
God is produced only by God's grace. Hence no holy person has 
believed himself to be sanctified by anything ( especially not by 
anything resting on himself) except the power of grace. Accord
ingly in our passage God is spoken of as the. Preserver, and it is not 
said •' My true friends keep themselves in unalterable union with 
me." for uo man would be happy if left to self-preservation. The 
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designation of the Father ns the 11bsolute Power (µdl;wv 7ravTwv 
iuTl) evidently has a reference to the Evil One and his agents, whose 
hostile activity (ap7ra/;;eiv) appears impotent in contrast with the 
..-ictorious might of the Good One. 

The Lord, for the sake of throwing further light upon his relation 
to the Father, adds the declaration £')OJ Kal. o 7raTTJP i!v luµEv, 
which forms the centre point of this entire discourse. The idea of uioc; 
being necessarily connected with that of 7raT1JP, these words express 
_just as much as o uloc; Kal. o 7raTTJP i!v elui, on which account the 
Redeemer could justly say (without the need of a supposition, on 
our part, that the conversation is abridged) 3T£ Et7rov, uloc; T. 0. 
elµt (ver. 36.) The primary idea suggested by the connexion of 
the passage is that of power, so that the phrase µdl;;wv 7ravTwv 
iuT£ (ver. 29) applies also to the Son. But, since we cannot con
ceive of one divine property without anotlter, it follows that i!v 
Elva£ must denote the consubstautiality of the Son with the Fa
ther. Meanwhile, there are entirely unprejudiced expositors, such 
as Lucke and Tholuck, who have thought that our passage could 
not relate to consubstantiality, because in other passages John em
ploys the ex·pression i!v Elvai respecting the relation of the disciples 
to himself. (Comp. xvii. 11, 21, 22.) But in these places we 
find the addition of the significant language : Ka0wc; Kai f/µE'ic; l'Yw 
Kai, 0 7raT;,p Ev Euµev. This surely must indicate that here the 
sense of the expression cannot be essentially different from that 
which we attach to it in the verse under consideration, and a closer 
view of the subject clearly shews that it is not so. For, if the 
Arian-Socinian-Rationalistic hypothesis,-tbat i!v EZvai refers only 
to unity of will, not of nature,-be entertained, let it not be for
gotten that true unity of will without unity of nature i;; something 
inconceivable. Hence, if Christ speaks of unity of will between 
himself and his people, this can subsist only so far as such unity of 
will has been rendered possible to them by a previous communication 
of his nature.1 The profound idea, that believers are assimilated 
to the Lord by the communication of his nature to them (which 

l This is o.cknowledged by Tholuck, in the fourth edition (s. 195), wbere he rem11rks 
tho.t £v Elva,, even wben used in npplica.tion to the disciples, denotes not merely an ex~ 

ternal hru·mony of will, but inlernal fellowship of life, ns the source of that harmony. 
Tho.t the expression must be used thus is obvious; for the e'v ~I11a, of believers with 
Christ depends upon the po.rticipe.tion of the divine natul'e through the communication 
of his Spirit. ( Comp. 2 Peter i. 4.) 
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we find, John vi., in the participation of his flesh and blood) hera 
appears to have escaped the above-named expositors; but, this 
being kept in view, it is clear that in this instance, as in the other, 
the language camiot but relate to consubstanliality.1 

In conclusion, it should not be overlooked that lv, and not 
ek, is employed. The choice of the former expression indicates 
the manner in which we are to app1·ehend the relution of triality to 
unity in the Trinity. Triality of persons forms a unity of being 
but not of person ; the latter mode of speech would not be super
natural, but contrary to nature. The most ancient Fathers, as is 
known, were strangers to the view which has obtained since the 
time of Augustine, and is common in the so-called Athannsinn 
creed, according to which a numerical unity is asserted of the tri-
ality of persons. • 

Ver. 31-33. The Jews quite correctly understood the expression 
as denoting consubstautialitg (De Wette discovers in this a mis
take of the Jews [!], as if Christ did not in other instances ascribe 
to himself divine dignity and properties-and, moreover, here had 
they made such a mistake, he certainly would have removed it with 
a word); believing, however, that God had not made ·christ equal 
to himself, but that Cli1·ist bad arrogated that equality (ver. "33), 
they regarded bis words as involving blasphemy against God. Here 
it will be well to refer to ver. 25, and to determine the precise 
meaning of vior; T. e. The Jews regarded Jesus as an ordinary 
man (/iv0pr,nror; ruv 7rof,€'ir; ueaVTov 0eov), but nevertheless thought 
it possible that be was the Messiah, and saw no blasphemy in bis 
open declaration that he was so (ver. 25.) However, when he 
called himself the Son of God, they took up stones and cried out 
" He blasphemes God!" According to this, it is quite inconceiv
able that the term "Son of God," among the Jews in the time of 
Christ, was synonymous with "_Messiah ;" on the contrary, it sig
uified something higher and superhuman. As, according to earthly 
laws, the son bears the dignity of the father, so the expression" Son 
of God" denotes the equality of dignity, and the common popular 
opini@n did not ascribe this even to the Messiah, who was believed 
to be only an civ0pr,nror; KaT' iKXo,y71v. Hence, when the term 

l The eame idea, also, is iudicated in the subsequent language of .;Jesqs, John x. 
3::,, ff. 

3 
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ll. T. 0. is connected with the name Christ (as John i. 50,1 vi. 69, 
ix. l 7-30 ), the former is a more precise definition of the latter, and 
t.he combination is to bo understood thus: " The Messiah, who (ac
cording to the more profound view) is a manifestation of the Son 
of God or Logos." If the term had been a common designation 
of the Messiah, the defence of Jesus would have taken quite a diffe
rent form; it would not liave been requisite for him to say anything 
more than this: "I only answered your question (ver. 24), and how 
can blasphemy be involved in my saying that I am the Messiah, 
whom ye yourselves have a certain inclination to believe me to be ?" 
Instead of this, the Redeemer, in the first place, again reminds them 
of his tcaXa lp,ya, and, when the Jews reply that they appreciate 
these, Christ adduces an argument from the Old Testament, which 
sufficiently shews that be himself intended this expression to be 
apprehended in the more profound manner. 

Ver. 34-36. 'l'he Lord cites the remarkable passage, Ps. 
lxxxii. 6. In the first place, as regards the form of the quotation, 
voµ,o<; is used in the wider sense of the Old Testament generally. 
(By way of synecdoche for the chief part, the whole is called the 
Tborah.) The expression occurs just in like manner, John xii. 
34, xv. 25. Secondly, as to the passage itself, the words run : .,::is 
O~~f li.,~¥ .,?~'! O,.J)~ c::,.,;:i-Z,~ ".Z:,~~~ ; LXX. i,yc,J d7ra, e~~t 

• iuTe, i€al viol inyluTo,v 7ravTE<;. This juxtaposition of 0eo<; and 
vio<; uyluTov explains the synonymous use of the terms " God" and 
" Son of God" by Christ in the sequel (ver. 35, 36.) The Son 
partakes the nature of the Father, and therefore the Son of God 
is himself God. Thus the Jews concluded, and the correctness of 
their conclusion is acknowledged by Jesus himself. The only 
question is as to the applicability of the name of God in certain 
cases, and tltis the Redeemer intends to point out by the citation. 
The customary mode of interpreting the use of the quotation in 
our passage (the mode adopted by Lucke and Tholuck) is os fol
lows : It is said that the Psalm relates to judges or kings ; that 
these are called, in the Old Testament, Elohim, because tltey oug!tt 
to discharge tlteir duty in tl,e name of God; and that hence the 
Redeemer draws the conclusion: if ordinary kings are called gods, 
surely the highest king, Messiah, may wear this name. It cannot 

1 In the English ver. 49.-TR. 
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be said that this view is charncterized by anything notunlly falso. 
At the same time it is open to objection, inasmuch ns the rigidness 
of the Mosaic l\lionotheism is incompatible with the unscrupulous
ness which nppears to be betrayed in the application of the snored 
name of God to human individuals, if the custom of cnlling kings 
Elohim had no other foundation than the circumstance, tbnt it 
behoved them to fulfil their office in the name of God. Who gives 
to an ambassador the title of maJe.~ty, because he acts in the name 
of his monarch ? The custom itself, however,· is indubitable ; 
only let Exod. xxi. 6, xxii. 8, 28, be compared with Exod. xviii. 
l ~. Dent. i. 17, xix. 17. Acco1·dingly, the only question is,
whence did this extraordinary application of the name Elohim 
arise? The best assistance in answering this inquiry is gained 
from Exod. X'\"iii. 15, where it is said: W-,"!'f1, c::,:s,:, -,t,~ N:J..,--.,:, 
o.,;-it,~. These words are ~ to be understo~d as T ;efe;ri~g t; th~ 

reg~! ~~cl judicial ministry of Moses ; nnd hence it is seen that, 
according to the genuine theocratic view, God himself is conceived 
of strictly as the true King and Judge of Israel, who only has his 
organ through whom he manifests himself. The name Elohim, 
npplied to those who nre in authority, presupposes a real union 
of the person with God; if this aoes not exist, the nnme hns no 
trutb.1 That the Redeemer intended Ps. lxxxii. 6 to be understood 
thus, is clearly shewn by the language : 7rp6,; oO,; o J\hyo,; -rov 

Beou eye11ET0. This form of speech is parallel with the known 
phrase ":lt,El 1,y :,;:,-, ""'l:J."!'f .. ;,.,.,, which; as is known, denotes the 
circumst~uc~ of-supTeri~r ~o~m:~u';;icution, such as the prophets re
ceived. Consequently we are to understand here, not merely 
authorities purely political, but prophets end divinely-enlightened 
men in general, who, accordillg to the theocratic view, might also 
judge, because God, the only true Judge, spoke through them. 
All these were termed cltildreu of God, because the power a.ud na
ture of God wrought in them and were manifested by means of·them. 

I I u opposition to tlJie, de \V~tte remarks tho.t e. !'enl tJDion between these pel'SODS n111.l 
God cannot be eupr,osecl, Lf'cauee God rebukes tl.Jem ( wlwrc 1) ne unrighteous. Dut 
bere tlie leng1111.ge <loes not relate to concrete individuals, in so fe.r ne thPy c:xprefls the 
idea imptrft-cL1y; it reJntes to tl.Je idea as sucli. This ideo. je, that tllese e.utl1orities nre 
called gods 0 1wt because 111.n office is ent.rust.ed to them externo.lJy by Go<l, but lJi.>cuuHe:, it is 
tL,.ir dut~' to Le organs of tl1e divine will, which, in the other case, tl.J(~y woul<l ne,·c.~. 
sarily Le, 11ltiJougL their own beo.rts were insincerE:. (Cowpure the remw·ks ou .lolrn xi. 
49_,,2, 
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Thus a. reo.l pnro.llel subsisls between them ancl Christ himself; 
only thut in him the ubsolute und perfect manifestation of Goel was 
representccl, on which account he is cnllecl the Son of God abso
lutely, /J vioi; TOV 0eov, whilst the others (to avail myself of a 
Philonc1m·distinction) were rather called vio't, Tov AtJ,yov. In this 
eminent sense, the Lord here designates himself av a ?TaT'TJP 
.;,,ylaue. The expression wyia,eiv = W.,71'.?i:T is here to be retained in 

the litere.l El.Del primary signification1 in ,~hich it is used = /1.cpop{
,ew, " to set apart from a number," especially for sacred use. For 
whilst all prophets, and those to whom the word of God came, 
may be called .;,,yiauµ,epoi in relation to the world, the J\;Iessiah is 
the distinguished One among these .;,,yiauµ,evoi themselves, and 
thus the cf,yioi; Tov 0eov 1CaT' igoX'1JV- (Comp. John vi. 69.) In 
order to strengthen the argument, and fasten it upon the hearers, 
Jesus adds : 1Cat ot.i ouvaTai /\.v0iJvai n ,ypac/>"7· The meaning of 
/\.v0iJvai is, in this instance, to be understood just as in J\fatt. v. 
17, Gal. ii. 18 ; the Scripture, as the expressed will of the uu
changeuble God, is itself immutable and indissoluble. 

Ver. 37-39. This language of Jesus (comp. the explanation of 
v. 36) is not unimportant, as the means of ascertaining, from his 
own lips, the relation of miracles to the proof which lies in the 
internal and divine power of his words. It is evident thut here 
two kinds of ?TiuTeveiv are distinguished : the ?TUrTe,,ew Tct, 
;!p,yoii; and the ?TiuTevew eµ,ol. Now, since the latter is repre
sented as to be produced by the fmmer, the 7TtCTTevew eµ,ot up
pears _the higher. It presupposes full susceptibility to the divine 
influence which proceeded from Jesus, and where such susceptibi
lity existed, miracles certainly were rather an addition to the proof 
than the proof itself. But where this was wanting, and the im
pressions of divine things had tu contend·with tbe manifold work
ings of sin-which operated partly from within and partly from 
without-tl1ere it was requisite to give such a. sign of his heaveu ly 
mission as should set aside every doubt; and this w11s the purpo~e 
answered by miracles. Now, where these passed over the mind 
without effect, the erudicution of all ·good had reached its highest 
degree, and sin h11d gained the victory. 

Respecting "'JWWCTKetv Kal 7T£CTT€1.1€W, comp. the remarks on .J olm 

l llespecling ,i.-y,dtuv, comp. thc- pat·ticulnrs on Jobn xiii. 31. 
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,,i. 69. Some manuscripts here omit one and some the other ideo, 
the a1TRngement having appeared to many tmnscribers unsuit
able. The form : iv iµ,ol o 7raT~P ,ccuy6' ev:a1iTp, whioh expresses 
t.he reciprocal action of the love between Father and Son, is eluci
dated in the remarks on xiv. 10. Concerning ver. 39, comp. the 
Comm. on vii. 30. 

END OF l'OL. IiI 




