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THE AUTHOR'S PREFACE.

HE present work does not profess to be a commentary.
On the one hand, much is wanting in it that is ordi-
narily looked for in that kind of work; and, on the other
hand, it contains much that goes beyond the design of a
commentary in the ordinary sense. In both these directions
some justification of its method will be thought necessary.
It is sufficiently obvious that, for the interpretation of
any New Testament book in its sequence of thought and
theological bearings, a great deal of work is demanded.
The text must be critically examined, the exposition philo-
logically established and sustained against contradictory
views. As, further, no true expositor imagines that he can
create out of his own resources what has been contributed
by the current of exegesis during many generations, each
one must make the past history of its exposition the
foundation of his own. But all these labours of a critical,
philological, polemic, and historical kind are still only the
preparation for the proper business of exposition, that of
intellectually reproducing the document in question. When
the greater part of our commentaries are examined, we find
that those preliminary labours are exhibited with such
profuseness as to embarrass very much the independent
view of the object of investigation as a whole. The mind
of the reader is drawn in so many directions, and occupied
with so many and separate questions, that the one single im-

pression of the book itself is lost. That which the apostle
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says retires into the background before that which he is
supposed by this and that interpreter to have said. Indeed,
the number is not small of those authors who think that
with this preliminary toil their end is answered. Let any
one subtract even from such distinguished and in their way
unrivalled works as the exposition of the Ephesians by
Harless, and the exegetical-critical commentary of Meyer
and Huther, all that belongs to this preparatory labour, and
then put together their own contribution to the theological
exposition, and he will have to marvel at the small quantity
of the residuum. Accordingly, the attempt has been made
here to withhold from the reader as much as possible all
these preliminaries, giving instead as succinctly as may be
their results. Attention has been paid to the warietas
lectionuwm only so far as they have any bearing on the
meaning of the passage, and the same course has been
adopted as to the philological groundwork. The history
of the exposition has been left out altogether, and all
controversy with predecessors has been systematically
avoided.

The aim has been rather to unfold, with the New
Testament only in hand, the order and the substance of
the thought in St. John’s Epistle. Not indeed with the
foregone conclusion that historical-critical commentary is
superfluous ; for it is, in fact, the first work that every one
must toil at who seeks to penetrate independently into the
meaning of any book in the New Testament. But it
seemed to me more convenient to present the reader at
once with a uniform exposition, which would not leave
him wunder the necessity of passing under review all
possible varieties of exposition, and thus, instead of being
occupied with one interpretation of the Epistle, striving to
come to an understanding with a good many of them.
Thus there is a gain of space and time which may be
devoted uninterruptedly to the investigation of its theo-
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logical principles, and, according to the ability given, to
sink into their depths. The purpose has been ever before
my mind to study every detail as far as possible in such a
way that the reader may be aware always of its place in
the great whole; for so long as the particulars are viewed
only as particulars, the apprehension of their meaning even
as particulars becomes onesided and disjointed. Thus the
way in which I arrange the order and matter of thought in
the Epistle determines, under this aspect, the substance of
the whole book.

Under this aspect—for it may be supposed to furnish
something independently of this—it professes to be a con-
tribution to Biblical Theology. This, in my view, has for
its object more than the systematic arrangement of the
fortuitous or intentional utterances of a New Testament
author on all possible dogmatic points, and the gathering
them into one whole: more than this may be expected, so
far as it aims to be scientific. Almost all the dogmatic
disquisitions of the New Testament are in a certain sense
occasional utterances. For instance, when our Epistle calls
God Light, this definition is not primarily given in the
interest of theological metaphysical speculation, but only to
lay the basis for the exhortation to walk in the light.
Nevertheless, it is quite obvious that the definition Oeds
¢ds was, quite apart from the relation in which it here
stands, a constituent element of Johannaean thinking; and
that, generally speaking, whatever St. John says throughout
the Epistle with a practical aim was not only living in his
spirit in this its ethical connection, but also drawn from
the whole fulness of his Christian moral philosophy. Every
man who truly thinks bears in himself, albeit perhaps un-
consciously, his own system of thought; all his individual
and apparently isolated utterances spring from the totality
of his view of things. In common life we are justified from
the individual words of a man (more than that we really
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know in but few) to draw our conclusions as to his collec-
tive habit of thought. He must consent to accept the
premises and conclusions which lie wrapped up in his
words ; otherwise he would have no claim to be considered
at all How much more are we justified, in the case of
apostles whom the Holy Ghost led into all truth, to con-
clude from their oceasional utterances to the whole spirit of
their view and system of thought! To do this—to place,
as it were, every word of their mouth under the microscope,
to investigate dialectically on what presuppositions it is
based and to what conclusions it leads—is the problem of
Biblical Theology.

It is not intended to signify, that whatever we may thus
find must have been actually present to the consciousness
of the apostles; probably much of it was never made by
them the express object of their thinking. All that is
meant is, that ¢f they had directed their thought upon it,
they must have come to a system thus and thus constructed ;
and that thus we arrive at the view of God and the universe
which lay at the basis of all their individual utterances,
although in many cases unconsciously to themselves. When
we contemplate a work of human genius,—such, for example,
as Goethe’s Foust,—we think ourselves warranted to watch
for many beauties, and to seek them there, although we do
not always suppose that they came actually as such to the
poet’'s own consciousness. We may appeal to the old
maxim, that the poet is a seer who says more than he him-
self knows. And the holy men of God, who spake as they
were moved by the Holy Ghost, are they to be supposed to
have said nothing beyond what they at the moment were
clearly and intelligently conscious of? Must we hesitate
to leave them with the responsibility of all consequences
and promises which, by dialectical necessity, flow from these
words ?

For such an edifice of Biblical Theology, thus hastily
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sketched or hinted at, I have essayed to contribute a single
stone, my labour having been to pursue the utterances of
the apostle at salient passages into all their consequences.
With what result it is not for me to say. The spirit of the
Apostle John is an imposing spirit; and one feels himself
almost oppressed by the majesty of the thoughts of this
Epistle, which are like heavenly music in the reader’s ears.
If here and there one soul should be moved, by the ministry
of my book, to cast himself with all his might into this sea
of the riches of divine wisdom and knowledge, my labour
will have attained its end.

Often had I with pleasure anticipated the moment when
I should submit these sheets to the Director of this Gym-
nasium, Dr. Robert Geier, under whose guidance I studied
during the years which were engrossed with this work, and
whose signal goodwill I reckon as one of the treasures of
my life. But it was not to be: he was during the interval
summoned from this world. Let his name, however, at least
be named here as a token of the piety and love which link
me with him beyond the grave. 'H dydmn oddémrore

éurrimTet,

TREPTOW ON TERE RHINE,



TRANSLATORS PREFACE.

HE translator has been requested to say a few words
with respect to the book which is now, after some
delay, presented to the English public. The first thing
expected of him is naturally some account of the author;
but this curiosity it is not in his power to gratify. The
work was published some years ago by a writer who has
not since made his appearance in literature. It was received
with much favour, and generally regarded as a specimen of
exegesis at once original and orthodox; in fact, it took
its place immediately among the best contributions to a
literature, already very rich, devoted to the exposition of
St. John’s writings.  Perhaps the best introduction to
these remarks will be some extracts from early eriticisms
in the German theological press, especially as those criti-
cisms are bound up with the first issue of the original.
Zimmermann’s Theologische Literaturblatt thus speaks in a
free translation :—

“The present work may be classed among the most use-
ful and interesting that have lately appeared in Biblical-
exegetical literature. It exhibits scientific profoundness
and practical application in harmonious union: united in
such a way as few books unite them. It is a pleasant
thing in these days, when the storms of party contest
disturb the Church, when the opponents and the friends
of revelation are pitched against each other in open and
violent warfare, when Supernaturalism and Nihilism con-
tend everywhere and in all confessions for the mastery,—
to fall in with books whose authors have evidently, in quiet
and earnest toil, been pondering the precious word of God,
and extracting from the hidden depths of Scripture its pure

gold. Such a gift this author presents us; and, in the
13
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name of all who love the Bible, but especially in the name
of our ministerial brethren, whom this expositor has mainly
had in view, we heartily thank him. He has done much
by his own fundamental investigations to advance the
knowledge of this Epistle; and he has also offered an
important contribution towards the yet future exploration
of its depths. In a way not hitherto trodden, and with a
success not hitherto attained, he shows the subtle connec-
tion of thought in its general scope ; and thus by his clear
and luminous analysis refutes the objection sometimes
urged against the Epistle as being without any method.
He, in fact, shows that the most beautiful order reigns in
it. And he further admits us into the secret mystery of
St. John’s habit of thought and view of things generally;
so that by his aid we can understand the spiritual life of
the evangelist in its entire unity and harmony, and even
penetrate into the inmost movements and feelings of his
apostolic heart inflamed and governed by perfect love.

“ He rightly observes that it is the province of Biblical
Theology, to which he offers this contribution, to place, as
it were, every word under a microscope, and examine in
a dialectical way from what presuppositions it springs, to
what consequences it leads; in short, to deduce from
incidental expressions what the general system of thought
was, and conversely to pour upon individual expressions
light derived from the spirit of the Christian philosophy of
the whole. With this aim the author has examined the
Johannaean ideas $w7) alwvios, ¢ds, ypiopa, Sikatoaiv,
aMjbea, drydmrn, dvopla, and illustrated their meaning with
such a profusion of learning and skill as must be studied to
be adequately appreciated.

“We have particularly to remark upon one thing, that
the author has avoided a snare into which, as far as our
observation goes, all expositors have more or less fallen : the
superabundant citation and refutation of other exegetes.
To such an extent is this camied, even in de Wette and
Meyer, and in the excellent Bible of Lange, that often the
expositor forgets to establish and clear up his own views.
We see no reason why this practice should be indulged in,



TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. XV

at the expense of the compendiousness of the work and the
concentration of the mind on its own teaching. It holds
good here also that nemium mocet. This danger our
expositor has happily avoided; although he has, as the
whole book plainly shows, thoroughly examined and tested
the opinions of others, and his own exposition is the pro-
doct and rich fruit of that conscientious study. Moreover,
the arrangement of the work is very suggestive. Each
independent section of the Epistle has its explanation of
word and matter and sense; this is followed by a resumé
of the meaning of the whole section as such, with which is
connected a glance backward at each leading division of the
Epistle, followed by a development of its entire current of
thought, as also by an examination of the occasion and
purport and aim of the letter, with a final review of its
theological character. And all this is done in a spirited,
penetrating, and attractive style.

‘“ After these general observations we count it our duty,
and an obligation of gratitude, to examine a few points in
detail. As already mentioned, it was the steady purpose of
the writer to illustrate the fundamental ideas and sharply
define the leading principles of the whole Epistle, which
bears a specifically Cliristological character. Around these
unique 1deas the excellent exposition is ordered, in which
the author has succeeded in developing. the deep thought of
the Johannaean theology in a clear and perspicuous manner,
and in contributing much valuable help towards under-
standing the obscure and difficult parts of the Epistle. For
instance, we perfectly agree with him in the explanation of
the first four verses of the first chapter, which are very
frequently misunderstood : his exhibition of the argument
is clear and unforced; and the personal meaning of the
Adyos in ver. 1, as he supports it, appears to commend
itself most absolutely to acceptance. His view of the con-
nection between this and the subsequent wids is highly
suggestive ; and so is the development of the idea in ¢ds,
which he rightly denies to be a particular quality in God,
and asserts to be the primal ground of His essence which
is such as manifests itself to itself. The interpretation of
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ch. i, 7 is rather unusual: the author makes xabapifew
refer to sanctification, and shows, with keen and convincing
force, the internal connection between ver. 8 and the closing
words of ver. 7.

“The second chapter presents a knot to expositors in
vers. 12-14, not only as to the meaning of the sixfold
address, but also as to the place of the paragraph in the
organic whole of the letter. Our author is successful in
diffusing light in both directions. He shows that the aim
of the exhortation is not to set forth generally the doctrines
of Christianity, but to bring the Christian disciples to a
higher perfection. Not less admirable is the profound way
in which all Scripture is made to illustrate the principle
laid down by St. John. He rightly takes the xai in
ver. 20, not adversatively, but as expressing simple pro-
gression. This gives precision and clearness to the context,
and makes the connection with the preceding passage
luminous at once. ‘Ye who are able through your anoint-
ing to discern with sufficient clearness the anti-Christian
error, will also now take care to avoid it, and hold fast the
truth’  He correctly interprets the xpioua of anointing as
the symbol of the impartation of the Spirit, and refers the
dyeos not to the Father, but to the Son.

“Concerning the exposition of the passages, ch. iv. 17-19
and ch. v. 6-8, which present so many difficulties, we need
say mo more than that our expositor has been able to
illustrate every point in its relation to St. John’s general
habit of thought. On the other hand, we cannot altogether
accord with his remarks upon ch. v. 16, 17. Our own
view is that the apostle here describes by another name the
sin which the Saviour termed a sin against the Holy Ghost,
and does no more than declare the uselessness of prayer for
such a sin.  For the rest, the elucidation of the details is
here also, as everywhere, both striking and instructive.

“We can therefore heartily and with perfect confidence
recommend this work, which in fact presents to the working
minister specifically a rich fund of help for his study, con-
tinually keeping, as it does, the scientific and the practical
equally in view. For such labour as this we would have
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as many sympathizers and helpers as possible. We are
deeply convinced that he who penetrates the spirit of this
book, and ponders, with our author's help, the sublime
and majestic divine ideas of the Epistle, will lay down the
work enriched in knowledge and comforted in his inner
man. Nor will he fail to wish that the New Testament
were handled in this fashion by many more among the
learned.”

The student—for he who appreciates our volume must be
a student—will find that this testimony is true. He will
perceive that, while St. John’s inspiration and the canonical
authority of his letter are left uninvestigated, every word, and
every turn of thought in every sentence, is examined with
most reverent care, and viewed in the light of the analogy
of his own other writings, and in that of the other Scrip-
tures. It will be found to yield a great advantage—as the
reviewer points out—that we have to do with the opinions
and decisions of one mind, and are not required to watch
how he holds the balances in which a thousand conflicting
interpretations lie. It is a book that encourages the reader’s
private judgment; while sufficiently dogmatic, and occa-
sionally almost dictatorial, it commends itself to every man’s
thoughtful discrimination. =~ Though a certain Platonic
philosophy and the theology of Lutheranism underlie the
exposition, these are not unduly obtruded. The reader and
his guide are together in the presence of St. John as an
independent witness of the truth of God. The translator in
this case not being an editor also, it would be out of place
to point out what he may deem flaws in the exegesis.
Were it right to do so, he could indicate several results
of elaborate exegetical criticisin from which he dissents;
among them would be two that the reviewer above highly
approves,—connected with the xafapilew and the ¢as,—
the determination of the vexed question as to the residue
of necessary sin in the believer, and the terms used in the
definition of regeneration, and as to the operation of per-
fecting and perfected charity in the hearts of the sanctified.
It would be a labour of love to discuss these points here
or anywhere ; but it must suffice that the translator clears

1 JOHN. b
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himself from the responsibility of some few of the conclu-
sions of his author. For the rest, there is nothing in the
volume that is not true to the Catholic faith; even in the
questions alluded to, our expositor—it must be honestly
confessed—has on his side the great majority. But let
that pass.

A word may be said here as to the studied exclusion of
the polemics of exegesis. It is quite possible, while admir-
ing this specimen of direct in opposition to indirect inter-
pretation, that we may do injustice to those invaluable
works which adopt a different plan. It is undoubtedly
sometimes a very troublesome thing to get at the meaning
of Meyer or Huther themselves through the wearisome
array of contradicted authors who bar the way. But,
generally speaking, the toil is in the long run rewarded.
We see, as we otherwise should not, all that has been or
may be said on the subject; we are saved the trouble of
consulting a multitude of writers; and meanwhile we have
the pleasure of exercising our own critical faculty upon a
variety of opinions,—a pleasure which to many is one of a
very exquisite kind. It is hardly fair, moreover, that an
author who could never have produced a book like this had
he not carefully read the other kind of commentaries should
even seem to disparage themn. He could not have used his
own microscope with such wonderful effect had he not been
in the habit of looking through a multitude of other men’s
less finished instruments. And his honest desire to advance
the truth would be thought by himself to have failed of its
reward if he did not find his own conclusions discussed
in commentaries yet to come. We have noticed evidences
already—and if we had not noticed them, may be sure of
their being found—that Haupt’s interpretations will play
a conspicuous part in the labours of future Meyers and
Huthers, who will point out where his microscope has seen
more than it should have seen, or has failed to see what
ought to be seen.  After all, this matter of bristling polemics
on the page of calm exegesis is one merely of degree. It is
carried to a great and wearisome excess, but it cannot be
altogether avoided.
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Another reviewer in the Erangelische Kirchen-Zeitung
brings out a feature of the book not yet touched upon :—

“The present work occupies a place as it were between
a commentary and a biblical - theological essay. It is
distingished from the former, inasmuch as grammatical-
historical exegesis is not the writer’s chief aim, but is
regarded only as the foundation already laid, which, how-
ever, is introduced more or less according to the necessity
of the case. His eye is always fixed on the process of
thought; all else is subordinate to this supreme object.
On the other hand, it is distinguished from those works
which deal with the Epistle only as illustrating Johannaean
theology; for it does not select and discuss isolated passages,
but impartially investigates every thought from beginning
to end. The expositor aims to develope from it the general
principles of St. John's views of God and the universe;
for, although the apostle may not have been comscious that
bhe was exhibiting such a system, all the elements of it
were enfolded in his thinking. Hence, as Haupt himself
says, he has placed every expression under a microscope,
and traced it back to its premisses, and forward to its con-
clusions ; thus finding its exact relation to the apostle’s
scheme of thought generally. He has taken special pains
with the order of the ideas in the Epistle; this having
always been, and still being, matter of great difficulty to
exegetes. He thinks that he has found a specific, compact,
and regularly ordered process of thought, without, however,
believing that the apostle wrote on a preconceived harmoni-
ous plan. Throughout the exposition we trace a decidedly
realistic feature; as also a dialectic, sometimes even too
keen, which with great subtilty seeks to do justice to every
word of the Bible.”

The question of any analytical arrangement of this
Epistle has been a fruitful source of discussion among
expositors. Taking it altogether, that which is established
in the present volume is, perhaps, the most elaborate that
has ever been attempted. How elaborate it is the reader
will hardly be aware until he reaches the summing up at
the close. He will then perceive that he has been examin-
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ing the most exquisite piece of reticulation imaginable. If
he should attempt—what the author has not attempted—
to write out the Greek, which is everything here, on the
principle of this analysis, he will be simply amazed at the
result. Two things will strike him most forcibly. First,
that men with any pretension to common sense could ever
have come to the conclusion that the Epistle, as the pro-
duction of St. John’s old age,—this undoubtedly it was,—
betrays all the marks of senility, being an unmethodized
effusion of pious sentiments and reflections. This view has
been put in a more respectful form, in the assertion that
the apostle was a contemplative and not a dialectical spirit,
and that he poured out the aphorisms or detached expres-
sions of his pure meditation on the profound truths of
the Gospel. We cannot travel through the first chapter,
under our author’s guidance, without feeling that, at any
rate, such a fallacy as this must be exploded. Intuition
and deductive thought meet here as they never met before,
and have perhaps never met since, save in some of the
meditations of St. Augustine. The second matter of
astonishment will be, that a writer whose mind never for
a moment loses the thread or the clue of his own analysis
should have adopted his method unconsciously, as our
author seems to assert that he did. And this may beget
some suspicion of the analysis itself: suspicion which, it
may be observed, a careful examination will justify. But
into this question the present notice cannot enter. Suffice
to say that, saving in a few cases where the despotism of
analysis leads to a certain violence being done to the text,
even a faulty scheme, thoroughly worked out, very much
aids the interpretation of the whole. None can read
Bengel's exposition of the Epistle without feeling this. It
is remarkable that no two expositors are in agreement here.
Every man has his own interpretation. It would be wrong
here to yield to the temptation of adding another.

Before delivering up the book to its readers, a’ few
concluding sentences may be permitted on the general
characterlstlcs of the Epistle, and the spirit in which it
should be studied.
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Our expositor again and again remarks that St. John’s letter
bears all the marks of having been written to congregations
already in possession of the truth. This hardly goes far
enough to do justice to the case. It was written designedly
as the supplement to all extant New Testament Scripture,
as, in fact, the final treatise of inspired revelation. This is
not avowed, or, if avowed, the expression of it is very faint
and indirect. But the effect of this truth is everywhere
apparent. Every doctrine, from that of God, as manifested
in the Mediatorial Trinity, through the atonement down to
the last things, receives its consummating form. The
evangelist was reserved to “seal up the vision” and close
the long series of divine communications to man. The com-
mandment to “ write,” which was first given to Moses, and
is not often heard afterwards, is emphatically given at the
close to St. John, who finishes what Moses began. He is
the last writer of the New Testament, and it is highly
probable that his Catholic Epistle was his last service to
Christianity. It is his only doctrinal work, for in neither
the Gospel nor the Revelation does he speak in his own
person as a teacher. In the latter, he is only the amanuensis
of the Lord’s Apocalypse, and the recorder of the visions
which he beheld “in the Spirit;” where he speaks in his
own person, it is only to narrate his rapture or the historical
event connected with his vocation to write. The prologue
of the Gospel seems to be an exception; but that is not so
much his own teaching as the necessary introduction of the
person of his Lord. In this Epistle we receive the closing
doctrinal testimony of the last and greatest teacher of the
Christian Church; and in it we have, therefore, the final
and finishing touches of the whole system of evangelical
truth. As the fourth evangelist undeniably had the three
synoptical Gospels before him, so the last apostle had the
apostolical Epistles before him, and gave them also their
finish and perfection. Remembering how long an interval
separates this document from all other purely doctrinal
treatises, it will not be too much to say that St. John
devotes the last breath, as it were, of infallible inspiration
to a general review of the whole sum of truth, and sets on
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it his final seal. Not that the letter is a general doctrinal
summary. It is, like almost all the other treatises of
revelation, an occasional document : a protest against many
kinds of Gnostic heresy, especially concerning the Person
of Christ and its relation to the redeeming economy. As
such it keeps its eye steadily on the ultimate forms which
fleeting errors were beginning to assume, and almost defines
the terms of these false theories. It is undoubtedly a
contribution of St. John to the pressing needs of the uni-
versal Church; a Catholic defence against uncatholic false
doctrine. We hear again the voice of the “son of thunder,”
still vehement against every insult to the majesty of his
Lord. It is not therefore a general compendium of theology.
But we may say that it traverses, more than any other
treatise, the whole field; in other words, that it would,
better than any other fragment of the New Testament,
supply the place of the entire final revelation to such as
might possess it alone.

It is evident that St. John speaks generally as the
representative of the company of his predecessors; the
opening of the Epistle introduces the “ we,” not of personal
authority, but of the apostolic brotherhood. His is the
last voice, soon to be silent like the others; and the tone
of the whole letter is that of recapitulation and bringing to
remembrance. Not a solitary instance is there of a new
assertion ; all is written under the law of its own maxim, “I
write no new commandment unto you.” There is not from
beginning to end a truth which adds to the old stock, as is
so often the case in the earlier writings. Yet the form of
all is new. The ever fresh and never exhausted Spirit of
inspiration leaves the Church in this Epistle with the token
that there is no limit to the power of exhibiting fresh com-
binations of truth. As St. Paul's last letters are still full
of new forms and turns of expression, so it is with St. John,
and especially in this last fragment of Scripture. But
every novelty of expression is in perfect harmony with the
other types of doctrine, on which it sets the seal of perfec-
tion. This double truth—that St. John retains every other
element of evangelical truth while giving a final touch to
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every other—is of the utmost possible importance to the
expositor of this Epistle.

Let it be remembered, for instance, in every passage that
introduces the three several Persons of the Holy Trinity,
and it will be seen that some delicate points emerge which
have no strict parallel elsewhere. Not to speak of the
Three Heavenly Witnesses—our author, in common with
most recent criticism, rejects this—reference may be made
to the passage that closes the Epistle, and therefore in a
sense the whole Bible. “ We are in Him that is true, even
in His Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God and eternal
life.” Here God and the Father are one in His Son. With
this let ch. iv. 9, 14 be collated: “ Gop sent His only-
begotten Son into the world,” which in a remarkable varia-
tion becomes, “ the Father sent His Son to be the Saviour of
the world.” Hence, in a manner more express than anywhere
else, it is asserted that the Father is the Head and Repre-
sentative of the Godhead: in other words, God and the
Father are one. Of course, this is the doctrine of the
entire New Testament ; but it has here its final and full
expression. Again, with regard to the Person of Christ,
we find the same note of a final recension of doctrine.
What elsewhere is said concerning the Son as having “ life
in Himself,” might be and has been referred to the incarnate
Son the life of men; but here “the Word of life is with
the Father,” an expression that retires behind all temporal
relations. And the Son is here more emphatically than any-
where else “that Son of Him the Only-begotten” who, as
such, was “sent into the world.” And, with respect to the
incarnation itself, the basis and presupposition of all other
doctrine, our Epistle has the final and wunsurpassable
formulae, almost all of them peculiar, though each of
them linking itself with something that had been said
before : formulae, namely, such as “ was manifested,” “ came
in the flesh,” “sent into the world,” which will be found
to contain, when studied in their connection, some slight
but very specific variation from all preceding phrases, and
improvement upon them. The emphasis is here at the
close upon the truth that not God absolutely, but the Son
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came in flesh, and that this Son is still Jesus Christ who
came: the reader must mark for himself by collation the
advance in such phrases as these found in the Epistle.
They are unique, and chosen in order to serve the double
purpose of rebuking the Gnostic antichrists, who refused to
belicve that the Son of God took more than the semblance
of a human existence, and that also of making it for ever
plain that there was no conversion of the divine into the
human when “the Word became flesh.” The Episile ends
with a declaration, so clear as to leave all doubt behind,
that the entire manifestation of Jesus Christ is that of the
personal Son, whose divine and eternal personality governs
the development of His person and work. Here is a final
and definitive and consummate word, “ the Son of God is
come:” there is but One Person of whom all is said, by
whom all was done upon earth, and who is accomplishing
all that remains to be done in heaven. The distinctions of
later theology between a divine and a human personality
in our Lord were unknown to St. John, who speaks for all
the apostles, and for the Lord Himself. They know of no
human personality as such and as apart from the divine.
They do not say that He became a man, but that He became
flesh, or came in the flesh: flesh being the realistic com-
pendium of human nature or human existence. There is a
remarkable reading of ch. iv. 3, which Haupt admirably
defends, implying that St. John seemed to condemn the
sundering or dissolving of Jesus into a God and man:
“ every spirit 6 Aver.” There is something deeply sugges-
tive in this variation of the text. However much one
might hesitate before its authentication, when once it is
authenticated no one can doubt that it must be classed
among that large number of presentient or anticipative texts
of Scripture the meaning and application of which the set
time should declare. Be that as it may, this Epistle does,
in the most subtle and exquisite way, exhibit the very
perfection of the doctrine of the two natures in one per-
sonality which make up the true doctrine of the Person of
Christ. It removes the angularity and roughness from all
other passages, obviates the possible misconception to which
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they were liable, and, in short, crowns them all, as has been
said again and again, with the finishing touch of perfection.

The same principle might be applied to the doctrine of
sin in this Epistle, which is brought into relation with
Satan in a manner quite peculiar to itself, though in strict
harmony with other passages in the Gospel and the later
Epistles of St. Paul. The original sinner himself is brought
out into very distinct prominence: never, indeed, is he so
sharply defined in his personality and in his relation to the
redeeming work as in the last pages of Scripture. But
more important than this is the effect of the finishing hand
upon the work and mediatorial ministry of Christ. Let
the reader] carefully mark the specific aspect in which the
atonement is seen in four or five distinct presentations of
it, and his own reflection will suggest all that might be
said. The Father sent the Son As the Saviour rather than
TO BE the Saviour of the world. e sent His Only-begotten
Son as the propitiation for our sins. This term in the
Epistle, iAaapuds, is invested with deep interest as St. John’s
unique expression, reserved as it were for the close of the
Scripture, just as is the revelation that “God is love.”
Jesus is Himself the propitiation once in heaven and once
on earth: Himself, which is the same as St. Paul’s “ pro-
pitiatory in His blood through faith,” but also very much
more than that. The term Mediator is not used ; but what
the term means is exhibited more clearly than anywhere
else. It is the Pauline “ Mediator of God and men, the
Man Christ Jesus” somewhat improved upon, if such lan-
guage may be used. The Mediator 1s God and man, and
not only BETWEEN God and men. Everywhere the mission
is of the only-begotten Son, not to win for man the love
of God by appeasing first His holy wrath, but as the Mes-
senger of a love which had already provided the propitiation
that eternal holiness rendered necessary and justice found
sufficient. It must be remembered that the wonderful
revelations of the Epistles to the Romans and the Galatians
and the Hebrews were before St. John when he so carefully
blended love and propitiation together, giving love the pre-
eminence., But it is hardly possible to doubt that his full
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and complete doctrine of the atonement is, and is intended
to be, the complement and perfection of all former testimonies.

The same may be said of the application of the atone-
ment to the individual, with all the blessings of the Christian
covenant as imparted to faith. The same three leading
ideas of righteousness, sonship, and sanctification which run
through the whole New Testament pervade this Epistle
also, though the terminology undergoes a slight variation
here and there. We miss many of St. Paul's phrases, and
many of these found in the Epistle to the Hebrews; but
we do not miss what these terms signify. And it may be
said with confidence that in this last document of revelation
these three several families of blessing are combined and
interwoven with each other in a manner of which there is
no example elsewhere. The verification of this would be
a good preliminary discipline for the study of our Epistle.

With regard to the first term, we certainly find nothing
here answerable to the Pauline “righteousness of God,”
“ righteousness of faith,” Christ “ made unto us righteous-
ness.” But we have, corresponding to each of these terms
respectively, phrases which suggest the same meaning to
ears already prepared for them. St. John, however, taking
for granted St. Paul’s earlier fundamental teaching, enters
into the spirit of his later defence of the doctrine against
antinomian perversion : he lays stress upon the link between
imputed and inherent conformity with law. Supposing
this Epistle to be the final expression of the evangelical
doctrine of the new righteousness of faith, how striking is
the play upon the words: “ he that doeth righteousness is
righteous, even as He is righteous” !  On any other supposi-
tion they seem nothing but a play on the words; and, in
fact, have been set by more than one shallow and irreverent
expositor to the account of our apostle’s senility.

In harmony with the principle thus laid down, the con-
nection between righteousness as before the law and the
filial relation to God in Christ is set forth in its final and
consummate form. The Epistle does not distinguish between
the mediatorial court, in which law, with its forensic
phraseology, presides, and the household or family of God
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wherein all belongs to the adoption of sons. St. Paul does
in general keep these apart. St. John unites them in these
words, which form the transition from the one great term
to the other: “ Ye know that every one that doeth right-
eousness is born of Him.” He makes more emphatic than
ever, as if by a final testimony, the pre-eminent dignity of
the estate of sonship. It had been said that believers were
“ predestinated to be conformed to the image of His Son:”
thus making their sonship the only privilege spoken of
in such high terms. The second part of our Epistle is a
wonderful expansion of this very theme, with the terms
changed and a finishing touch laid on the whole. The old
word adoption is no longer used; but the reality of its
meaning, and its close connection with the new birth itself,
are again and again expressed in the apostle’s words. As
if the whole design of God’s love in the Gospel was
summed up in this, he cries,—in the centre of the Epistle and
in its unique apostrophe,—* Behold what and how great
love God hath given to us, in order that we may be called,
and we are, the children of God!” But the very highest
expression of this dignity is, that it springs from union
with the First-born and the Only-begotten. St. Paul gives
many hints of this; but his hints are in our Epistle perfect
developments. Passing over many passages which illus-
trate the high reach of its doctrine, it is enough to say
that only of our sonship in Christ and the more abundant
life it imparts is “ eternal ” used : it is not eternal righteous-
ness, nor eternal sanctification, but eternal life. ~Whatever
has been said before is now more greatly said: “ We are in
Him that is true, even in His Son Jesus Christ. This is
the true God and eternal life.” More glorious things are
spoken of the estate of regeneration than had ever before
been spoken. This gives the Christians at last their name:
not any longer “the righteous,” or “the saints,” but
“ children,” “little children,” *brethren,” “the soms of
God.” This, however, is comparatively a small thing. The
actual birth “of God,” of “ His seed,” defines regeneration
by stronger terms, if possible, than had been used before ;
the privileges of the new birth have here their highest
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ideal description, so high indeed as to be the despair
of commentators. In fact, this final treatise makes the
supreme glory of the Christian vocation to be, that the sons
of God in Christ are like the Son as He now is and as He
will appear hereafter: like Him in the sense both of ouolos
and of ouoovalos; or, to borrow & word of St. Paul, which
for once St. John has not surpassed, “one Spirit with Him.”

The third branch or development of privilege in the
Christian covenant is everywhere in the New Testament
the sanctification of the soul, pardoned and regenerate, to
God: not, however, as if the sanctification follows on forgive-
ness and the new birth ; rather it is concurrent with them.
Strictly speaking, there is but one great substantial blessing,
life in Christ ; the other two are the necessary concomitants
or conditions or appendages of this. The relation thus
indicated is impressed most emphatically by St. John as
the final lesson of the New Testament. We are forgiven in
order that we be “called sons;” we are sanctified in order
that we may worthily “be sons.” The new life is in the
mediatorial court, where law reigns, cleared from condemna-
tion, and enabled to fulfil all righteousness; it is itself im-
parted in fellowship with the Son, “the First-born among
many brethren,” in the Father’s house; and it is in the new
temple of Christianity, over which Jesus presides as High
Priest, consecrated and sanctified. =~ The development of
this last idea bears the same marks of finality and con-
summation which have been observed in the two others. A
certain change has passed over the terminology; but the
change is—sit venia verbo—on the side of simplicity and
strength, For the purification from sin only two are
retained out of a large number, xafapifery and dyvilew.
The former is used twice at the threshold of the Epistle,
and in each case with a unique application: “the blood of
Jesus His Son cleanseth us from all sin” from all sin
which the light reveals as spot and defilement; and
presently afterwards the virtue of the atonement is said
to be administered by God, “faithful and just to forgive us
our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness:” that
is, blending the court and the temple in a way hitherto
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unusual, to forgive the sin in the one, and to cleanse from
the guilt of unrighteousness in the other. Here, at the
outset, we have the divine application of the atonement to
those who confess that they have been, that they are, and
that they will be to eternity sinners, depending on the
mercy of the Lord Jesus Christ for admission to eternal
life. In the heart of the Epistle the other term comes in,
and St. John appropriates it to the human co-operation.
Both St. Paul and St. James apply the former term,
xafapifew, to man’s own act; St. John only uses aywifew
for this. He says all that St. Paul meant when he exhorts
us to “cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and
spirit, perfecting holiness in the fear of God;” but, as his
manner is, he varies and, if possible, elevates the argument :
“He that hath this hope in Him purifieth himself, even as
Ile is pure” But hitherto all has been in some sense
negative, the cleansing the nature from sin. The positive
element of entire consecration to God comes before us in
the form of the perfected work of the love of God in wus:
St. John’s final contribution to the subject. The passages
which unfold this high doctrine have no parallel in
Scripture, though they are jointly and severally the exact
expression, in its highest form, of the spirit of the entire
New Testament. This is not the place to expound them
fully. But let the reader of our present volume, and of most
other commentaries on this Epistle, ask himself as he reads
whether justice is done to them. He should be exceedingly
jealous upon this point, and not suffer his mind to be
beclouded in the interpretation of this last and highest
testimony to the prerogatives of the Christian life of
holiness.

The passages here referred to—those which speak of the
perfected love of God in man—are distributed over the
Epistle in a very suggestive manner, illustrating what has
been said as to the final tone here impressed upon the
evangelical phraseology. Their first occurrence connects
them with the observance of the law or righteousness:
“ whoso keepeth His word, in him verily is the love of God
perfected.” Here there is a beautiful inversion of St. Paul’s
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order, “love is the fulfilling of the law:” for in St. John
the fulfilling of the law is also the perfecting of love. The
second instance of their use connects them with the
regenerate life. Writing to those who are born of God, St.
John says: “If we love one another, God dwelleth in us,
and His love is perfected in us.” At this point rises in the
text the word which revelation had never uttered before,
“God is love,” and the love of God, dwelling in those who
are born of Him, has in and through their charity to man
its perfect operation. The third time they are connected
with our sanctification from all sin, through the indwelling
of God by His Spirit in the soul. St. Paul speaks of the
“Jove of God shed abroad” in the believer. This is a large
word, but here it is surpassed : “love with us is perfected,”
it becomes “perfect love” in us, which drives out fear
because it drives out sin, the cause of fear, gives boldness
in the judgment whether present or future, and is the entire
consecration of the soul in the indwelling Trinity, These
are only suggestions, offered only to illustrate a principle
that furnishes one key of great importance to the exposition
of this Epistle. It sets the seal of perfection on all former
doctrine concerning the privileges of the Christian estate.
The entire vocabulary sanctified in the New Testament
to describe these privileges falls into three classes, as we
have seen: one large class revolves around the word right-
eousness ; another around the life of sonship; and a third,
brought up from the temple, is composed entirely of
sacrificial terms. These various departments of phraseology
are everywhere distinet, though sometimes they seem to be
blended. We see at once which predominates in the several
Epistles of St. Paul and the Iebrews, and in the other
writings of the New Testament. But when we come to this
last document or compendium, they are intertwined and
made one after a new fashion. This can be verified in
every paragraph. One instance may suffice. Let the reader
begin with ch. ii. 29, and go on to ch. iii. 5, with this
thought in his mind. He finds the three ideas of con-
formity to law or rightcousness, perfection of the filial life
in the image of the Son, and sanctification from all sin,
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distinct and yet blended inextricably. The order is there,
righteousness, sonship, sanctification; but the three are one.
The terms of the court, the household and the temple, con-
firm and illustrate each other; and Jesus Christ — the
Righteous, the Son of the Father, the Holy One—presides,
in the glory of His holiness, over all and over each.

The principle here laid down may be perverted in its
application. It may be said that this final testimony of
revelation has left behind and rendered obsolete much of
St. Paul’s forensic and judicial thought, and sublimated the
Gospel into its higher and more simple character. But this
is a mistake. This Epistle perfects all, but not by sup-
pressing anything. For instance, there is no aspect of the
atonement—as in the divine nature first, and then revealed
at the cross—which may not be discovered by the faithful
eye in this Epistle. Christ is the messenger of eternal love,
but He bears a propitiatory sacrifice sent forth from eternity,
and as the Righteous One He vindicates the rectoral
righteousness of God in His advocacy for sinners. St. Paul
has dilated on these three points more fully; but no terms
of his surpass the force of the last apostle. The entire
doctrine of the righteousness of faith is wrapped up in one
expression : “ Your sins are forgiven for His name’s sake.”
St. Paul’s: “just God and the Justifier,” is reproduced in
St. John’s “faithful and just to forgive us our sins.” St.
John’s vindication of the necessity of interior righteousness
is only the echo of St. Paul's own; and in his pages St.
James and St. Paul are harmonized better than anywhere
else. Again, it may be insinuated that the absence of the
ideas of Church, and sacraments, and ministry, indicate a
certain disparagement of these ideas. Certainly the spiritu-
ality of the true Christian fellowship is exalted to the
highest point; but the visible organization is implied in
the condemnation of those “ who went out from us,” and
the little Epistle to Gaius, written by the same hand, and
about the same time, settles the place “the Church” and
its ministry held in the apostle’s system. As to the
sacraments, they are not alluded to, save in a mystical way,
because there is no reason to think that the sacramental
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doctrine had been perverted in St. John’s time. But here
comes in another principle or key of interpretation,—that
the great errors of the time were assailed in this final
document,—and this has not been dwelt upon here, because
it is abundantly illustrated in the volume now introduced.

It only remains to commend the reverential and devout
spirit that pervades this exposition. The writer evidently
knows that secret of the “unction from the Holy One”
which he has so beautifully expounded, and the reader must
know it too, if he would not lose his labour.
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O anthor in the New Testament canon has to the same
extent as the Apostle John impressed upon the very
introductory words of his writings a Christological stamp.
The Epistles of St. Paul refer the ydpis xai elpsjvn, which
they invoke upon the readers, equally to the Father and to
the Son. The first Epistle of St. Peter introduces at once
in its superscription the three divine persons co-ordinately ;
and his second Epistle, while it first speaks of Christ as
Ocos Hudv kal cwTip, yet ascribes the proper salutation
equally to the Father and to the Son. But, even apart
from the introductory words, these documents—to which
we may indeed add the synoptical Gospels themselves—do
not produce the sublime Christological impression that is
produced by the works of St. John. This stamp is all the
more remarkable inasmuch as the first Epistle, and still more
the Apocalypse,! when they are examined in detail, contain
but little doctrine proper concerning the God-man. The
Epistle to the Colossians, for example, is much richer in
this respect than both the works just mentioned. But with
such full energy does St. John at the outset make the Son
of God the sole centre of all his thinking, that in our

1 The author may observe here, once for all, that he gives due appreciation
to the great difficulties which oppose the hypothesis that the writer of the
Apocalypse was the writer of the Gospel. But they fail to sway him, never-
theless, especially as they contradict the strong witness of antiquity ; and he
therefore always quotes the Apocalypse as Johannaean. By a more and more
diligent and thorough comparison of its matter with that of the Gospel and
of the Epistle, the conviction on the one side or the other must necessarily in
due time be brought clearly out.

1 JOHN, A
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investigations of the most remote subjects that follow we
feel ourselves always under the supremacy of this central
truth, Xwpls alTod éyévero ovde &v & yeyovev : these words,
taken in their widest significance, constitute the signature
of the Johannaean writings.

However strikingly the opening words of the Gospel
and our Epistle respectively accord as to their scope and
matter, they have important differences in their form. The
Gospel begins in short, antithetical sentences, as to their
construction and bearing easily intelligible; the Epistle
begins with a long period, abruptly breaking off and then
returning back to its starting-point, such as furnishes some
difficulties to the grammatical interpretation. This Epistle
also has no superscription ; while the second and third of -
the same writer each contains one, the second in a form
approximating to the copiousness of the Pauline formula ;
the third, in the briefest way possible, only mentioning the
sender and the receiver. It is true that an attempt has
been made to force the first four verses of our Epistle into
the scheme of a superscription; the yapa of the fourth
verse has been made analogous to the ydpts of the Pauline
Epistles ; the mAnpwbivar of the joy here has been paral-
leled with the mAnfurBivac of the inscriptions in St. Peter,
Polycarp, and Clemens. But if we find evidence that the
first four verses aim only to give the matter and scope of
the letter, this of itself proves that they furnish us, not
with a superscription proper, but with a specific intro-
duction. In the superscription of an epistle the names of
the receiver and of the sender could not well be wanting.
We have something like such a letter without superserip-
tion in the Epistle to the Hebrews, only that there the
close at least corresponds with the customary closing
formula of St. Paul's letters. Still, in the main current of
our present document the reader remains much more con-
scious of the epistolary form than in the case of the Epistle
to the Hebrews, which is much more like a treatise.
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CHAPTER 1.

VERsE 1.

0 1’7u am’ dpyis, & &xnlcéa,,u.ev b éwptilca,u.eu Tols d¢pfal-
,LLOLS‘ Nudv, 6 éfeacdueba, rai ai yeipes HudY ew[n;)»aqbnaa,v
mepl Tob Aoyou Tis {wijs.

As to the construction of the first verses of this Epistle,
modern exegesis has come to a pretty clear agreement.
The period contains a double specification of the object ;
first, it is given in the relative clauses with &; and then,
secondly, it is summed up in the words : mepi Tob Aéyov Tijs
twfis. The predicate to which all these definitions of the
object belong is dwayyéMioper in ver. 3. But before this
is announced the apostle inserts a parenthesis for the
closer explanation of the mepl Tod Noyov Tijs {wijs (ver. 2);
and then the broken thread is takem up again by a brief
repetition of the object (8 éwpdraper kai drnxéauev).
But when the form is settled, the matter yet remains for
interpretation. What is the substance of the announcement
which St. John has to make ? Is it a thing? In favour
of this seems the neutral beginning, the fourfold 8. Or is
it a person ? For this speaks the matter of these same
neutral clauses: %y 4w’ dpxils, ai yeipes Hudy éyrmhddnoay
«.7\. ; for this also the allusion to the beginning of the
Gospel, where in part the same is said concerning the
Logos ; for this, finally, the summarizing expression: Aoyos
TAs Lwhs. It is certainly inadmissible to translate these
words as meaning the annunciation or message concerning
life ; for St. John’s aim is not to speak about the preaching
of the apostles, but to announce that preaching itself,. We
can understand mepi Tis {whis dmayyéArouer ; but wepl Tob
Aéyou Tis Lwijs would be, on such a theory of interpre-
tation, an embarrassing thought. The undeniable coinci-
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dence between the beginning of the Epistle and the prologue
of the Gospel requires that we take the Adyos here in the
same sense as there,—that is, as the description of the Son
of God, the eternal Revealer of the divinity,

All the expressions of the verse showing that it is a
person who is in the apostle’s view, how comes it that he
begins with the neuter ? We shall find the right answer
when we seek for the solution of another and easier
question : why, that is, the apostle does not, in summing
up the object of his annunciation, use the simple accusative,
Tov ANoyov Tijs Lwiis dmaryryéAhopev, instead of saying, mepi
Tob Aoyov. These two are by no means equivalent. We
might expect to ind oy Aéyor dmayyéAlouer in the begin-
ning of the Gospel, or in the beginning of the Epistle to the
Hebrews, or, in fact, of any document which might be
occupied with the person of our Lord ; but it is obvious to
the most superficial consideration, that our Epistle neither
gives mor professes to give a detailed disclosure of the
characteristics of the person and nature of the Logos. It
is true that the Logos is the fundamental matter and pith
of the Epistle; not, however, His person in itself, but in
its effects, in its glorious outbeamings, which only in an
indirect way lead to any conclusions concerning His own
nature as a person. Consequently the apostle announces
assuredly mept ToD Adyov, merely things which stand con-
nected with the Logos, but not directly Tov Aoyov. From
this point of view we can explain primarily the clause : mepi
Tob Aoyov Tijs Lwdhs. This phrase also carries us back to
the prologue of the Gospel. We read, ch. 1. 4, concerning
the Logos, év adre {wy #v; in ch. xiv. 6 the Lord calls
Himself absolutely the Life; and, according to ch. v. 26:
édwrer o Tatip 14 vig Lwyy Eew év éavrd. It might
appear, from this combination, as if the expression Adyor
Tijs {wijs signified only the Logos who hath life, the true
life, in Himself. But a closer study of the passages quoted
shows that in. all of them life comes into consideration not
as shut up in the Logos alone, but also as streaming forth
from Him, so that His life is at the same time a power
penetrating and filling the world. So even in ch. i. 4 of
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the Gospel, the words which immediately follow declare that
7 fwn My 16 ¢ds Tdv awbpdmev; and in ch. v. 26 the
Lord makes it emphatic that He had life in Himself, only
to demonstrate His authority as the Giver of life, as the
fwomotwy. And the same holds good of chxiv. 6 when we
consider the clause added : ov8eis épyerar mpos Tov waTépa
el pn 8.’ éuod, which states the design of the definitions of
Himself given by Christ in the former member of the
sentence. But in order to arrive at a surer determination
of the meaning of Adyos 7is fwijs in our passage, we must
consider another series of Johannaean passages—those,
namely, in which, as here, the life is the genitival definition
of another name, such as dpros Tijs {wijs, John vi.,, and ¢as
7hs Cwis, ch. viii. 12. These passages also lay down not
only that the bread and the light are themselves living, but
that they are life-giving also. In the latter of them, the
words o dxohovddy por Efer To Pds Ths {wis do not aim
to show that where there is life merely Christ will become
to that life light also, but that the light which He gives
awakens life ; and, that dpros Tis {wis makes emphatic not
the internal quality of the bread, but its effect as such, is
proved, apart from other considerations, by ver. 33, where
the words &pros fwny i8ods Té wégue prescribe the sense
in which the &pros a7js {wijs ought in this connection to
be understood.

Thus also in our passage we shall, guided by the analogy
of these collective parallels, understand by the Aoyes Tis
{wijs, not only the Logos so far as He has life, but so far
also as He gives life. As it lies in the nature of light that
it is not only luminous itself, but also makes other things
luminous, so it lies in the idea of the Logos, as viewed by
our apostle, that He communicates and diffuses whatever He
is, and therefore His life. This latter aspect could here
least of all be excluded ; for the apostle’s design is not to
impart any purely theoretical communications concerning
that which is in Christ, but to set it forth as the possession
of His people; and he sums up the scope of his Epistle,
ch. v. 13, as consisting in this, that we by means of our
faith should know ourselves in possession of life. That
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which, therefore, conclusively and distinctly, the writer
would announce, is the life; as appears plainly from the
circumstance that in the expression Adyos Tijs fofs, in
ver. 2, he selects and makes prominent that element which
is the most important,—that is, the life, Thus, when the
apostle says that he would make his record mepl Tod Adyov
755 Cws, he indicates, by means of the genitive, that
element on account of which he speaks generally of the
Logos,—that is, of the Logos in as far as He is life, and,
according to what follows, life become manifest and com-
municable. Thus, while it is the Logos which certainly is
present to his view, it is not the Person in Himself, and as
such, that is the matter of his announcement : not His acts
nor His process, but only that quality in Him which is life,
life in His person and flowing from it. Fundamentally,
therefore, it is quid and not a guis of which the apostle
would speak ; hence he is justified in saying that he declares
not 7or Aoyow, but more generally mepi Tod Adyov; and he
is right in defining the object of his announcement not as
masculine, but as neuter.

Since it is plain that the expression mepi Tod Aéyov Tis
Ywfjs can denote only the same object of announcement
which the preceding relatival clauses indicate, the task
lies before us to ascertain whether our definition of that
object accords with all these. It is found that it does
in the highest degree: the same interfusion of person and
thing meets us as in the Adyos Tijs Lwfs. Of course it
may be objected, that what the disciples heard, saw, and
touched had not been the life which was hidden in Christ,
but the Person, the Logos, Himself; and it might seem
that this is fatal both to our explanation of the neutral
pronouns and to our definition of the object generally. But
let this be closely examined. By the dxodew certainly not
the mere sound of Christ’'s words is to be understood, but
the substance of His discourse; what was that but the
announcement of the life which was in Christ, and which
was to flow into the apostles? Surely, too, by the dpav
and fedofar was not signified merely the beholding of the
corporeal form of the Lord, so that a Caiaphas might have
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been included under the plural éwpdrauer; but what they
beheld was His works, not according to their outward
occurrence, but according to their inward significance; and
what did the disciples see, other than that the Lord both
was the life and imparted it? Finally, it has probability
in its favour preliminarily, and will hereafter be more fully
shown, that the YrpAapar refers directly to the narrative of
Thomas after the resurrection. Moreover, it is demonstrable
that even this last expression does not allude to the touching
of the person of Christ as such, but to the knowledge of
Him as the life which the touching was the medium of
obtaining. 'We know it had been the opinion of the
disciples that He who appeared was an apparition, an
appearance which belonged essentially to the dead and had
only the semblance of life. By means of the {rphadar
Thomas discerned that the Sayiour had in Himself true,
perfect, and not merely seeming life,—in fact, that He was
the Conqueror of death. The main thing, then, was not
the handling of the Logos, but of the Aéyos Tis Lwis.
And when, in virtue of that touch, he broke out into the
words “ My Lord and my God !” the Lord approved Him-
self to him not merely as the Possessor of life, but as the
Dispenser of it. For the rest, what we have now arrived
at is as follows. As St. John says that what he had beard,
had seen, had touched, was the matter of his annunciation,
he cannot mean the annunciation of external occurrences,
such as the words and acts of the Lord ; for the Epistle con-
tains directly no such matters. No more can he mean the
seeing, hearing, touching of the person of the God-man in
itself ; for that would have required a masculine form at the
outset. He means rather the seeing, hearing, and touching
of the Lord as of the life, In fine, the apostle speaks of
Christ, but not of Christ asa person,—not of the Son in
Himself, but of the Son as He is the life. In this way every
word of the clause finds its full and unrestricted meaning.
Let us now descend to details. The relative clauses
which introduce the Epistle are grouped primarily in two
parts : the first declares the objective existence of the Adyos
7ijs Cwijs from the beginning, the others declare His mani-
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festation as in the presence of the apostles. But these two
divisions are, in the style adopted by the writer to arrange
and connect the words, not to be viewed as antithetic, but
as gradational. The contrast is not between the eternal
existence and the temporal manifestation to certain persons,
and at a specific season,—had it been so, we should have
read & am' dpyds v, vuvi 8¢ nuels dxnudapey, or Huels O
dxnuéapev. But the dwolerv is an advancement on the
elvar, as is plain from the precedence of the #v in the
former clause and the absence of the 7uels in the latter.
The meaning of the earlier words will be made more plain
by a comparison with the Gospel. This begins with év
dpxf 7v 6 Aoyos; in antithesis to the év apyf émoinoe of
Genesis, St. John writes év dpys 7v: when God made all
things, the Logos was already in existence. Here, on the
other hand, the question is not of the priority of the Logos
as opposed to the world, but of the priority of His being as
opposed to His manifestation : the life that filled eternity
had entered into the world of manifestation. Further, our
am’ apyfs is to be noted in its relation to the év dpy# of
the Gospel. In the latter we must understand, following
the pervasive parallel with the first words of Genesis, that
€v dpx7 is the same as the MYRI2 of Gen. i. 1,—that is,
the element of the first creating, of the beginning of the
creature, is contained in it. If we take the word in the
same sense in our own passage, then the apostle affirms that
aw’ apyfs, since the beginning of the creation, that of which
he will speak, the true life, existed. Nothing would then
be said in this passage of the pre-temporal, pre-creaturely
existence of the true life, and the possessor of that life, the
Word ; nor, indeed, was anything necessary to be said.
But @pyn may be understood in another sense,~—that is, not
as the beginning of the world, and therefore of time, but
as the starting-point of human thought in its way over the
limits of the creaturely universe. As we can form no con-
ception of timelessness, we are wont to define that which
was before the creation by terms taken from time—even
this « before” introduces the temporal idea where it does
not belong, for we cannot shake off the restraints of time
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and space. In this sense, as a help to express the notion
of eternity, apyn is often employed in Secripture. The
beginning of the world is not then denoted, as in Gen. i.;
but the absolute First, going before all things else. Thus,

for example, in the passage of the Old Testament which
lies at the basis of the Logos-doctrine, Prov. viiL 23:
[Kipeos] é0ecueniwaé pe év dpxsi mpd Tob év dpxii Tiv iy
movjeas, where the last words show that the év dpx# cannot

be understood of the beginning of the world, but designates
eternity. Furthermore, in 2 Thess. X, 13, according to the L
right reading, elAeto Juds ¢ Oeds 4m’ dpyiis els cwtnplav,
where dm dpyfis may be supposed to express the same
thought as elsewhere is expressed by mpo kaTaBolss koauov.
Similarly, the description of Christ as apyn xai Téhos, Rev.

1. 8,1s intended to teach the truth, not only that Christ
lives through all time, but that He is above time : in fact, to
declare His super-temporal nature. To accept in this way

the &=’ dpyfis of our own passage is recommended to us

by the thought which St. John aims to express: it cannot

be his design to assert, that, since the world was, Christ, or

the eternal life, has been; but he would describe the abso-
lute primordial life of Christ Himself. When we clearly
perceive that in the whole verse the notion of {w# is that
which floats before the apostle’s vision, we shall be con-
strained to accept this idea as the substance also of the

& Jv am’ épyfis: the eternal life, which I would publish to
you, was before all time, existing therefore before all mani-
festation of itself. As in Prov. viii. 22 it is said of Wisdom
that she was the beginning of the ways of God, so here it

is said of the life; for both had from eternity rested in the
Logos, who Himself is or was the Wisdom and the Life.

But that which thus has its essence in the eternities has
become to the apostle and to his fellow-apostles—this is
evidently the meaning of the plural form—the object of per-
sonal and most interior experience. As St. Paul, with all his
independence, and notwithstanding his self-assured relation
even to the other apostles, finds it a necessity, when he writes
officially and of his office, to regard his own person as part
only of a greater whole,—that is, of the apostolate ordained
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of Christ,—and therefore to use the plural, so also it is a
necessity to St. John. We note in the stream of his dis-
course, always strengthening in its volume and never doing
itself full justice, how important it was to him to make
emphatic the reality of the amazing revelations which had
been made to him; and how, on the other hand, an over-
whelming joy on their account pours out everywhere on
his words its inspiring influence. DBetween the four predi-
cates, which describe the manifestation of what was from
the beginning, we find a twofold relation in the fact that
the last two by a single & are linked closely together ; these
take the place of one whole, as over against the first two
predicates ; while, again, between the first and second, and
further, between the third and fourth predicates, an advance
is indicated through the instrumental definition which is
connected with the second and fourth particularly. Thus
we have two pairs of clauses; and there is, indeed, an eleva-
tion of meaning discernible first between each pair, and then
also between the first and the second pair. First, by the
dxnroapey the altogether general thought is expressed of a
knowledge touching the object; it is not yet said whether
that was the result of direct hearing or indirectly through
a third hand. The opdv takes a step in advance, with its
addition 7Tols dpfaruois Hudv, an addition which affirms
the extraordinary character belonging to this immediate
contemplation : “it is scarcely credible, but I affirm it, with
our own eyes we saw it.” The opar in holy writ always
stands higher than dkxodew; it indicates the most assured
and the most incontestable evidence. Again, we have the
é0ecacdpefa. The word by its root (comp. OdpBos, fadua)
points to a seeing which, in regard to its object, is connected
with astonishment and wonder; something was exhibited
to the apostles which was most worthy to be beheld and
contemplated. With regard to the seeing subject, it con-
nects the perfect energy and intensity of the act; the word
itself is stronger than 6pdv, and describes a purposed and
most diligent beholding. The Yrhagar finally establishes,
so to speak, the most material kind of knowledge, which
excludes even the faintest doubt. Now, as we cannot, of
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course, think of an accidental or fortuitous touching of the
Lord, while obviously the position at the close of the four
predicates leads to the conclusion that, with Ymradav, as
with fedofac, the intention is to make prominent a deliberate
and conscious and purposed attainment of knowledge, we
arrive necessarily, in a new and striking way, at the relation
between the first and second pair of predicates. ‘Opdv and
drovew indicate immediate perceptions of sense ; fedofar and
Yrphagdv indicate investigation pursued with full purpose
and diligence, and therefore with all exactitude. Now, as
St. John, and only he, in the Gospel records the transaction
with Thomas, in which precisely this industrious fedofac
and Yrmhagdy plays a part, it is almost evident that in these
words he is thinking of that event, and generally of the
time after the resurrection. If this is the right point of
view to assume for the interpretation of the last pair of
predicates, the change of tense is at once explained, namely,
that the first two verbs are in the perfect, and the last two
in the aorist; the former are to describe the evidences of
the sense running through the whole of the life of Christ,
and completed as one whole; the latter by the aorists point
to definite historical individual occurrences, which are to be
described as such.

Thus St. John has given a twofold utterance concerning
the object of his publication: that He in His nature is
eternal, and therefore divine; and also that He descended
into the domain of human, yea, sensible experience, and
thus became manifest, so that He became known in a per-
fectly assured manner. More distinctly is the object of the
writing laid down in the words mepi Tod Adyov Tijs Ewis;
the subject is the Adyos, but, as we have seen, the Logos,
not as in Himself, but as He is the \oyos 7fis &ofjs; and
precisely this makes it clear why the apostle lays so much
stress on tbe fedofas and Ymyradav of the risen Lord; why
the Lord was so emphatically present to his eye as risen.
For Christ had indeed from the beginning of His ministry
manifested Himself as the life, and, like the ydpis xal dA7j-
feia, the Lw7 also had ever been reflected from His face;
but beyond all comparison more abundantly did the cha-
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racteristic of ¢@v and Lwomoidv declare itself in Him when
the long-restrained source of life was fully unsealed in the
resurrection : éav uf ¢ xdkxos ToD oiTov dmofdvy, alTos
povos péves, éav 8¢ amoldvn, woMby kapmov épet

VERSE 2.

(Kal 7 Lo épavepdln, rai éwpdikapey, kal paprupoduey,kal
dmayyéopey Suiv T Loy Ty aldviov, fTis fy wPls TOV
watépa, kai épavepwlin nuiv.)

But with all this, St. John has not laid down precisely
enough the object of his Epistle. Of the two ideas contained
in Aoyos 7is Ewhs he therefore singles out and makes pro-
minent that one which concerns him particularly ; not the
person bearing and enfolding the life, but this life itself
is the main idea. The Gospel begins with 6 Aoyos capE
éyévero, for it treats of the person of Him through whose
mediation the w7 came. The Epistle says % fwry épavepsn,
for its object is not the person, but the influences flowing
through the medium of the person. It is true that in the
Gospel also the influences and energies of the Logos are
depicted ; but it is in such a manner as to exhibit His per-
son in richer light, and define that person more precisely.
It is true also that, conversely, the Epistle speaks of the
person of the Logos; but it is in such a manner that thereby
the influences of that person should be made more con-
spicuous. This life has entered into the world of mani-
festation, édavepwdn. It is obvious that it could not be
said of the fw# that it capfé éyévero; for while the Aoyos,
the person, might indeed become man, no attribute or quali-
fication of Him could be incarnate. The eternal life of
the Logos with the Father, and the earthly life below, are
diverse forms in which the {ws clothes itself ; itself, however,
becomes not oap€; rather, as the result of the incarnation,
it presents itself to us as manifested. But, apart from
the logical impossibility in such a passage as ours of
the gapf éyévero, it is to be remarked that elsewhere the
Epistle of St. John betrays a preference for the more general
¢pavepovabfai.  And natwrally so. For the assumption of
flesh was in fact only the means of the manifestation, and,
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moreover, a medium which had not eternal continuance;
for, when the Lord was glorified, He remained indeed man,
but not odpf The flesh, whose note is weakness, was
penetrated and swallowed up by the power of the Spirit
that pervaded it. In our Epistle, where the subject is the
life-giving energy of the Lord, and at this point, where the
first verse has indicated that this was to be found speci-
fically in the risen Saviour, who was no longer adpf, the
more general ¢avepoboflar is on all accounts the most
adequate and pertinent expression.

What has been said makes it clear that w7 cannot here
be a personal name of the Logos; it is rather that quality
or characteristic of the Logos which the writer would by
means of his Epistle implant in us. The fw7 is a potency
constituting the personality, but not the person himself.
What has led to the contrary opinion, namely, that w7 is
a definition of the person of the Logos, is the second clause
of our verse, where we read, 7 o fj7is 7y mpos Tov TaTépa,
that being declared concerning the life which in the Gospel
is declared concerning the Logos. But the testimony of the
Gospel may with equal propriety be turned against this view;
for there it runs expressly, {wn v év adrg, and thus even in
the Gospel the life is not used as a personal name, but as a
characteristic inherent in the Logos. What there is of right
in this opinion, which, however, we cannot accept, is that here,
more than elsewhere, the eternal life is described as something
enfolded in Christ and inseparable from His person. Only
through the manifestation of the Son could the life become
manifest ; but not on that account is the life an idea which
may be used interchangeably with Christ or the Logos.

This life, which has been manifested in the Logos, and
which we have learned to recognise as the object of
apostolical annunciation, is in the second half of the verse
more precisely defined as {on aldvios,—that is, looked at
on the side most important for the aim of the writer. At
the outset it must be noted that “eternal life” is not to
St. John merely a term for unbroken continuance in being,
as if it were simply equivalent to the fwn dxard\vros of
Heb. v. 6 ; that it does not define the form of this life so
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much as the nature and meaning of it: fw% alwvios is, in
other words, a description of dévine life, of the life which is
in God, and which by God is communicated. It is with
this expression as it is with the Baci\ela Tdv olpaviv.
To the odpavés the New Testament does undoubtedly
attach first of all a local meaning. When Christ teaches
us to pray that the will of God may be done here as it is
done in heaven, and when we read of a descending from
and ascending to heaven, this meaning is sufficiently mani-
fest. But then the word passes from the external and
local into the internal and spiritual or ethical sense. The
Bagiela T@dv ovpavdy is not only a kingdom whose seat is
heaven in the ordinary sense, but, at the same time, a king-
dom which has the same ethical quality that characterizes
the super-terrestrial world, and hence this Bacieia Tdv
olpavéy may indeed be literally on earth, In other words,
obpavés is the antithesis not only of the physical, but also
of the ethical idea of the xdoumos. The same thing holds
good of the fw# alwvios; primarily it denotes, of course,
the antithesis of the external, temporal finiteness and
restriction of the earthly life, as, for instance, when we
read of a {joecBar eis Tov aidva. But when Christ calls
Himself {wi, or is called tw? alowios, John xiv. 3, 1 John
v. 20, this notion recedes before the internal quality of the
life so defined; by ¢w»n aldros a life is meant which
really and truly is life, life in the fullest sense, life and
nothing but life, in a word, divine life; while all earthly
life is in some sense death.

This last interpretation of the {w# alévios is an absolute
necessity in our present passage. For only when it is
thus interpreted does the added clause, #%mis v wpds Tov
watépa, acquire a satisfactory meaning. At the outset, the
fact that instead of the simple 4 the connection by #jris is
preferred, indicates that the interjected relative clause con-
tains a reason for the preceding name, or an explanation of
it. But, apart from that, only two ways of interpret-
ing the relative clause are possible. The first would be
to consider the apostle as resuming by means of it what
Le had said about the life: what he had said having been
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the elvar ém' dpyfs and the ¢avepwbivas. But we must
reject; this explanation, because the elvas dm’ dpyfis is not
really taken up again, but instead of it comes in the idea of
elvar wpos Tov watépa, which is, after all, another; here
the counterparts are being in the Father and being in the
world, while in ver. 1 they are being from the beginning
and manifestation in time; and however nearly related
these two pairs may be, they are not identical, and the one
is not a resumption of the other. But, granted that the
substance of what precedes was to be recapitulated by the
relative clause, and thus elvac wpds Tov watépa was to be
altogether equivalent to elvar én’ dpxds, yet even this does
not give al@vios the idea of mere superiority to the limita-
tions of time, for then the aldwios would itself be a re-
capitulation of the elvac am’ dpy?s, and this latter would
be twice resumed, once by the alwvios, and a second time
by #j7is v wpos Tov marépa. But, as it has been made
evident, this whole notion of an analepsis of what had pre-
ceded by means of the relative clause is not to be justified ;
there is, however, another analepsis which commends itself,
namely, that the relative clause gives a reason for the
declaration, dmwayyéAopev tuiv Ty fwy v alovov. That
this Lw is an alovos—that is, as seen above, a divine life,
life in the true ethical sense—is established and proved by
the fact that it springs from the Father; that St. John can
and will announce it, is established and proved by the fact
that it has passed into manifestation, that it has become
knowable, and therefore communicable. It is not the life,
as it is in God the Father, that the apostle can and will
declare, but the life which is in the Son, who says of
Himself, John v. 26, vi. 57 : éyo {® St Tov warépa. The
life of the Father is sealed and shut up in itself, and that
which is said of the Father generally may be said of His
life: Oedv oddeis wamore éwpaxev, 0 povoyevys vios éEnyi-
oato. It is the life of the Son of God, more particularly of
the incarnate Son of God, that St. John beheld and would
fain implant in the church. Hence it is not said, #ris 7w
év 7$ Oed, but, mpos Tov marépa. And here, as in the
prologue of the Gospel, we must carefully mark that it is
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not mapd, but wpés,—that is, it is thus to be asserted that
the life existing in the Logos is not a life originating in
Himself, but one that is His only in virtue of & permanent
relation to the Father, through the eternal turning towards
Him. And it is precisely this reference of itself to the
Father that makes aldvios {w#} the true and divine life.

Let us now retrace our steps and measure our progress
to this point. In always more specific definitions and
always narrowing circles, the apostle has laid down the
object of his writing more and more precisely. It is
something eternal, yet, at the same time, something to
him made known in immediate and therefore most assured
experience, that is the first point of his announcement.
It is something, again, as he still more closely defines it,
which concerns the Adyos Ths Lwis. That is, in the third
stage, it is precisely the life existing in the Son; and,
finally, this as the only true life in the fullest sense, as
twn aldvios. While he places this true life in inseparable
conjunction with the Logos, and makes it matter of know-
ledge and announcement only through the manifestation of
the Logos, he places it thus in antithesis to all that before
was called or might be called life. All previous life, even
that which most of all bore the stamp of divinity in itself,
was nevertheless mingled with sin and death, and therefore
no true life. Not till the manifestation of Jesus Christ
did the {wn aldvios in its deepest sense appear, but with
its appearance all previous life was stamped with the
character of darkness.

As to the object of the apostolical announcement, we
might now feel tolerably clear; but the manner in which
it is and becomes known has yet to be considered. This
is defined to us by the threefold predicative: éwpdrauer,
paprupoduey, drayyéAhouev. In these we have a climax;
the predicate that precedes is always the basis for that
which follows. ILet us, in order to see this more clearly,
observe the three predicates in their inverted order. The
last, dmaryryéAhouev, denotes a promulgation for the hearers’
sake, through such means to be edified ; what the apostle
himself knows and enjoys he would make over to the
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hearers of his message. But if the message lays claim to
be accepted, it must itself be true, and this presupposition
is guaranteed by the uaptupetv. MapTupia, to wit, is ever
the declaration of something self-experienced and self-
observed by the witness. A witness is mot primarily
appointed to be serviceable to others, but purely to serve the
cause of truth. Whether it is profitable or not, received or
rejected, is a matter of indifference to testimony as such:
it is an acfus forensis, though in this case the forum is a
divine one only. In the dwayyéA\ew the emphasis lies on
the communication of truth; in the papTupeiv the emphasis
lies on the communication of ¢ruth. As already noted,
the wapTupla rests always on personal experience, hence
the word which Christ, John iii. 11, spoke to Nicodemus,
0 éwpdrapev paptupobuev; hence the sedulousness with
which the apostles in the Acts present themselves as
witnesses of the resurrection; hence in our passage the
éwpdrapev placed before the paprupobuer. That this word
and mot dxnroapev is chosen, has its reason in the fact
that the former rather than the latter expresses the direct
evidence of the senses, so that opdv is alone selected of
the four verbs of perception used in the first verse; as well
as in the fact that in all languages the idea of seeing is
used for sensible cognizance of every kind. In the previous
verse it is easily intelligible why the apostle spoke in the
plural, for the experiences recorded there had always been
his in the fellowship of the other apostles; but for the
same reason he here also writes dmwayyé\houer, since,
though he alone writes the Epistle that follows, he recog-
nises himself in the act as only the organ of the apostolical
function as a whole.

VERSE 3.

“0 éwpdrapey xal drnubape, drayyé\hopey Kal bulv, wa
kal Opels kowwviay Exnre ped Hudv xal % rowwvia 8 %
Auerépa perd Tob maTpos Kal perd Tob vioh avrod 'Ingod
XpiaTob.

Thus the object of the Epistle has evolved itself to our
apprehension in a series of more and more definite ideas.

1 JOHN, B
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Nevertheless, the question as to the substance of his
annunciation is not to St. John the most important. This
is obvious when we consider that he introduces the more
exact specification of it as {w7j, and indeed w9 aiwvios,
only in a parenthesis. That cannot possibly be the most
momentous thing in the view of an author which he inserts
in a parenthetical manner. It is clear also when we con-
sider that in the third verse the object is reintroduced in
the first more general expressions: & éwpdeaper Kai
axnrdapev. This very circumstance points to the con-
clusion that the emphasis in the context before us does
not rest upon the object of the annunciation, but upon the
assured knowledge of that object. Even in the parenthesis
of the second verse, the idea, for the sake of which gener-
ally it is interpolated, is that of the édavepwfy. We have
in the first two verses a double series of ideas and a double
tendency ; one series specifies the object about which it
treats, the other the assurance concerning the nature of
that object. DBut that the latter series is the most im-
portant for the present aim of the apostle, is shown by the
very commencement of ver. 3, which, recapitulating all
that went before, selects an expression which defines the
object altogether in its generality, while it defines the
certitude of experience concerning it in the most pregnant
way. If it had run Ty ey dmayyé\louev, this latter
element would, conversely, have receded instead. That the
order of the words is not the same as in ver. 1 (here
éwpdrapev before dxnréapev) cannot be regarded as a
designed gradation, the less so as we certainly have such a
gradation in ver. 1, and there the drovew is the first verb.
The present order is rather to be explained from the
circumstance that the opav of the former verb is still
lingering in the apostle’s ear, and therefore presented itself
first. But that only opdv and drolew, and not also
fcaofas and Yryrada, are repeated, is to be accounted for
ou the ground that for an epanalepsis or resumption, which
should be as short as possible, and yet as comprehensive as
possible, the most general expressions are the most pertinent.

After the substance and trustworthiness of his document
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are satisfied, the writer lays down further the aim of it. We
may interpret this in two ways: either the apostle purposes
to establish a fellowship between Aimself and the readers,
or between God and the readers. In the former case the
rowevia pue@ Hudv would be translated as communio inter
nos et wos; in the latter as eadem quae jam nobis (miki)
est communto sc. cum Deo. The decision depends upon
two expressions: the uef’ Hudv and then the xal before
vpets.  We decide for the former of the two explanations:
the apostle says primarily that he would establish a fellow-
ship between Aimself and the readers, not that he would
introduce them into that fellowship which he had with God.
To be more particular, it is, in the first place, not true, as
some have maintained, that xowevia is in the New Testa-
ment employed only of communion with God: the passage
Acts ii. 42 sufficiently refutes that idea. Secondly, it
is highly forced to take the perd in the same sentence,
connected with the same substantive twice in close succes-
sion used, in two different senses: the first time (kowwria
wed Hudv) to indicate the same common fellowship, as it
were, eadem communio quam nos inter nos habemus; the
second time (1) xowwvia 1) Huetépa peta Tob TaTpos) to
indicate the subject with whom I have fellowship. And,
finally, how in all the world can the expression xowwwia
wel@ Hudv then define the same thing as # avry) xowwvia
Hv wai Hueis éxoper?  For all these reasons it is plain that
the purpose of the apostle is, in the first place, to establish
a communion between himself and his readers. And this
makes the reference of the «xai as before 7ueis clear; on
this supposition it cannot mean to say that the readers
also, like the apostles, should have fellowship with God,
but that the readers of this Epistle should, like other
Christians, enter into fellowship with the apostles,

And thus, once more, we have the elements of decision
as to the right reading: the reading émayyé\ouer rai
duiv, which on external grounds is to be preferred, yields
an altogether appropriate sense on this interpretation. The
first xal after amwayyé\houer emphasizes the community of
the announcement which is made to the readers as to others
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before them, and the second xac before Juels the community
and equality of the blessing which should be the fruit of
this announcement. That this bond between apostles and
churches was not only a high benefit to the churches, but
that it was found such on the side of the apostles also, we
have a Pauline testimony in Rom, i. 11,12 ; and the stress
laid upon this is in precise harmony with the drift of our
Epistle, which aims always at the awakening of dryday, or
the sentiment of fellowship. It may be thought surprising
that St. John here speaks as if this community or fellow-
ship was yet to be constituted, the readers being obviously
Christians already, and therefore such a link between them
and the apostles already established. To this it might be
replied that the readers were as yet unknown to the
apostle, and that of necessity the fellowship between them
would become much deeper if they entered into personal
association, even though it were only through the medium
of a written communication. But apart from the historical
grounds of this hypothesis, there is a2 deeper reason to be
sought. It is quite customary with St. John, on the one
hand, to consider his readers as perfected and in possession
of all the blessings of salvation, while yet, on the other
hand, he regards them as altogether in the beginnings of
development ; as when he expressly writes his Gospel to
Christian men, and yet avows the creation of faith in them
as his aim (ch. xx. 20).

In order to understand the second part of the verse, it
is of primary importance to assign the force of #uerépa.
Till now, the first person has been always appropriated
to the apostles. If we would accept it so here, the
meaning would be: “the fellowship which we the apostles
have is a fellowship with the Father and the Son.” Then
this sentence would be a simple declaration, and by no
means dependent on iva; for the abiding fact of the
fellowship between God and the apostles is altogether
independent of the Epistle that follows. This interpretation
can be held fast, however, only so long as we explain the
preceding words, rowwviav ued’ Hudv, as “ the same fellow-
ship with us,” that is, the same which we have; but this
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explanation we have proved untenable. DBut if we translate
these words, “ that ye may enter into fellowship with us
the apostles,” it is impossible that the following % xowwvia
7 nuerépa can be referred again to the apostles: “and
indeed we the apostles have fellowship with God.” The
essential main idea, that the readers also should have
fellowship with God, is on this interpretation simply nof
expressed. Thus we are led to understand the 7juerépa
otherwise, that is, in such a way as to make it combine
the nuets xai Uuels, the apostles and the readers. The
writer presupposes that the aim prescribed in the preceding
clause with iva is accomplished, the fellowship with his
readers which he desired is established, and is regarded
in the expression 4 xowwvia 7 fuerépa as perfect. The
manner and the meaning of this fellowship are now more
clearly defined, that it is at the same time a fellowship with
God. - “ The fellowship which each one of us must have
with God I would show, but at the same time thereby
also most closely bind us all together in one.” Thus we
shall make the second clause depend on the iva, especially
as the grammatical impossibility of supplying the con-
junctive 7 is certainly not proved. And thus the junction
of the latter part by wxal has justice done to it. This can
enter only when a new thought is introduced («a¢), which,
however, at the same time stands in something like anti-
thesis to the preceding (8¢). So it is here; the subject
was of brotherly fellowship, and now the new thought
distinguished from the former is added. “ But this fellow-
ship should at the same time and essentially be a fellowship
with God.”

VERSE 4.

Kal raira sypddouey Uuiv, a 7 xapa Vudy 7} memhy-
pwptvn.

But not even this redoubled specification of his purpose,
as given in what precedes, exhausts the apostle’s design:
his aim is not only to establish a fellowship whether with
God or with the brethren; but this itself is to him again
@ means toward the elevation to its highest stage of their



22 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOIIN.

individual interests and their attainment of the joy of
life (xapd), and that in its most perfect degree (memAnpw-
pévn). This is the substance of the fourth verse. Taira
ypddouey Vuiv (the reading 7uels is neither sufficiently
attested, nor is there any internal reason for such pro-
minence to the subject) cannot without violence be referred
to anything but the letter before us, to the dmayyehia
announced in the previous verse and defined more closely
as to its tendency. If we ask by what means this joy is
brought to a state of memrAnpwuérn, we are led to the every-
where observable coincidence between the Epistle and the
Gospel of the apostle. Specifically we have in the latter
the m\7pwass Tijs yapds. Primarily we find it in ch. xv. 11 ;
there we read: “If ye keep My commandments, ye shall
abide in My love; even as I keep My Father’s command-
ments, and abide in His love. And this have I said unto
you, that My joy may remain in you, xai 7 yapd Uuv
aAnpwbi.” The meaning is, that the keeping of the Father's
commands is Christ’s joy, and will be that of His disciples,
yea, that their joy would thereby reach its highest point.
The commandment, the fulfilment of which is here in
question, is then in ver. 12 mentioned as dyamdv aAMN-
Nous, kabas jydmnoe Juds, and thus the mAjpwatis of the
joy is attained according to this passage through the
confirmation of bLrotherly love, With this let Phil, ii. 2
be compared, where the mA7pwais of the apostolical joy is
sought in this, that the church has 7oy admw dydmrqn. A
second time St. John’s Gospel speaks of yapa wemAnpwuévn,
ch, xvii. 8 ; there the ground of it is given in the conscious-
ness that Christ has kept His own, and that the Father
will go on to keep them: thus fellowship with the Father
and the Son begins the consummated joy. If we combine
together the two passages in the Gospel, the fellowship
with the Lord and fellowship with the brethren is St.
John's ground of yapa wemAmpwuévy; literally, therefore,
the same which is specified here in the combination of
ver. 3 with ver. 4 as its ground and substance. We may
further point attention to Phil. iv. 4, 5, where both these
are still laid down as the foundation of a permanent, con-
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tinuous, intense Christian joy: o sdpios éyyls comes first
as the perfected fellowship with the Lord in the near
prospect, and then the requirement resulting from this, 7o
émieines Tpudv yyvwobite mwicw dvbpdmos, follows as the
manifestation of brotherly love in its widest comprehension.
And, in fact, all joy, that is, every heightened feeling of
life, rests upon the consciousness of a communion ever
more firmly established and articulated ; hence the fulfil-
ment of all joy is produced, first, through the highest
object with whom this fellowship is entered into, that is,
by God, and then through the participation of others in
this fellowship; accordingly, throughout the Scripture the
community of the heavenly songs of praise is regarded as
an essential factor of blessedness.

It is accepted by common consent, that with the first
four verses the introduction of the Epistle is complete.
But as at the very outset a natural and justifiable expecta-
tion would independently arise that the introduction will
stand in an organic relation to the whole, so we are all the
more warranted in expecting it in the present case, inas-
much as the apostle has in express terms laid down the
scope of his communication. We shall venture, therefore,
to enter on the Epistle with the presumption that we shall
find in it a twofold element . the requirement to enter into
fellowship with God ; but this in such a form that from it
shall issue the requirement to enter into brotherly fellow-
ship. Finally, however, we shall be constrained to expect
that through both the apostle will lead us to perfected joy.
Whether, indeed, this presupposition, thus encouraged by
the author himself, will be found warranted in the Epistle,
and if so, in what manner this end is attained, will be
shown by a detailed interpretation.

VERSE 5.
Kal aliry éotiv 1 dyyedla, v dunrdapey dm’ adrod, xal
b3 14 € " 114 L by ~ 3 by I b
dvayyéNhoper Uiy, 81¢ 8 Oeos Ppds éaTi, xai oroTia év
aird ovx EaTw oddepia.
In one most impressive sentence St. John sums up the
whole matter of his annunciation., This message—we
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must read dyyella, not émayyehia, which, according to New
Testament usage (2 Tim. i. 1 being no exception), could
only have meant promise; here, as in ch. iii. 11, the
copyists inserted the familiar émayyehia instead of the
dyyela, which is found nowhere else—was communicated
to the apostles @7’ alrod, that is, by Christ, who is the last
most immediate antecedent (comp. ch. v. 3); and they
communicate this fundamental declaration, thus unique, in
their turn. Quod Filius amnunciavit, renunciat apostolus.
The substance of the record which had been given to him
St. John condenses into one clause: Oeds ¢pas. At the
first glance this seems to have no discernible connection
with the constituent ideas of the introduction. The w7
was to have been the subject, and that as manifested by
One who had come within the range of personal and sensible
observation and experience. But both the idea of life
and that of sensible experience here fall into the back-
ground and disappear. The key to the connection in this
case also is found in the prologue of the Gospel. There,
too, we find the three ideas which have hitherto entered as
constituent elements ; and we find them in the same order,
Aoyos, Lwr, ¢pas; there also as here, and here as there, the
antithesis being supplied to ¢ds by the ororla. Now it is
manifest, that in the Gospel ¢ds is a closer definition of the
$on, and that in its highest stage. As &7 the Logos
created all things which generally were created; as ¢ds
He is described only in relation to man: év aird fwn v
kai 7 Lon 7y 10 $Pds Tdv dvfpdrwv, This definition of
the Adyos as ¢ds is that on which the whole Gospel rests;
for the following words, 70 ¢ds év 17 groria paiver xal 7
okotia ol xa-re)\aﬁev adro, might serve as the programme,
particularly of the first great division of the Gospel down
to ch. xii. They declare, as the present tense itself indi-
cates, something altogether universal, running through the
entire course of history, which reached in the work and
influence of the manifested incarnate Logos its highest stage
of expression and development

Inasmuch as the life is described as the light of men,
it is declared that He manifested Himself for them in a
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manner in which it was not possible that He would mani-
fest Himself in regard to the rest of the creation. It is
self - understood that the designation light is not to be
understood in the physical sense, but in its reference to the
spiritual domain. It is the property of light that it com-
municates itself to those objects which are capable of
receiving it, and makes them light. We may compare
that other word of Scripture : “The light of the body is the
eye ; if therefore thine eye be single, thy whole body shall
be full of light.” There our thought is expressly declared :
the eye receives the light, and thereby becomes itself
enlichtened and enlightening. So also in the prologue of
the Gospel : the whole creation manifests the Logos as the
life ; but only man is capable of light, that is, can so
receive the nature of the Logos pouring forth toward him,
that he himself shall be consciously transformed into it.
Inasmuch as man has not only a passive relation to his
life, that is, instinctively fulfils his destiny, but an active
one also, his life being at all points and throughout
ethically ordered, therefore he has the capacity not only to
receive life from the Logos, but also to have this life as a
light, that is, to be able to discern or know Him in His
nature, in order to reflect His image in himself. Now,
wherever this destination is forgotten by man, and he closes
against it the eye which was given him in order to be
able to receive the Logos into himself as light, there is the
dominion of darkness as the oxoria. According to St. John's
view, what constitutes the ground or characteristic of belong-
ing to the oxoria, is not the fact of not coming under the
influence of the light, but only the fact of that not sub-
mitting to it which ought or was destined to be subject to
it. Only in the domain of the rational world does the
Logos manifest Himself as ¢ds; hence only in regard to
that is there any question of ¢ds or oworia; all else lies
outside of the sphere of these counterparts, and the two
ideas have no longer any application. Accordingly, what
we have learned from John i. 4 is, that the revelation of
the Logos as light is the highest stage of His revelation,
that it is specifically a higher potency of His manifestation
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as life, and that therefore it takes place only in relation
to men, because these alone have the organ for receiving
Him as ¢@s. To the same relation between {w7 and ¢as
we are led by John viii. 12, éyewr 70 ¢pds Tis Lwijs: the
Lord promises His believing disciples the life, not, however,
life in general, but in its development as ¢as,—such life,
namely, of His as becomes at the same time light for them.
‘Where the ¢ds is, there is also twr}; but the converse does
not hold good. When a man is said to be a partaker of
eternal life, {w?) aldwos, that takes place through his
becoming a Téxvor ¢wrés. Thus it is clear in what certain
connection the message here announced, Oeds ¢ds, stands
with the introduction of the Epistle: to wit, inasmuch as
here, precisely as in the Gospel, there is an ascent from the
idea of the {w7 to that of the light, men having the possi-
bility in the ordination of God for sharing in the life.

But there is another point of view from which, however
little obvious it may be, the connection between the fifth
verse and what precedes may be traced. Hitherto the
stress had been laid on the ¢avépwais of the Adyos 7js
{ws, on His entering into the sphere of experience. And
this element is noteworthy for the interpretation of ver. 5.
In order to discern this clearly, let us start from another
difficulty. 'We know that the declaration @eds ¢pds, which
St. John lays down as the compendium of the message of
Christ, does not occur in the Gospels in this particular
form. Christ indeed is called ¢as, ch. L 4,1l 19, viii. 12,
but not the Father. It may be said, of course, that in the
Johannaean view, according to which Christ and the Father
are one, so that he who sees the one sees also the other,
there is direct propriety in assigning whatever Christ predi-
cates of Himself to the Father also. DBut we do not need
this extrication ; nor need we seek for individual passages
In which the dyyedia with which we now have to do is
literally contained. For, as the whole substance of the
Gospel may be epitomized in the expression @eds dydmy,
even though in no one passage this phrase is found, because
the real essential meaning of every saving word and every
saving act is no other than this, that God is love ; so also
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the real essential meaning, patent to every unprejudiced
eye, of all that Christ ever said and did, is no other than
that which is summarized and announced in the words : ©eos
¢pds. Oeos ¢as: for to this end was Christ born, and
came into the world, that He might reveal the Father whom
no man hath seen; and @eos ¢pds: for if, according to
John i 4, this is the peculiar vocation of mankind, that in
relation to it God reveals Himself as ¢ds, then all revela-
tion of the Father through Christ becomes a manifestation
as light. And if Christ in His whole life, in word and
deed, reveals the Father, and yet this revelation of God as
proceeding towards men is a revelation of God as ¢ds, then
the whole life of Christ, His person and His work, must
have for its one meaning the proclamation Oeos pds; it is
indeed the representation to the senses, in a sense the incar-
nation, of the truth: @eds ¢ds. Thus it is made clear that
the ¢pavépwais, made prominent in the introduction, of the
Aoyos Tis fwijs, His entering into personal, sensible per-
ceptibility and observation, is the necessary basis for our
affirmation that God is light ; for all that the apostles had
learnt concerning the Logos by hearing and seeing, behold-
ing and handling, may be condensed into this one sentence.

But with all this investigation we have not in the
slightest degree explained the meaning of this sentence.
We do not yet know what it signifies that God is light,
nor what thought was to be expressed by this designation.
There is a difference between this passage and the others
in which the fact that Christ is light appears. In these
latter we have not so much to consider the immanent
nature of Christ, or the definition of His essence, as an
assertion or vindication of His being. Thus in Johni. 4, 5,
v pds Tov dvbpdmv, 10 dds dalvel dv TS Kooud, where
it is obvious that the question is, not what the Logos is
in Himself, but what He is and wills to be for men; in
ch, iii. 19, where the light as a judicial power is treated of ;
in ch. viii. 12, where, apart from the expression ¢ds 7od
xéopov, the light is represented as a power passing over
or reaching to man. 'We may compare also ch. ix. 10, 11.
Similarly, in our passage it is certainly affirmed that the
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nature of God, which is light, will have its effect upon us,
so that we also may év ¢wri mepirardpuey, or, to adopt St.
Paul's parallel word, may be Tékva ¢wros. But, on the
other hand, it is clear of itself that the practical vindication
of Christ or of God as light presupposes a quality in Him
corresponding, as in general every transitive energy implies
an immanent characteristic. And it is this latter which in
our passage, otherwise than in those before mentioned, is
placed in the foreground. Not only does the general pro-
position @ess ¢ds produce the impression that it gives us
a general definition of the divine essence, without any
reference as yet to influence ad extra, but also the subse-
quent teaching that we should walk in the light, ds adTos
éorw év 7 ¢pwti, shows that the apostle is thinking of His
being light as of an absolute, immanent characterization of
God. As God is life, apart from any particular life-giving
energy, so also He is light, apart from any enlightening act.
Consequently we see how impossible it is to accept ¢pas as
simply equivalent to cwrypla, salvation ; for salvation is a
relative idea, absolutely requiring the added thought of
some one who is the object of the salvation, while God
must be light, according to all that has been said, not only
in a relative, but in an absolute sense also.

It is usual to illustrate the idea of the ¢@s by making
it a figure, in this case to be applied in the intellectual or
moral direction; for example, as the figurative designation
of the divine wisdom or holiness. But this way of looking
at it does not meet all the requirements of the apostolical
view. When we reflect that, in the most strikingly abundant
and persistent way, the scriptures of both Testaments place
God in peculiar and immediate relation to light,—calling
it His garment, His dwelling-place, ¢pas olkdv dmpoaitov,
1 Tim. vi. 15,—we shall be disposed to seek in these expres-
sions for more than a mere figure of some particular attri-
bute of God, and shall be constrained, giving up the purely
figurative application altogether, to assign to them the
meaning of reality. Moreover, to this we shall be forced by
another passage of Scripture. In Jas. i 17, God is directly
called watyp 7Tdv ¢wrwr. This phrase cannot be intended



CHAP. 1. 5. 29

to designate God as only the Creator of the stars; it is
nowhere, and in no connection, the manner of the New
Testament to identify the creative activity of God with His
fatherly relation: the latter always presupposes a fellow-
ship of nature between Creator and creature, and therefore
stands in a higher sphere than the former. Where there.is
a father, the question is not of production, but of genera-
tion. Accordingly God, in the passage quoted, must be
called matyp Tdv PdTwy, only because the creatures or
natures of light, which are intended here, are in some sense
of the same nature with Him,—that is, because He is Him-
self light. Thus, when we have learned from Scripture
that the definition of God as light or ¢és is a characteriza-
tion of essence, there remains only the possibility that we
have here a metaphorical description of His divine nature,
and that the ¢dra, whose Father He is, are so called in a
figurative sense. But that will not avail; for St. James,
when he says ¢dra, is certainly thinking of light-natures
in the ordinary sense: even if the expression ¢erTa were
not to be referred to the stars, but to any spiritual light-
naetures, yet even then the description would be used not
on account of any ethical quality in them, but on account
of the bodies of light with which Seripture customarily
invests them. ‘We must therefore hold to it as a scriptural
view, that God is in the proper and unfigurative sense
light.

Of course we do not mean to assign to Him material
light, nor, indeed, that supernatural yet still material light
which shed its beams around the Lord, or surrounded the
angel forms; but we mean a light purely unmaterial. The
matter stands simply thus: The earthly light is not the
proper and real, and the description of God as light there-
fore figurative ; but the divine light-nature is the true light,
the earthly being only the divine light translated into the
creating domain and the earthly reflection of it. Every-
where it is not the bodily and the material which is the
reality, but the spiritual and the immaterial, which makes
for itself a body in matter, and thus comes to manifestation.
As the tabernacle was the copy of heavenly realities, not
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merely a symbol, therefore, but a type, so in the end every-
thing material is only the copy of heavenly realities. If,
therefore, God is called light, we are taught to think that
He possesses, in the fullest intensity and in the most real
because spiritual manner, that which for us upon earth is
the light. Consequently more is asserted than any particular
attribute of God. All united attributes are far from fur-
nishing the essence of God itself; they are only particular
modalities, outbeamings, or forms of His nature: at the
basis of them all lies the divine essence, as the source
whence they flow; and this, His essence, the fela ¢iars,
the primal ground of His being, it is which St. John defines
as ¢as. The necessity of such a view will be evident at
once, if we cease to think of spirit as mere force. All force
presupposes something in which it inheres; and it is this
something, this ground-essence in God, which is meant by
the ¢as.

Thus our word ¢ds is not intended to be a figure for
any particular divine attribute, but it is the altogether real,
though not materially understood, designation of the divine
essence. We are carried now a step farther by the circum-
stance that we read, as following hard one on the other:
Ocos pds and Oeos év 79 ¢wri. These are by no means
one and the same thing. It is only in the case of this
word ¢ds that such a variation of the phraseology is possible.
We cannot, in the same way, say Oeos év 75 {w3, but only
Ocos {wrj or wh év ¢ Oeg. The expression Oeos év 76
¢wTi corresponds pretty nearly to the applications “light
is His garment,” or ¢ds oik@v. In all three the light is
not thought of as in God, but, conversely, as surrounding
God. Thus they lead us to consider a similar representa-
tion, in which St. Paul describes it by popgy ©eod, Phil,
ii. 7. In this last-mentioned word we may most easily
trace the idea which all these descriptions would set before
us. To the popn Ocodr corresponds, in Phil. ii, the popdy
dovhov. Now, as the nature of the popgy Sodhov is further

. depicted by obedience, this leads us to conclude, and the
connection of the passages confirms it, that the popdyn Oeod
is dominion. This is the figure which God has given Him-
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self, the form under which we see and know Him, which
Jesus Christ laid aside, and, instead of it, assumed the
popdn Sovhov, when He became obedient. The lordship of
God is thus a transitive idea ; if we seek the corresponding
immanent quality within the divine nature, in virtue of
which God can exercise the dominion, we are led at once
to the biblical idea of the &86fa. The Scripture, to wit,
understands by &ofa the perfect unfolding of the divine
essence in its altogether infinite riches,—the revelation of
Himself before Hinself, as distinguished from His revelation
only in the creature and to the creature. Now this, His
essence, which He reveals before Himself, is called ¢ds;
and inasmuch as this self-manifestation of God before Him-
self, His 8fa, is yet to be distinguished from His nature as
pure potency, it is called His garment, or it is said of Him
here: Oecds év To Pwri. As the clothing of the lily is
inseparably bound up with its nature, and yet is the first
davépwais of its nature as unfolded in the germ, so the
light-nature of God has become a 8¢fa surrounding Him,
so that it may be said with equal propriety Oeds dos, and
also Oeos év 76 PoTi.

As we have thus to keep steadily before our eyes the
fact that by the word ¢as, the heavenly pattern of our
light, something purely super-creaturely—the essence of
God—is intended to be expressed, it becomes evident that
we cannot think out and make clear, in human ideas, this
divine nature. But, on the other hand, it is assuredly true
that the apostles tell us nothing which should have no
practical bearing, and therefore no conceivable meaning.
Especially here, where St. John aims to deduce fromn the
light-nature of God conclusions affecting us, he evidently
must intend that with the expression @eos $pas should be
connected an altogether definite meaning. All utterances
concerning divine things transcend, it is true, all human
understanding. Not, however, that they are therefore empty
of meaning ; it is only that we cannot seize their full impors.
Hitherto we have placed in the foreground that side of
the apostolical utterance which points to depths which go
beyond all fathoming of human thought; but now, on the
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other hand, we must needs consider what it contains for us
of practical and accessible bearing. The way is indicated
for us by those passages of the Gospel, again and again
referred to, in which Christ describes Himself as the light
of the world, and the light of men. The enlightening
energy of Christ has relation pre-eminently to the under-
standing of men: He shows them the right and the truth.
He who would give clearness to others must have it him-
self ; he who would enlighten must be light. Now, absolute
clearness in human thought is to be found only when I
know a thing altogether, and look through it on all sides,
and in its connections. If God is to give this intelligence,
He must of course have it Himself: that means, He must
possess all truth. But the enlightening activity of God
refers not merely to the impartation of certain abstract
truths, but to the communication of the good generally,
which, on its theoretical and intelligible side, we call the
truth, and goodness on its practical side. If, then, God is
the light of men, it means that in Him all goodness and all
perfection dwell ; there is no good which is not in Him
He is the m\jpwpa, out of the fulness of which we all
receive. And this is the concrete and practical import of
the word Oeos ¢ds, that in Him is all perfection, all truth,
blessedness, and holiness ; and in such a sense in Him, that
as the light everywhere diffuses around its own nature, so
all that is good radiates from God.

What is beyond, that this metaphysical essence of God
is to be conceived, not as the sum of individual perfections,
but as the substance and archetype of the light, passes,
indeed, human power of comprehension. But it is a gain
even to know that such an original ground, such a primal
substance, is in God, out of which all His perfections flow ;
to know, further, that it is such as may be most fitly
described by the word ¢ds, even though we cannot also
know how this is to be conceived. Is it no enrichment of
science, that chemical researches have detected to us the
existence of ultra-violet colours, though we cannot discover
them with the eye, and have no suspicion of their appear-
ance ? Or was it no enrichment of theology, that the union
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of the two natures in Christ was defined Ly the terms, Gouvy-
XUTWS, dpeploTws, dywploTws, ddiaTpémaws, although, being
pure negations, they say nothing positive as to the manner
of that union? There are two kinds of ignorance—one con-
cerning the being of an object, and the other concerning its
character as being. The latter marks an advanced stage in
relation to the former. So it is a great thing to know that
in God there is an essential nature which is to be called
light, though we do not know how we are to conceive of it.

That in this expression we have in general a definition
of the divine essence, which is not to be limited one-
sidedly to the region of His willing or of His thinking
activity, is confirmed by the progress of the apostolical
discussion. That is to say, when it speaks of a mepimraTeiv
év 7@ ¢wtiin us, that points rather to the exhibition of the
nature by act, and therefore to the will ; when it speaks of
the opoloyla Tdv dpapridv as required, that points rather
to the domain of the thinking. To make it more plain,
however, the negative is added to the positive declaration,
xal gkotia év altd olx éoTw ovbeuia. First, it must be
observed that this sentence is, as to its form, distinguished
as well from Oeis pdds as from Oeds év 19 PwTi éatwr. To
the former would have corresponded accurately olx éoTiv
arotia, He is light and not darkness; it is clear, however,
that this would have been far less pregnant than the ex-
pression selected by St. John. To the latter would have
corresponded ovx éoTw év 77 ororig. But this idea would
be a harsh one, since it is obvious that the self-revelation
of God before Himself, His garment—for this is meant by
elvar év—must correspond with His inmost essence ; and
it was necessary therefore to deny, not that in it, but that
in God, there is any darkness. The form od«x éoTiv év T3
orotig would not have been parallel with @eos $pds, which,
however, it would be supposed to be. Generally speaking,
to God as ¢ds there is no counterpart nature which in a
similar way would be the sum of all cxotia : not Satan ;
for though he is indeed év 77 okotig, and dpywv of the
kingdom of darkness, he is not the epitome of darkness, so
that there is no darkness outside of him; while all light

1 JOIIN. C
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dwells and has its source in God, and is derived from Him,
and wrapped up in Him, the oxotia comes to realization
only in the community of collective persons who are év 17
oxoria ; darkness, as a whole, is only an ideal, and not a
concrete unity. For the rest, that the positive expression
Beds piss is followed by the negative one, has its reason—
apart from the tendency of St. John to move by preference
in antitheses—in the consideration that follows: because,
to wit, the purport of the teaching is to make it emphatic
that the slightest fellowship with darkness excludes fellow-
ship with God, as God has no darkness in Ilimself, but is
light, and only light.

VERSE 6.

’Eav elmopey 81i xowwviav Eyxouev per’ avTod, xal év
TG oroTe mepmaTdper, Yrevdouela, xal od mooduer TV
arjleav,

It is obvious at once that the following verses aim to
deduce the consequences which flow from the nature of God
being light ; and further, that these consequences are two-
fold, each of the two being again unfolded into two counter-
part sentences. But, before we exhibit the thoughts in
their clear connection, it is important here also to define the
ideas that constitute the whole. The first consequence is,
that we should walk in the light; the second, that we
must ever remain conscious of our sin. What is meant by
mepurraTely €v T¢ ¢wTi? At the very outset we see the
incorrectness of the common explanation of ¢ds by holiness
or holy love. For, since in ver. 7 the presupposition is
assumed that we walk in the light as God is in the light,
there would be assumed also a holiness in us altogether
corresponding to the divine holiness, which is absolute ; but
how in that case would such a presupposition (édv) of
absolute holiness be consistent with the necessity of a
kabapifeabar dmo wdans dpaptias, and of a perpetual con-
sciousness of sin ? Such an explanation of the ¢as requires
the exposition to soften down év ¢pwrl mepimareiv ds avros
€v ¢wTi éomw in a way that does violence to the plain
necaning of the words,
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Now, let us see if the interpretation we have given will
help us on our way. Our starting-point is, that in our
verse it is not, as in the former, ©cds Pas, and accordingly
nuels ¢as, but adrods év poTi &oTw, and, corresponding with
it, fuels év 7@ Pwri. We saw that Oecos & 16 Pwti
defines the divine nature not in itself, but in its self-
manifestation before itself, the fela ¢ious, as St. Peter says;
in short, that it is the sphere homogeneous with His
essential being. The expression, therefore, thus carried
over to men, would indicate not so much the bearing and
character of a being in itself, as the sphere in which
Le moves. In relation to God, however, it is not év
dwTl TepumaTeiy, an expression which would not do justice
to the divine, immutable nature, but simply éorw. But
the former expression is used of men, because the apostle
is concerned with a permanent, never - resting confirma-
tion of the év ¢wrl elvar. Thus the writer is not here
reflecting upon the sinning or not sinning, the holiness or
the unholiness of human conduct; in fact, not upon its
ethical quality at all, but purely and simply upon the
sphere to which this conduct belongs. This will be made
yet more plain when we carefully mark the contrast, év
oxotig wepimateiv. We read in the Gospel, ch. viii. 12,
“that he who follows the Lord “ shall not walk in darkness ;”
and it is clear that the darkness there means primarily
something that is round about men, even as the light there
is primarily a sphere external to men. Similarly, in ch.
iii. 19 we read that men “ loved darkness rather than light,
because their deeds were evil;” now here, while certainly
there is a connection established between the light and the
ethical quality of men, it is clear, on the other hand, that
the Saviour distinguishes the light and the darkness them-
selves from the works. Now, if the light is the divine,
taking it thus generally at the outset, then the darkness is
the undivine or what is opposed to Grod,—that is, the nature
turned away from God, and not directed to Him.

Hence the ogxoria coincides with the New Testament
idea of the xdouos; it is the principle which animates and
governs the xdouos, and which comes in it into outward
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exhibition and form. Similarly, the ¢ds must be the
principle coming into exhibition as opposed to the xoopos,
which is represented, namely, in the Bagiela Tév alpavav,
the Bacireia 100 @cod. Thus the év ¢wTtl mepimaTely
is in close affinity with the biblical idea of the weravoia.
The meaning of weravoeiv is the being translated or
turning oneself over to the interests of the kingdom of
God, instead of being, as before, rooted in the domain of
the xoopos, with all its thinking, and willing, and nature.
Through the peravoeiv, as well as through the mepimareiv
év ¢wri, a change passes upon the sphere in which the man
lives, the circle of his interests, the powers with which he
reckons, only that in the peravoeiy there is reference to the
turning to a new sphere of life, while in the wepirareiv év
¢wTi there is reference to his belonging to it, the latter
being the consequence of the former. ‘f2s 0 Oeos év 7
¢dwti €oTiv: that is, as His self-manifestation is in harmony
with and adequate to His internal divine light-nature, so
should man év ¢wri mepimateiv ; his light-sphere should
be the same with that of God. The kingdom of God is the
element of his life which surrounds him, the air of which
he breathes, and the breath of which encircles him with its
nourishing influence.

Thus it is now perfectly clear that the idea of the év
¢w7l wepurately is by no means coincident with that of
personal holiness and sinlessness. For as, in Acts xi. 38,
the forgiveness of sins is represented as the consequence of
the weravoia, so in our passage the xafapifeafai dmd
mdons duaprias is represented as the consequence of the
év ¢oti mepimatelr. Only he who opens himself to the
light, and has entered into the domain of light, can ex-
perience in himself the effects of the light. Only when the
father’s house sways all the thoughts of the prodigal son,
and he has come back again to this sphere of his home,
does the father come to meet him with the announcement
of forgiveness. The kingdom of God, and its interests, its
views, and its measure of all things, are to the natural man
altogether sealed up and strange. But when, instead of
this, he obtains an eye and a heart for these, he enters into
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the sphere of light, and that light begins at once its ethical
influence upon him and in him. The ethical deportment
of the man is therefore a consequence of his mwepirareiv
in the sphere of light or of darknmess respectively. But as
the light by its shining reveals, according to the Gospel, the
darkness as darkness, so here also the immediate result of
the év ¢oTi mepimareiv is that the man perceives where in
himself the darkness is, and recognises it as darkness.

The év ¢pwTi mepumareiv is, admitting all this, not, so to
speak, a predominant, characteristic tendency of the human
life only, a series of points of light with which may co-exist
another though smaller series of points of darkness; it is
rather a thorough and perfect characterization with which no
other can co-exist. Every interruption of it, every disso-
lution of the once established fellowship with God, must fall
under the condemnation of Heb. vi. 4. He who has once
entered into this xowwvia Tod Pwrds walks now habitually
in the light. But with this it is quite consistent that the
sin is not, so to speak, only a thing past for him, as might
be concluded from the perfect éav elmwuer 81v oly Auap-
Tijxauev, ver. 10 ; such an error is at once repelled by the
parallel duapriav ok éopev in ver. 8, On the contrary,
the odpf yet remains in the man as the stronghold of his
sin, from which, indeed, it is not to be ejected in a magical
and instantaneous manner. This only is necessary, that, as
every fellowship in which we find ourselves reacts against
all that is directly opposed to it, so the sphere of light to
the empire of which we have become subject reacts against
every such indwelling sin. Only he who should refuse to
be convicted by the light, who should decline to bring all
that is in him before the Lar of the light, would be said
again to walk év 7§ oworig. Moreover, these individual
sinful acts, the presence of which in the Clristian life is
admitted, and the acknowledgment of which is required,
have a deep significance in relation to what constitutes
belonging to the kingdom of God; for, after all, the man
should not only be év 78 ¢wri, but should also be ¢as
itself, Now, God is first ¢as, and then afterwards is said
to be év 76 ¢w7i; but in the case of man the order is
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inverted : he must first be év 7¢ ¢wri, in order that then,
through the energy and operation of the light, he may
himself become ¢@s. Hence here, in the beginning of his
exposition, St. John gives the former side of the question
precedence, reserving the other for later development.

Let us now descend to the details. It has long since
been pointed out, that from ch. i. 6 to ch. ii. 8 the apostle
speaks in the form of emplatic conditional sentences ; that
from that point he applies the participial construction in
order to express the conditional clauses : in harmony with
which we have in the first chapter the verb yretdeafar, and
in the second chapter the substantival form YrevoTn elvac.
It is common to both sections that we find the genuine
Johannaean habit of carrying on the process of thought
through the medium of antithesis. The sixth verse takes
up the idea of xowwwvia laid down in the introduction.
This is fundamentally a fellowship with God; he, therefore,
who will generally be a Christian—as was the case with
the readers of this Epistle—must, in virtue of an internal
necessity, give utterance to the avowal of such a fellow-
ship with God. Rightly then does the apostle now lay
down his proposition in the first person; for the former
part of the conditional clause, éav eimwuer 67t rowwviav
éyopev per alTod, is already an accomplished fact in regard
to him and all his readers. Moreover, that avros refers to
the Father, to God Himself, follows not only from the fact
that He is the immediate antecedent, but especially from
the explanatory clause, ver. 7, @s adtés éotw év 79 PwTi.
But if, St. John continues, with this avowal there is con-
nected a wepimaTelv év TP owéter, & direction of all the
interests of life to the wxdéopos, then we lie. Here, too, we
have the first person; not in the spirit of a “modesty
that would spare them,” but, conversely, in the spirit of
holy severity which yields itself personally up to the
common judgment. The lie is evidently here the dis-
parity between word and deed.

The second expression, however, demands special notice,
oU mowobpev Ty aNjfeiav. This expression is commonly
explained as if it asserted that by our deeds we prove that
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we are liars. The +revdecfas which precedes is thus sup-
posed to be more closely defined by this, that it is made
evident by works that it is so. But to signify that, the
present expression would be far-fetched ; on the other hand,
the repetition 7 aAnfea ok éorw év 7uiv, ver. 8, as also
the entire phraseology of the New Testament, point to
another interpretation. When we read in John viii. 47, o
dv éc Ths dAnbelas drover pov Ty dwviy, and immediately
before, éyw éninvbla Wa paprupicw T4 dinbeia; and
further, John xiv. 6, éy® elue 7 dAjfeaq, and finally in St.
Paul, 75 a\nbfeia o0 melflecbar: all these passages urge
upon us a peculiar, specific, objective idea of the word
d\ijfeta. 'We are accustomed to regard truth as a definite
relation between two things; whether the congruence
between word and deed, or the congruence between nature
and manifestation, or what not. In short, truth is to
us an altogether relative idea, an idea of relation between
two things. Now this notion does not suit, or very
badly suits, the passages which have been quoted from
Scripture ; in them the truth is something independent
and absolute. ~'What shall we make with the relatival
idea in such expressions as éx 7is dAnbfeias elvai, 75
aanbeia meifeabas ?

It may be attempted to preserve the idea of a relation
in the expression éyw d\sjfeia, by saying that in God His
actual essence and the notion of Him coincide with each
other. For first, on the ome hand, we should thereby
separate between the notion of God and His essence,
which is impossible; for the idea of Him exists only in
virtue of His nature, and we should by such a course only
reach the empty conclusion that God is such as He is.
Secondly, on the other hand, Christ speaks this word con-
cerning Himself, and that in relation to men; but the
statement that in Him idea and reality coincide does not
permit, so far as we can see, an unforced application to
His relation to men. We are driven therefore to conclude
that dA7jfeca must be accepted as expressing a purely
absolute and objective truth. It means the being which
is absolutely filled with reality, and is substantially real;
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all generally that 18, is in God pre-eminently ; and what is
not in God has generally no reality, no real being.

And this definition of the idea is vindicated in its right
when we observe the antithesis,—that is, the Yreddos. The
xéopos is subjected to the father of the lie, and all its
members are therefore liars; this signifies, however, that
they have no true, substantial, real being, that their being
has no positive substance. The xdopuos belongs to death,
but God is life; as it is essential to the world to be with-
out real being, to be nothing, so to God it is essential to
have a being that is absolutely filled and satisfied. Thus,
truth and life are correlative and interchangeable ideas : the
former is the substance of the latter; no life would be
possible without a being filling it, without a substantial
reality. God is accordingly the truth, His kingdom is a
kingdom of truth, because here is the seat of all substantial
being, the only place where realities are to be found. The
Lord came 75 aAnBeia paptupeiv, that is, to bring demon-
stration in His own Person that there is a true being, the
counterpart and antithesis of death; and to show in what
this axjfeca consists, and how it is to be manifested.

It is obvious, finally, that this notion of &i7fe:a har-
monizes well even with the common application of the
word in human affairs; all untruth is mere appearance,
being which has only the form of being, to which the sub-
stantial contents are lacking; but truth is the presence of
a reality. This being, as perfectly and substantially full,
God has absolutely and primarily: He is therefore truth.
But man must first establish the reality of this truth in
himself by his works. We do not, however, read 7a dAy8%
oY mouel ; for our passage does not mean to intimate that
the man in question fails to exhibit in action the individual
realities which lie in the collective being of God; but we
read oV moiel T9v dArjferar : his action has in it altogether
nothing of the divine fulness of truth, of real and sub-
stantial being; it is directed only to semblance and death.
Not only the individual outbeamings of truth, Ta axn67,
but truth itself, conceived as one whole, is absent from his
deeds.
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Consequently, the meaning of the whole verse is this:
If any man makes an avowal of fellowship with God, and
yet the darkness, or the xéopos, is the object to which his
life and action tend (mepimrater), he thereby speaks untrutl,
and shows that his deeds are not directed to the truth and
its realization in himself. The wepirateiv év 7¢ Pouti
suggests the existing sphere into which the man has
entered ; but in the expression 79v dMjfetar mowcly we
have the element of personal activity ; for the entering into
that sphere does not come to pass without the act of man,
without the direction to it of his own will,

VERSE 7.

‘Edv 8¢ év 7¢ PwTi mepimraTdpey, ©s avTos éoTw év 6
dwTl, Kowwviay Eyoper per dAMIAwy, kai 7o aipa 'Incod
ToD viol alrod kabapilel nuas dwo mdons duapTtias.

The opposite case to that just assumed is introduced by
a &é: that is, the accordance between the word and the
deed. But, instead of simply declaring this accordance,.
there is connected with it an emphatic expression of its
happy results, and in such a way that a twofold progres-
sion of the thought is introduced. One advance is marked
by the words kowwviav éyopev per dMMilwv; this reading
is undoubtedly to be preferred to that of per adrod. It is
true that the exact antithesis to the previous verse would
be éav é&v 70 PwTi Tepurardpey, Kowwviav Eyouev per
adTot; it is, however, altogether Johannaean not to repeat
precisely the same thought, but to define it more closely at
the same time, or to supplement it. In the third verse
fellowship with God is brought into view only as the
foundation, as the essential substance, of brotherly fellow-
ship. So here, also, the superstructure is brought into
view, the consequence of that principle, that he who is in
the light is connected by a bond with the Tékva Tob ¢pwTos.
The bond, however, is at this point no other than the like-
ness of the mutual life element: not yet brotherly love, or
the reference of any action to the brethren, but the founda-
tion of every such personal relation, the similarity and
community of the- same element in which we all move
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alike, and in which we all alike have an interest. DBut
that the apostle dwells first on this side of the matter, and
only afterwards passes on to the xafapifesfar dmo wdons
apapTias, has its reason in this, that in the present connec-
tion he can treat of the former only @s év wapodw, in order
then to go onward more specifically to another fruit of the
wepirately év PwTl.

This second fruit, the second nmew element that enters
here, is embraced in the words xai 10 aipa 'Incod (the
XpioTod must be struck out) Tod wviod adrod . kabapilet
Nuds amo wdons dupaprias. It is obvious that the life in
the light—in other words, the internal direction of the
whole man towards the kingdom of God-—cannot but
have its results as to the inner man. For, the kingdom of
God is by no means an abstract notion, it is something
altogether real; and thus the life that is in him is not a
life merely in the sphere of dead thoughts, it is a life
moved by the powers of the world to come. That this
light is poured abundantly into the man has the positive
effect of making him a Téxwor Tod Pw7Tés: negatively
expressed, that of abolishing in him the ruling power of
sin.

Now this connection of thought itself shows that xafa-
pifewr must not be understood of the forgiveness of sins
past, but of sanctification. To the same meaning we are
led by the words themselves; the cleansing from actual
committed sins through forgiveness would have been ex-
pressed by xaflapilew dmwo wacdv Tdv dpaprTidv Hudv, or
something of the same kind. But wdca duapria, every
sin, is much too comprehensive a word for the sins of the
past ; it signifies not “all our sins,” but “all that is called
sin.”  Up to this point the expression has been altogether
rooted in the context, but the addition 70 afua 'Incod x.T.\.
seems to introduce something quite new,—something of
which the context has given no indication. We have here
two questious to discuss: first, how far sanctification is
ascribed to the blood of Jesus; secondly, whether this
participation in the benefit of the blood of Christ is not
already included in the mepimartely év 76 doTi.



CHAP. I, 7. 43

As to the former point, it is undoubtedly biblical doctrine
that Christ in His death has borne the penalty of our sin,
and therefore released us from its punishment. But the
power of the blood of Christ is not limited to this. The
fundamental passage as to the question is St. John's sixth
chapter in the Gospel. There the drinking of the blood of
Christ is presented as the means for procuring eternal life.
As the shedding of that blood brought about the death of
redemption, so also it rendered it possible that the blood
should be an open fountain which might overflow upon
others: the death of the corn of wheat illustrates its
effect, that of His life passing over as a power to others.
Blood and life are in the Seripture equivalent terms : where
that is, there is this; for the life is in the blood, according
to the language of the Old Testament. Thus, then, the
kabapiopos o wdans duaptias is possible only in conse-
quence of the blood of Christ entering into our life as a
new principle of life. There is absolutely no Christian
sanctification imaginable which does not take place through
the blood,—that is, through the Redeemer's power of life
working its effects and ruling within us.

As to the second point, it is supposed that this blood has
its effect only in those who walk in the light. The light
is the circle within which the divine life reigns; on earth,
therefore, it is the kingdom of God, the church, whose
Head is Christ. But as that church has been founded only
through the death of the Redeemer, and as the life of the
church has its basis and principle only in His blood, he
who év pwTi mepumraTel by the very supposition comes into
immediate contact with the influence of that blood; and if
the ¢ds has its effect upon him, that is only in connection
with the constant carrying on of the work of Christ's blood
upon him,—that is, in its cleansing from sin, from the cor-
ruption still clinging to the soul. Now, as the expression
aipa 'Ingod, according to this exposition, lies indicated in
the previous expression, so has the supplemental clause 7ov
viod avTov its relation also to that previous expression.
As well in the third as in the sixth verse the discourse had
been of fellowship with God ; accordingly, it is here said that
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he who comes into contact with the blood of Cluist, Ly thal
very means has fellowship with God. For the man Jesus,
whose blood that is, is at the same time the Son of God.

VERSE 8.

*Eav elmopev 81 duapriav ovx Eyopev, éavTovs TAaviuey,
xai 1 aAfea ovk EoTiv év Nuiv.

After the author has, in the two previous verses, illus-
trated the first deduction from the ©@e¢os ¢as, and exhibited
its special blessing, he goes on in this verse to exhibit the
second result with its blessing also. This second conse-
quence, the acknowledgment of our sinfulness, has in itself
a close connection with what precedes; for we saw that it
is involved in the very fact of walking in the light. But
the connection is made still closer by the words xafa-
piteaOar émo mdans auapTias at the end of the foregoing
verse. If the cleansing from sin is an essential element of
our walking in light, so the denial of its necessity is a token
of elvar év oworer. This inference is also unfolded, like
the other, in two antithetical clauses, so that the eighth
verse corresponds with the sixth, and the ninth verse with
the seventh,

First, then, for the false position, the denial of sin. The
expression auapriav €yew requires consideration. It is
specifically Johannaean; comp. John ix. 5, xv. 22, 24, xix. 11.
Obviously it says something different from, and indeed some-
thing less than, év duapria elvar. It is indeed impossible
that he who abides év ¢w7i, in the sphere of light, should
at the same time continue év okor(g, in the precisely oppo-
site sphere; but there may nevertheless be sin yet in him.
Accordingly St. Paul also uses the peculiar form év duapria
elvar only in the passage 1 Cor. xv. 17, where he is denying
absolutely any connection with God. He who denies that
he has sin, would by that very fact mAavdv himself, The
word occurs in no other document of the New Testament so
often as in the Apocalypse. But in all the passages it is
employed with a very definitely stamped meaning ; never for
mere error with express limitation as such, but always for
fundamental departure from the truth. It occurs concern-
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ing the artifices of Satan, of the Antichrist, of the beast,
and once of the false teachers in Thyatira, Rev. ii. 20, whose
worlk, however, is expressly marked by its signs as funda-
mental deception. In precisely the same significance is the
word used in the only other passage of our Epistle where
it occurs, ch. ii. 26,—that is, of the Antichrist. Finally,
we find it twice in the Gospel said concerning the Lord,
ch. vii. 48, but in the mouth of those who in the next
chapter reproached Him with being of the devil, and there-
fore with the most pregnant meaning used it. Accordingly
we must in our passage, too, assume that it is employed in
the same sense: “ If we say that we have no sin, we enter
upon an altogether false course, a godless way of life;” not
as if it were only that “ we fall into an error.” The appli-
cation of the word thus found is confirmed by what follows;
St. John's mAavdy is illustrated by %) d\jfeia olx éoTiv év
nuiv.  As already remarked upon ver. 6, it is not the
apostle’s meaning that in the present matter we have not
truth, but 7% aA9feia is the truth in the absolute sense. In
such a case our whole life and being is fallen into the
7Adry, the empty appearance; we are lacking in any real
substantial life. For, where there is even only a trace of
life, and of the divine fulness, this must immediately mani-
fest sin to be sin. Hence, where there is no consciousness
of sin, there can be not even the beginning of the only
true life and its rich substantial meaning.

VERSE 9.

Edv duokoyduev Tds duaptias fudv, mioTos éoTi Kal
Sikavos, (va adf Huiv Tas dpaprias, kal xabapion Huas amo
wdans adicias.

In the same manner as ver. 7 forms an antithesis to ver.
6, ver. 9 does to ver. 8 ; but here, however, also we have
no mere logical contrast, but at the same time the introduc-
tion of a new element which exhibits, Iike ver. 7, the bless-
ing of the right condition of the heart, of the mepimareiv év
¢ ¢ori. It is true that the antithesis to ver. 8 is not
introduced, like ver. 7, by a 8¢ On the one hand, that
antithesis appears of itself sufficiently marked by its matter,
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and St. John does not prefer the accumulation of particles ;
on the other hand, the intention is that in this manner
the thought introduced should be brought forward in its
own absolute significance, being presented by an asyndeton,
and therefore to be considered not alone in its relation to
what precedes. As, in the seventh verse, the mere assertion
of a fellowship with God has not only placed against it in
antithesis the actual fact of fellowship, as stated in elvac év
7 ¢potl, but also this fact is, as it were, strengthened by the
mepumrateiv, and placed in its full intensity and active force ;
so in our verse the elmeiv &m¢ duapriav odk Exouev is not
only paralleled by a mere elmweiv 61¢ auaptiav éyouev, but
the whole energy of the consciousness of sin opens itself
out in the oporoyeiv.

As to the emphatic significance of this word, we may
compare ch. i. 20, xal @pohéyncer ral ovx 7pvicato, Kal
dpordynaey, where the element of earnest emphasizing and
prominence which lies in the omohoyeiv is made still more
prominent through the negative expression odx dpveioOad.
It is not uunimportant that, instead of the singular in
ver. 8, obx éyouev auaptiav, here the articulated plural
comes in: the recognition and confession has not reference
to sinfulness in general, but to the individual sinful actions
of which I am conscious to myself. Against sin I cannot
contend, and the consciousness of sinfulness in general will
not conduce to an effectual repentance; I control sin only
by fixing my cye keenly upon its particular outbursts and
war against individual transgressions. This kind of acknow-
ledgment of sins cannot fail of its benefit; as a response to
it, God, for the sake of His justice and righteousness, for-
gives them all.

But what, then, is that? In the majority of passages—
of the New Testament especially—where the faithfulness
of God is spoken of, His fidelity to His promise is meant:
that He performs what e has promised. At the first
glance this seems unsuitable here; for where in the whole
context has there been any reference to promise? The
idea of promise must needs in that case be enlarged. Not
alone by words, but also through deeds, a promise may be
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given, and it is of such practical promises that it is said
ma7os 6 Qeos; comp. 1 Thess. v. 9, mards & wardv bs
kal woujoet, and, so far as the thing goes, though the word
is not used, Phil. i. 5, wémofa 87i o évapEdpevos év Vuiv
épyov dyabov émirenéaer.  This particular application of the
miorcs would be more appropriate here; the év ¢poTi mepe-
watety, which is manifested in the opohoyely Tas duaprias,
is such a real beginning of the divine energy of which
the final and good result must be, in the faithfulness of
God, the effectual cleansing from all sin. But even this
explanation has its difficulty. It is true, indeed, that the
mepuraTely év T ¢t and opoloyelv Tas duaprtias take
place as the result of the divine action on the soul; but
this view of the matter is not made prominent in our
passage, and both are brought into consideration as human
acts. Moreover, we are wont to speak of fidelity in yet
another sense. One is true to himself when he does that
which he must do according to the constitution of his whole
nature. Now, here God’s nature is described as ¢ds only ;
and therefore the fidelity of God refers to His ever mani-
festing Himself truly as the light. Man, in the apostle’s
supposition, has already entered into connection with God,
inasmuch as he has passed into the kingdom of light; and
it belongs to the very nature of God—that is, it comports
with His fidelity—that He should appear Himself as light
in him who has come ncar to Him, and that by destroying
and taking away his sin.

Again, He shows IHimself, in the forgiveness of sins,
Sirasos, righteous. This idea occurs in St. John with the
same two meanings which we attach to our word “right;”
one, that is, signifying the rectitude of the judge who judges
according to the evidence, the other signifying the rectitude
of the judged who answers to the standard applied to him,
who therefore in this case is holy and sinless. The former
is the meaning in almost all the passages of the Apocalypse,
not only ch. xvi. 5, 7, xix. 2, but also ch. xv. 3, where the
connection leads directly to the same signification; with
which compare also John v. 30, vii. 24, both confirming this.
In the second meaning, that of holiness, it occurs in ch.
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ii. 29, iii, 12 of our Epistle, as also in Rev. xxii. 11 and
John xvii. 25, where the sense is not that the Father must,
in His judicial capacity, hear the Son’s request,—for in
that case the address to the Father must belong to the
preceding verse,—but that He as the Holy One, withdrawn
from all sin, cannot be effectually known by the world, save
only by the Son. These two interpretations, however, do
not lie wide apart; because God is in possession of imma-
nent, objective righteousness, therefore He can exercise the
transitive and subjective righteousness of the judge; this
latter is only the outgoing of the former. This reconcilia-
tion or synthesis of the two meanings must be maintained
if we would understand the &ixacos of our passage. On
the one hand, that is, the transitive righteousness of God is
exhibited in its true character when sin is forgiven, this
being certainly an act of the judge: He could forgive no
sin if His righteousness, and not His grace only, did not
require it. But, on the other hand, the immanent right-
eousness comes also to its rights; God as the light cannot
be otherwise than such towards those who stand in a
true relation to the light; He cannot regard them as év
axotia mepuratoivres. In other words, he who knows and
acknowledges his sin has in fact separated himself inwardly
from it: hence the transitive or subjective righteousness of
God requires, that is, His judicial function demands, that
He should in fact, by His pronounced sentence, acknow-
ledge this internal separation. Further, as He is in Himself
in an immanent sense righteous, God approves Himself holy
towards the sinner, inasmuch as He, by virtue of His own
holiness, effectually takes away the sin that is still present
in him, imparting instead a portion of His own perfection.
With all this correspond the two following predicatives,
the a¢iévar Tas duaprias and the xabapifew damd mwdons
apaptias: the former refers to the actus forensis, the latter
to the renewal of the nature in virtue of the Swkatogivy
indwelling in him,

Thus the meaning of the supplementary clause is this:
by mrearés it is said primarily and generally that God, in
the forgiveness of sins, approves Himself faithful to His
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own nature, which is light; then by &lraios it is more
specifically said under what aspect this fidelity shows itself.
But in the previous discussion we have evidently laid our-
selves open to the charge of inexactness, inasmuch as we
have treated the passage as if it had been 8ikaids éori Tds
apaprias aduels kai xabapilov xrh. But the apostle’s
phrase, instead of that, moves in a telic clause, or “ in order
that.” It has been attempted to rob the sentence of its
strange peculiarity by interpreting the fva as ecbatic, as if it
were date. It is undoubtedly true that with the decline
of a language there is frequently a marked enfeebling of
its conjunctions; and as to fva in particular, looked at
philologically, a multitude of examples have been adduced
from later Greek, especially from Plutarch. But, in the
first place, these examples from classical Greek require a
very careful sifting, for there are not a few among them
which show that by the exhibition of the consequence as
if it were a design, a certain effect is attained and a
precision intentionally introduced into the thought (as, for
example, in Plutarch, Moral. p. 333 A); and, secondly, there
is need of doubly careful sifting in the Scripture, where
from the very beginning much is viewed as design which
to our apprehension is primarily only consequence or result,
‘We have only to think of the hardening of Pharaoh, which
is referred to as the purpose of God; and yet more appro-
priately, Matt. xiii. 15. The thought is, as in all such
cases, only weakened if we do not hold fast the reference
to design or purpose. Assuredly the righteousness and
fidelity is grounded in His inmost nature, and both attri-
butes belong to Him apart from every possible demonstration
of them in act, and every purpose outside of Himself to
which they refer. But as all that He has, and not only
so, but also all that He is, He gives to the Son, so that He
places all, so to speak, at His Son’s service, so all is abso-
lutely and entirely devoted to the service of man. The
whole fulness of His unfathomable essence is turned to
nothing else but the salvation of His creatures, so that it
is to Him only the means, yea, His very self is only the
means, to effect His creatures’ happiness and good. As a
1 JOHN, D
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friend has lived for his friend when his whole life has had
his friend’s wellbeing for its aim, so God makes the whole
m\npope abrod into the means for bringing us to our
salvation. It is a deduction from the sentence Oeos
aryamn that He refers His whole nature only to others,
whether to His own Son or to the creature. His fidelity,
His righteousness, and in like manner all His other per-
tections, are for Him existent, only to be applied to His
creatures’ benefit, to our salvation. Here is the impressive
thought which lies in the fa. In this one particle lies
the most comprehensive and the highest witness of the
power of His love that it is possible to conceive, For the
rest, whether we are to read at the close of the verse
xabapifn or kabapifer, is irrelevant to the sense; even in
the latter case the xafapiles must be in fact parallel with
adf, and the form is only after the Hebrew manner released
from strict grammatical symmetry.

VERSE 10,

"Eav elmopcy 87¢ ody fpapTrrapey, Yrebatyy moloiuey
avTov, kal 0 Noyos avTod ovk E€aTiv év uiv.

With the ninth verse the author has developed his
thought in a logically clear and precise manner. The two
deductions which he has drawn from the Oeds ¢ds in
relation to the Christian life have been plainly exhibited,
each in an antithetical form. Returning now once more to
the idea already touched in ver. 8, that self-justification
excludes from the kingdom of God, it is evident that he
has no logical interest in doing so, but is moved by purely
practical reasons, and aims only at edification. In fact, as
the whole letter is directed to Christians as such, members
of the kingdom of God, it was important for the apostle
to lay the utmost stress upon what was the fundamental
condition of this, the acknowledgment of sin. Hence the
resumption of the subject now before us. Not, indeed,
that this resumption is at all tautological ; the idea is so
ordered that, in harmony with the very solemn purpose of
the verse, its characteristics are more keen and more
penetrating than in ver. 8, We would not, indeed, lay
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stress on the duapravew being used instead of the &yew
apapriav above. The former refers rather to individual
sinful acts, and the latter to sinfulness in general ; and that
the former is here selected has its reason probably in the
Tas duaptias opmoloyeiw of ver. 9, which also referred, of
course, to individual sinful acts. But as to matter of fact,
this can bardly be of much significance here. The pith
of the verse obviously lies rather in the words +redoryr
mowoduer avrov. Till now, the verbs +revdecfar and
mrhavdy had been used only to make prominent the sin
which we ourselves in our own person bring upon ourselves
by a false condition of our hearts. Here the emphasis is
laid upon a much heavier sin into which we fall: we make
God Himself a sinner. So blasphemous is the denial of our
sinfulness that we thereby degrade God, who is the ¢es
and adinfeta, into the domain of darkness and the lie. And
Lhere we have not to think only of the fact that God
expressly declares in the utterances of the Old and New
Testament Scriptures the sinfulness of man, and therefore
that we make the Scripture, the word of God which o?
Stvarar Mvbivar, lie to us. All the spiritual institutions of
the divine economy, the d¢uévar tds duaprias, the xaba-
pileww dmo Ths duaptias, His entire government and work
upon earth, yea, the whole manifestation of the Son of
God, which was based upon the presupposition of human
sin, is reduced to one comprehensive lie.

And thereby all possible fellowship with Him is broken
off: 6 Aéyos alTod olk &rTw év fuiv. That the Adyos
Ocob here does not mean the personal Logos, the Son of
God, is plain enough if we consider that in the preceding
context nothing had been said of any indwelling of the
Son in us. Nor must we regard the sayings of the Old
Testament as intended by the words; for not only is there
nothing here to suggest such an allusion, but it is a fact
that the apostle in this Epistle generally refers very little
to the Old Testament, so that the Epistle in this respect is
in a certain contrast with the Gospel and the Apocalypse,
which are pervaded with formal allusions to the ancient
Scriptures. But then, again, we are not to think of specific
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sayings of Christ, as if Aéyos adTod were simply equivalent
to ppata alrod odk €oTiv €v fuiv: that would mean only
that we observe not His commandments, or that they do
not dwell in us. The Adyos means to say more than the
mere prpara would say. We must be guided by such
passages as John viii. 31: éav Jueis pévnre év T Adye
16 ue, dAnbds pabnral pod éote; or John v. 38: Tov
Adyov alTod éyew pévovta év abrd; or, so far as the analogy
of the matter goes without the word, John vi. 63: 7a
pruara & éyo Aald uty mvedua kai {wry. As in all these
places, so here also, 6 Adyos avrod is the aggregate collective
internal unity of the entire divine announcement; not,
indeed, as to the external words, but these words as they
are spirit and life, as a power laying fast hold upon men.
The words of God, as they have been revealed in the
incarnate Logos, are the divine a\nfeta comprehended in a
definite form. Thus what was said above, % dAnfeta odx
éomiv év nuly, corresponds to our expression, o Adyos adTod
ovx éoTw év 7uiv; only that this latter specifies, instead of
the purely objective idea of the truth, the means whereby
that absolute truth is jmplanted in our nature,
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CHAPTER IL

VERSE 1.

Texvia pov, Tadra ypdpw Juiy, va uy dudpryre: Kal édv
Tis GudpTy, wapdkAnToy Exouey mwpos Tov matépa, 'Incody
Xpiorov Sixasov.

The first two verses of this new chapter are strictly con-
nected with the preceding. The radra at the outset shows
that. On a first glance, the u7 duaprdvew, our not sinning
at all, would not seem to be directly prepared for by any-
thing in the previous chapter. It is true that the second
clause of our verse, éav Tis dudpTy, TapdkAnTov Eyouey, is
founded on what the other chapter says as to man, and
even the Christian man, being still sinful ; but that is not
the case with the first clause, {va py dudprnre. And yet
it appears as if precisely that second clause is introduced as
a new thought; for it does not stand in connection with
what precedes by iva, as a resumption of it with Taira.
On the other hand, the first clause is actually placed by iva
in telic connection with what precedes, which, however, does
not appear to afford any reason for such connection. When
we look more closely into the matter it takes a different
turn. The first statement on which the apostle laid em-
phasis was this, that we must walk in light, and that its
consequence would be the blessing that, so walking, the
Lord would cleanse us from all unrighteousness. Thus the
cleansing from sin—and that we have seen to comprehend
not only the atoning, but specifically the delivering power
of Christ, the abolition of sin in us—constitutes the conse-
quence of the év ¢oTi mepirareiv: it is therefore also at
the same time the end for the sake of which St. John
exhorts to a walk in light. Thus, in fact, he has a right
to lay it down as the goal of his statements in vers. 6
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and 7 of the previous chapter that we should not sin, that
sin should cease to be a power within us. Thus the TaiTa
is primarily a resumption of these verses. Dut, further, he
has taught in the last three verses of that chapter that
sin still remains even in the Christian; that the purifying
energy of Jesus Christ is not consummated at one stroke ;
that fellowship with the kingdom of light does not imme-
diately make a man himself light. Thus what the apostle,
in the words Tadta ypddw wa un dudpTyTe, surveys in a
single glance, is really the result of continuous effort, a
process filling the whole life of the man. It is to this
second aspect of the matter, as made prominent in the
former chapter, that the second half of our ver. 1 refers.
Moreover, the paracletic work of Christ, the iAaouds, which
is wrapped up in it, also refers back to the former chapter,
—that is, to the mention of the afpua 'Incod in ver 7.
Hence we are justified, so far as the matter of the words
goes, to include the first two verses of ch. ii. under the {va,
and accordingly to sum up under the Tafta the whole sub-
stance of ch. i. 5-10. The fact that {ra does not formally
stretch to the second clause of the first verse, is to be
accounted for by the particular form the apostle has given
to his thought. It was indeed impossible to write TadTa
ypidw wa wapdrdnTor éywuev; for the mapdigror Eyew is
not the end of the Epistle, as that goes on independently of
anything the apostle or man may do: his aim in writing is
only that we may Anow that we have a Paraclete. He
might therefore have written radra ypddouer wa eldijre §7¢
mapdkhnTor Exoper. DBut the Gospel has given us abundant
evidence how constantly the apostle thinks in the Hebrew
style, by co-ordinating thouglts, and not in the Greek style,
by subordinating them one to another. Thus, as in ch. i. 9
—the reading xafapifet being otherwise established—the
close of the verse is formally sundered from the preceding
telic clause and becomes an independent sentence, precisely
so it is here. And here with all the more propriety, because
the thought expressed in ch. i. 6 finds a more full elucida-
tion in ver. 2, and thus assumes or lays claim to a certain
independence. Thus, if we have discerned the reference of
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the TavTa to all that precedes, and therewith, at the same
time, the connection of the following verses, we shall not
be in any doubt as to their actual significance, as to the
reason why they are added. In the previous chapter the
apostle had spoken objectively, he had announced simple
facts ; but the last verse came in with a hortatory meaning,
and for practical reasons. These two verses of the new
chapter now give ex professo the subjective application of
what had been said, the practical aim which those objective
declarations should subserve. Accordingly there follows
here, and that for the first time, the direct address to the
readers ; and the diminutive form of this address, Texvia,
shows how full the apostle’s heart is, and with what ardour
he pours out this exhortation.

Looking now more closely into the thoughts of the verse
before us, we are imimediately struck by the collocation of
its two leading ideas. That is to say, while the apostle
first exhibits their ceasing from sin as the essential aim of
liis words, he yet seems to take away from his exhortation
its very nerve by straightway supposing it not to be followed.
Notwithstanding this, we must be on our guard against
explaining it, as it were, thus: “but if ye, despite of this,
should fall into sin,” for the words italicized are not there.
It would be equally a mistake to understand in the first
GpapTdvety a mepimaTely o a pévew €v Th dpaptia, and to
make the meaning of the second mere sins of infirmity.
What shadow of justification would there be for that, when
the expressions are identical, the same words being used
also in the same sentence? In both cases the same kind
of duapria must be intended. It is better to say that the
apostle specifies two different ways of being delivered trom
sin: one, that of doing no sin at all, in the phrase va u3
dpdptyre; and then the other, that any such sins as might
nevertheless remain may be done away by forgiveness. The
circumstance that these are conjoined as they are, so that
the former comes first and the latter last, may be explained
by this, that if the forgiveness had been placed first, the
result might have been a rash and unthinking reliance
upon the grace that freely pardons. That the two kinds
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were placed together at all was demanded by what pre-
ceded.

The first thought had been this, that the Christian enjoys
sanctifying fellowship with the light : whence followed the
exhortation, Let sin cease entirely in your case. The second
thought was, that the Christian still sins: whence followed
the encouragement, Let the sins you have done obtain their
forgiveness. Thus the auaprdvew refers in both cases to
the sins of believers, and therefore, if you will, to sins of
infirmity. Most supremely must we be on our guard
against them, for they easily lead to the meperareiv év 77
cgrorig. DBut the consciousness of this danger might very
well lead to despair, and therefore the reminder that we
have in the Lord Jesus a Representative and Propitiation,
who as such secures the forgiveness of sins; of the two
exhortations which result from the preceding,—mnot to sin,
and to secure forgiveness for any sin that may arise,—it is
only the former that the apostle urges in the form of
exhortation ; the latter he changes into the more needful
tone of encouragement. And this gives us a new reason,
the most real one, why the apostle, instead of going on with
the fa, so expressly shapes the second part into an inde-
pendent sentence.

The consolation which he would impart consists in this,
that Christ is our mapdx\yros wpos Tov mwarépa. Of the
two meanings which have been assigned to the word wapd-
«Ayros, Comforter and Advocate,—the former in the sense
of mapaxaidv, the latter in that of mwapawxhnfels,—most
decidedly the second is the only one admissible here ; it
alone answers to the passive form of the word, and the
explicit use of the term in classical Greek. Now as, apart
from these reasons, it is inappropriate to assume that in the
same author, in the same general period of his writing, and
especially in the case of an idea so very important, the
same word has two distinct meanings, our passage must be
regarded as shedding some light upon the passages in the
Gospel where the word occurs. It is true that there it is
the Holy Ghost that is spoken of, while here it is the Son;
but apart from the fact that in John xiv. 16 the Holy
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Ghost is mentioned as &\\os mapdxAnTos, which indirectly
at least calls the Lord a mapdxin7os also, the difference is
only an apparent one; for the Holy Ghost is in the New
Testament the Spirit of Jesus Christ.

ITpos 7ov watépa, the Lord is our Paraclete,—that is, not
as it were with the Father, for the accusative must have its
rights, as meaning over against or towards the Father. His
advocacy turns towards the Father, and has to do with
Him ; while, on the other hand, He is, according to the
Gospel, év 7uiv, our Paraclete, inasmuch as He stands by
the side of the Christian, in all his conflict with the world
and himself, as his Counsellor, and Advocate, and Helper.
But as towards God, who is light and a righteous Judge,
the Lord can be regarded as a merciful Mediator only under
a twofold presupposition: first, He must Himself be well
pleasing to God through His moral qualification; secondly,
He must represent a cause which may commend itself to
God as the Righteous One. The first element is in our
verse made prominent by the predicate Sixatos; the second
verse brings out the second element. The two united
cannot be more tersely and precisely expressed than in the
words of Calvin: “ Justum et propitiationem vocat Christum;
utroque praeditum esse oportet, ut munus personamgue ad-
vocati sustineat, quis enim peccator nobis Dei gratiam con-
ciliet 2” Hence it is not to be overlooked that we read,
not mwapdeAnTov Slxawov Eyopey, but mapaxhyror Eyouev
’Incoiv Xpiorov Sikatov. The former statement would
indeed mean that His agency as a Paraclete was a righteous
one, that He is righteous in His proper function as a Para-
clete, as Beda expresses it, “ Patronus justus caussas injustas
non accipit;” but it is not until the second verse that that
element comes out. The order in the apostle’s own words
gives prominence first to the righteousness of the Person;
by reason of which He is fitted generally, as over against
‘God, to assume the part of a Mediator.

* VERSE 2,
Kal adtds ihaouds éori mepl TOV duapTidy Hudy: od mepl
TV Huetépwr 8¢ povoy, dANa xal mepi Shov Tod Koo oV
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But there is a second condition which must be met if
a successful intervention with God shall take place: the
question or case advocated must be in conformity with the
divine righteousness. The second verse shows us that this
is the case, and how: not in itself is our cause righteous,
for the question is of sinners and sins; but because the
Lord Himself has taken away their unrighteousness. Kal
alrds, the apostle writes, ilaouds éorw.  Certainly, the
xal abrés must not be taken in the Latin meaning of et
ipse, as if it meant that the very same who is an advocate
has at the same time set right our cause ; for the xaf serves
here only for the simple connection of the two sentences.
That idea, however, which we have discussed is in itself
sound enough; for the mere ai7os, without the appendage
of a xa/ belonging to it, itself asserts that concerning
the previous subject a second and new predicate is to
be affirmed. This new element is the idea of iAacuds,
As the words rkaTaM\dogew and kaTalay) occur only
in St. Paul’s writings, and not often in them, so iAacuds
is peculiar to St. John, and in his writings only twice
occurs, here and ch, iv. 10. The two ideas are not
identical.

KatadM\dooew means, to wit, that God and the world
are reconciled with each other; the relation of the two is
always understood in the word. It is not otherwise when
St. Paul uses it of human relations, as that of marriage, in
1 Cor. vii. 11, and such we find it in its reference to the
death of Christ, 2 Cor. v. 16, kataN\dfas Huds éavrd, and
ver. 20, xataMaynre [fueis] 79 Oep, and Rom. v. 10,
karnMaynuer [Hueis] ¢ Ocp. The same may be said of
the decompositum émoxaral\doow. Whether the dué
here means a perfect reconciliation, or a renewed recon-
ciliation, or a reconciliation which brings back out of
estrangement, in any case the reconciliation in Col i, 20
and 21 is, as in Eph. ii. 16, that of mankind with God,
the opposition between the two parties being abolished.
Even if, which we do not believe, a reconciliation of two
portions of mankind with each other is spoken of in Eph.
ii, 16, our assertion would still hold good, for the verb
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would have reference to the relation between two separate
beings or parties.

On the other hand, inacuds keeps in view the recon-
ciliation of God with Himself; it does not therefore refer
to the relation of two to each other, but to the relation of
one nature to itself. It expresses the overcoming of the
divine wrath, or its being brought into harmony or under-
standing with the divine love; and thus it is the recon-
ciliation of these two characteristics of the ¢nterior divine
nature which had been brought into collision by human
sin. ‘Ihaouos is, indeed, according to the form of the
word, that by means of which any one is made favourable
or {\ews, and thus it is the propitiation, while xatailayr}
is the reconciliation which has taken place in consequence
of the propitiation or atonement, which has, in fact, been
rendered possible by that atonement. The atonement or
propitiation applies only to the one party, the offended;
the reconciliation takes place between the two parties,
Thus it comes to pass, that while indeed iAdorecfar may
have things for its object (Heb. ii. 17, Tds duaprias once),
for there is an expiation or atonement of sins, the xaTdA-
Maccew can never be referred to things as its object, for
only personal beings can be reconciled.

Now, as it regards our passage in particular, it is first
of all essential to inquire if there is any sacrificial idea
involved in the ixaoguds. Certainly it is currently used in
the Septuagint in passages where there is no allusion to
sacrifices; as, for example, in Ps. cxxxiv. it is the transla-
tion of the Hehrew HD‘?'I?. But when we mark, on the
other hand, that {Adoxesfa: is the standing translation of
79D, and that iaouds is the specific translation of &v83,
we must decide in favour of the sacrificial element. It is
true that "B itself occurs in many passages without any
expressed reference to a sacrifice (Ps. Ixv. 4, Ixxviil. 38,
Ixxix. 9); but always it is the sacrifice which is the means,
whether expressed or not, through which, according to the
0ld Testament point of view, the covering of human sin is
effected. But more: it has not been proved that the sub-
stantive D™1E3, which precisely corresponds to our ilacuds,
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ever occurs without an express reference to sacrifice ; rather
is the idea so closely associated with the sacrificial offering,
that D83 is the standing term for the great day of
atonement. Now, when we add to this that in Heb. ii. 17
{Mdoreabar, on the only occasion when it is used, is brought
in precisely at the point when for the first time the high-
priesthood of Christ is mentioned, and remember also that
the ancient high priest had, specially on the B*m&3 OY, the
function which made him the type of Christ; and observe
further that the substantive ¢AaaTripeov, derived from the
same root, is in the New Testament (Rom. iii. 25, and
Heb. ix. 5), as in the Septuagint, the current reproduction
of the mercy-scat or MB3, which in that high-priestly
sacrificial day occupied so prominent and central a place,
and by its very name at least alluded to that mercy-seat,—
then shall we feel inclined to take the expression {Aacuds
in our passage also as connected with the sacrificial institute
generally, and with the great sacrificial offering of the day
of atonement in particular.

In accordance with this, the iAacucs is the expiation,
inasmuch as it was wrought and perfected by our great
High Priest on the New Testament day of atonement by
the sacrifice of Himself. We do not mean that the ex-
pression (hagubs of itself signifies that sacrifice: it points
only to the atonement or propitiation accomplished by its
means, But this is what we maintain: B*1323 has a sacri-
ficial meaning; {Maouds was the apostle’s designed and
chosen translation of that word. The whole New
Testament beholds in the death oi Christ the antitype of
the great day of atonement, and the great central sacrifice
of that day., Hence St. John did actually, in the use of
this in itself broader word (Aacuds, think precisely and
only of that sacrifice.

And it is in precise and striking harmony with this that
in our present passage the apostle says that the {Aacuds
had reference not only to our sins, the sins of believers, but
also to the sins of the whole world. As in the classical
passage of the Epistle to the Hebrews special stress is laid
upon the fact that, in contrast with the yearly renewed
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sacrifices of the old economy, Christ presented His sacrifice
once for all; so in this passage stress is laid upon the fact
that the virtue of His oblation extends, not, like the old
offerings, merely to the covenant people, but to the whole
world of mankind, having efficacy for all alike, believers as
well as unbelievers. Thus this universal dictum not ouly
furnishes a most befitting conclusion for the first section of
our Epistle, but also the consolation or encouragement,
which it is the apostle’s desire to afford to those who still
feel the weight of sin, is carried to its highest point. For,
if all sins are expiated or atoned for, how were it possible
that their sins should not be included in the propitiation,
who, as év ¢oti mepimatoivres, have, as it were, the first
right to stand in the closest connection with the Saviour
and His atoning work ?

Here we may perceive the right answer to the question
why Christ is here termed not i(Aaat7p, but ihaouds. For
this reason, namely, because it was not the object to lay
stress upon the fact that He was the true High Priest, but
that He was that true high-priestly offering in virtue of
which sin is expiated. Moreover, the construction of
{hacpos with mepl is in strict correspondence with the
Hebrew, where % or 73 is used with the meaning de or
concerning.

A little above, we said in passing that the 8Aos xdopos,
for which Christ is the propitiation, is to be understood of
the world in the widest sense, all unbelievers included. It
is well known that many from predestinarian prepossessions
have sought to restrict the compass of the word to those who
should obtain actual participation in the benefits of redemp-
tion. DBut, not to mention the arbitrariness of any such
enfeebling of the words, their hortatory and encouraging
purport, as we have shown above, pleads against such
an interpretation. “Quam late patet peccatum, tam late
propitiatio.” Through the iraouos of Christ all sin and the
sins of all are atoned for; if the salvation of all does not
take effect, the fault is not that God will not forgive the
sins of any one, but that the unforgiven sinner repels the
fatherly heart that moves towards him in mercy.
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VERSES 3-11.

The exposition of the following verses depends very
much on our clear perception of their relation to what
precedes. The first thing that helps us to understand that
is the verb éyv@rapev adrov in the third verse. Unless we
assume that this idea enters here without any link of con-
nection, and so leave a yawning chasm between ver. 3 and
what goes before,—which, indeed, the «ai, linking the two
portions together, would not allow,—we must find in what
we have just been studying an idea of which the develop-
ment is this yiyrdoxew adrov. Now, to get a clearer
notion of what it is, we must first of all define who is
meant by the adrds, God or Christ. Certainly it cannot be
other than the same person who in the second part of the
verse is again described by aités: éav Tas évrohds alrod
mpoper. Now, as in all that follows God is invariably
the source of command, and Christ is introduced only as
the pattern we must imitate in obeying His commandments;
as, besides this, Christ is distinguished as éxeivos from Him
who is marked out by adrés,—it will appear that aiTos here
can be only God the Father. But then, in that case, the
yeyvwokew abroy cannot attach itself to vers. 1 and 2; for
they contain no element that enters into the knowledge of
the Father, while they point to the knowledge of Christ if to
any knowledge at all. "We may suppose, perhaps, that the
train of thought which begins with ver. 3 is a continuation
of the passage, ch. i. 8—10: he who walks in the light must
first of all confess his sins, and, secondly, keep the divine
commandments. But that is made simply impossible by
ch. i 1, 2. We have seen that these two verses sum
up by way of recapitulation the whole contents of ch. i.
6-10; and consequently ver. 3, when it begins again, must
be the continuation of this whole section. But that, after a
resuming summary of the whole, the thought should recur
to one particular part, and rest upon it without actually
and expressly mentioning what, is hardly to be supposed.

If, however, we ask to what yuyvéokew Tov Oeév may
positively be referred, ver. 5 of the previous chapter points
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the way ; for it tells us expressly that God is light ; and the
most obvious explanation of the idea in our passage is,
accordingly, that to know God is to know His nature of
light, to know Him as light. Then, in that case, ver. 3
would immediately join on to ch. i 5, and introduce a new
second section which runs parallel with the entire section
from ch. i. 6 to ch. ii. 2. The construction of the whole,
to which we have thus been guided by the idea of yuyvda-
kew Toy Oeov, would receive its strong confirmation from
the ninth verse ; for it is clear that the clause 6 Mywv év 76
doTi elvar kai Tov aehdov adrod piady év Th orotig éoTiy
corresponds precisely to the sentence in ch. 1. 6. But this
evidence is effectual only on the supposition of its having
been already proved that ch. ii. 9 is part of the section
begun with ver. 3, and that this section therefore does not
end with the sixth verse. Such proof, however, requires
us to point out and establish that the évroral Oeod, ver. 3,
the Adyos Ocod, ver. 5, the wepimrateiv kabws éxeivos mepie-
mdrpoev, and the commandment of brotherly love, ver. 9,
have substantially the same meaning. It is in favour of
this that, if we make the section end with ver. 6, the clause
concerning brotherly love is absolutely wanting in any,
whether external or internal, connection with what goes
before. Without that link the reader would not by any
means have understood the seventh and the eighth verses
concerning the old and the new commandment; for the
previous verses, which on this supposition speak of sancti-
fication in quite general terms, furnish no point of help to
the interpretation. But if we suppose that the apostle,
from ver. 3 to ver. 6, has already the commandment of
brotherly love in his eye, the readers are already put in a
right position to perceive the meaning in which he speaks
of an old and of a new commandment. In fact, they
might at once have perceived, from the whole tenor of the
paragraph from ver. 3 to ver, 6, that brotherly love was the
subject treated. True it is that the first expression, Typeiv
7as évrohas Tob Ocod, is quite general, and signifies obedience
to the will of God in all directions and in all the particulars
of obedience. DBut then the following Tnpelv Tov Aéyov
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alrod reduces back the universality of that first expression
to its unity again, as we saw, indeed, already in ch. i. 10
that the meaning of the latter sentence is, that the full
manifoldness of the words and teaching of our Lord is
summed up in one living and life-giving unity. But those
who are acquainted with St. John’s Gospel, as these readers
were, know at once that this unity is nowhere else to be
sought but in the commandment of love,

What thus in the word Adyos Tod Oeoi lies wrapped up
as a germ is clearly unfolded in the words 7 dydmn Tod
Ocob TerereiwTar of the following clause ; if, indeed, we can
suppose from other considerations that dydmn Tod ©eod
here means the love which we have to Him. Certainly
there are some other reasons for adopting the inverted sense
of the expression : the love of God to us. First, there is
the parallel clause that forms the pendant and sequel of
the fourth verse. Then the result of disobedience to the
divine commandments is declared to be the inference, 5
aMjfBeia obx éoTwv év nuiv; and we have seen in the inter-
pretation of the preceding chapter that aAjfeia means the
real fulness of the divine nature. Hence it commends
itself to our feeling, that in the fifth verse there is found
a parallel thought : if we keep the commandments of God,
His love is in us in a perfected sense, analogous to His
dMjfera being in us. Again, when we compare other
passages, such as ch. iv. 10, év Toire éoTiv 7 dydmy, oDy
870 Hueis fryamicapey alTor AN 6Tu alTos Hydmpoey Huds,
and such as 2 Tim. ii. 19, where it is specified as the seal
of belonging to God that He knows us, not that we know
IIim, then in our passage also, thus looked at, the subjective
genitive becomes probable, as in the interpretation: “ the
love of God to us.” Nevertheless, there are equally strong
reasons for taking it as the genitivus objectivus, or our love
to God. For we have from ch. i. 6 to ch. ii. 11 a number
of conditional sentences, the conclusion of which in every
case exhibits the blessing attached to a right posture of
heart required in those conditions; but in every case it is
a blessing which we receive for use and application, not
only for enjoynmient. So it is when it is said, % d\jfeid
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éotiv év Hulv, or the purification from sin is ascribed to us.
The same should we expect here also. But the meaning of
God’s love o us does not harmonize with this; for that is
indeed an experience or enjoyment of which we are par-
takers, but not something with which we can operate, and
of which we can make any use. Further, the love of God
to us is a thought which in the present context is by no
means brought into prominence, but would enter here as an
abrupt and isolated idea. If, then, on the one side there
are the strongest reasons for taking Oecod as a genitivus
subjectivus, and on the other side equally strong reasons for
understanding something to be spoken of that we receive
for use and application in ourselves, how are we to decide
between them ? The materials for decision are presented
to us in the text. It is purely arbitrary for one half of the
expositors to speak of God’s love fo us, and the other half
to speak of our love fo God: we read nothing but dydmn
ToU Ocol,—that is, the divine love, love as it is in God,
without the addition of any object for that love. The right
meaning has escaped them simply through the interjection
of an object for the love. The apostle says that he who
keeps the commandment of God—that is, the command-
ment of love—has the love of God, has love as God is love,
and as it is in God, dwelling and ruling within him as a
power of life.  As in the former passage the truth, which
God is and which God has, comes upon us as a power filling
and penetrating our being ; so here the love of God, which
He is and which He has, attains in us its perfected sway.
He who keeps the divine commandment, the apostle means,
has in himself the love from which God’s commandment
flows, and which is in God. Thus the preceding Adyos Tod
Ocod is, in the conclusion of the fifth verse, more closely
defined ; the reader receives into himself the idea of love.
St. John takes one step further towards his end in the
sixth verse, in the requirement of mepurarely kabws éxeivos
mepsemdrnaer. Looked at on one side, the word mepirareiv
contains an enlargement of the Tnpeiv 7Tds évrohds, Tov
Adyov Tob Oeod, We have seen—that is, on ch. i. 6—how
mepurately denotes the whole complex movement of life,
1 JOHN. E
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not only in the outward act, but in the collective expression
of it, inward as well as outward; and therefore in this
closer definition the T7peiv Tas évrolds 1nust embrace not a
greater or less number of individual acts, but the essential
habit of the entire life. On the other side, the addition
kabos ékeivos mepiewdtnoey gives another and additional
point to the previous thought. As the évrolai Ocot, ordered
mohvTpdTrws Kal molvuepds, find their ideal unity in the
Adryos Tob Ocod, in the annunciation of Christ, which forms
one living whole ; so the re¢al, visible, concrete unity is found
in the life of Jesus Christ itself. But the question how
He walked is answered in the whole Gospel. In John
xiil. 1, His entire life is gathered up in one word : 'Incods
dryamijaas Tovs (Siovs nydmnaey els Télos. Now, then, at
last in ver. 9 the apostle’s thought, to which he had been
converging in ever-narrowing circles, bursts into clear ex-
pression : he is treating of brotherly love.

If it has been established in detail that the four expres-
sions now considered have as to their matter the same
substantial meaning ; that the apostle has before his eyes in
the first and most general of them, ai évrorai Tob Ocod, the
last and most special of them, and aims to bring the reader
only by degrees to the unity and central point of these
évtohal ; and thus that ver. 9 forms the pith of the whole
discussion,—then it has been demonstrated that we must
not think of separating vers. 3—6 from what follows, but
must make the whole from ver. 3 to ver. 11 one connected
whole. Again, as not only the expression éyvwxévar Tov
Océy points back to ch. i. 5, as we have seen, but also
ver. 9 stands in express dependence on ch. i. 5, and is
parallel with ch. i. 6, it is further demonstrated that the
section ch. ii. 3—11 runs strictly parallel with the section
ch. i, 6—ch, il. 2. As we have further perceived that
the contents of the new section are simply brotherly love,
we have already half found the mutual relation of the two

. main divisions of our Epistle which we now have in hand.
The subject of the first section, ch. i. 6—ch. ii. 2, may be
briefly stated to be the relation of man to God. He who
walks in the light, says the apostle, receives the purification
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from sins on the one hand through deliverance from them,
ch. i. 78, and “a py dudpryre, ch. ii. 1; on the other
band, he receives that purification through forgiveness of
the sins still committed by him, ch. 1. 9, ii. 2. The new
section treats of the relation of the Christian not to God,
but to the brethren : he who walks in the light must love
the brethren. Thus the first two sections of the Epistle
strictly correspond with the purpose which, according to
ch. 1. 3, the apostle had in view in his first announcement :
the assertion and proof of the xowewvia: first, uera ToD
7aTpos Kkai pera Tov viod adTod Ingod; and then, secondly,
per aAnAwy. The former end is kept in view in ch. L 6—
ch. il. 2 ; the latter, in ch, ii. 3-11.

This second section of the Epistle in its construction
answers almost exactly to that of the first. Both are com-
plete in two sub-sections: the first, ch. i. 6, 7, and ch.
i. 8-10, if we leave apart for a moment the hortatory
summing up in ch. ii. 1, 2; the second, ch. ii. 3—-5 and
ch. ii. 6-11, There is a difference indeed in the detail :
the former section in the first chapter treats its subject in
the form of antithesis; while the second, in the second
chapter, places a superscription before each topic, or, to put
it better, there is a statement of the subject placed before
each. Its first general sub-section, which in a certain
sense lays the foundation, ch. ii. 3-5, has ver. 3 for its
statement of contents; the second and more special sub-
section, c¢h. ii. 6-11, has vers. 6-8 for its heading. But
then the most perfect similarity returus again in the two
chapters ; for the proper development takes place still in
antithesis, of which each particular sentence is not indeed
Liere formally a conditional one, but yet is really such,
inasmuch as the participial sentences have essentially a
conditional meaning. And the conformity in the structure
may be traced still further. As in the first chapter the
first sub-section, vers. 6, 7, consists of two sentences over
against each other, so also the first of the second chapter,
vers. 4, 5; and as in the first chapter the second sub-
section runs in three opposed sentences, vers. 8, 9, 10, so
does also the second sub-section in the second chapter,
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vers, 9, 10, 11. Of course the apostle did not work
according to a scheme laid down beforehand; but this
concert and uniformity, descending into the very details,
shows how clearly his thoughts were before his mind down
to their minutest shade. This portion of the Epistle itself,
to go no further, shows how much injustice is done to the
author by those who refuse to find in him any regular
process of thought.

VERSES 3-5.

Kal & roire ywdokouev 8t éyvoraper almov, éav Tas
évTohds avTob TTpduEY.

Let us now descend to the particulars. The sentence at
the outset, which gives us our point of view for the whole,
is to the effect that we know God only if we keep His
commandments. If yiyvdaxew Tov Oedv means, as we have
seen in full, to know Him as light,as He alone is deseribed,
it is obvious of itself that the yiyvwokew must be taken in
its ordinary meaning, and by no means as equivalent to
dayamdv. But certainly this knowing is throughout the
New Testament never a merely external knowledge ; it is
rather, so to speak, a knowledge full of soul, which involves
and establishes of itself a fellowship with Him who is
known. In the same sense as St. Paul uses the composite
word émiyvwais, which is not found in St. John, St. John
uses the simple word. In this plerophoric meaning the term
often occurs in the Gospel: ch. i 10, where the odx &yve
answers to the oY xaréraBev of ver. 4, ch. viii. 54, xiv. 7,
and others. It is not altogether strange to the Synoptics;
comp. Mark vii. 23. If, then, to know is, in our apostle’s
use of it, the appropriation or the personal reception into
ourselves of another and foreign nature, it is clear that the
knowledge of God includes in itself a participation of His
nature as known ; and that thus the yv@dvas Tov Oeov here
is essentially related to the wepirateiv év dwri of ch. i. 6:
the rather as here also the connection requires us to assume
that God is known as light. Such fellowship with God
should declare itself in the Tnpeiv 7as évrohas adrod. This
sentence, laying its foundation for what follows, is then
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further unfolded in two verses containing two antithetical
clauses.

VERSE 4.

‘0O Méywv, “"Eyvoxa abrov,” kal tds évrohds aldrod uy
TNp@Y, Yebons éoTi, Kal év ToUTe 1 dAibea otk éaTiv,

The former of these two clauses corresponds with perfect
exactness to the sixth verse of the preceding chapter. It
is true that, in the place of the expressly conditional édv
715 eimy there, we have here the more positive term o
Aéyw, which is the form that rules the whole of this new
section ; but it is obvious that the meaning is the same.
The uniformity of the external construction within the two
sections,—in the one always édv, in the other always the
nominative participle,—as also the slight change of form
between the two, serve only to set the parallelism of the
thoughts in a light doubly clear. TFurther, that the &yvwxa
alrov in our passage corresponds as to its substance with
the assertion wowwviav &youev per’ adrod, ch. i. 6, we have
just now seen ; and it is equally obvious that the uy Tnpeiv
7ds évTolds runs parallel here with the wepimareiv év 7
oroter there.

The form of the condemning conclusion is, with all the
similarity of contents in the two passages, rather different;
and that difference presents a slight change in the thought.
In the first chapter the conclusion lays down two Xinds of
activity, Yrevdeafar and dAjbeav ob mowelv; but here we
have, on the contrary, two stafes or conditions, that of
JrevoTns elvas and that in which a man is not partaker of
the truth, In the former it is said that the original
pattern of truth, its full reality, the real substance of the
divine being, does not communicate itself to the man; here

it is said that generally it is not in him.

VERSE 5.
~ 14 -~ b / 4
‘05 & &v ™pf alrob Tov Noyov, dAnbés €v TobTe N dydmn
~ ’ -
100 Oeod TeTeheliwTar €y ToUTe yweokouey 8Ti év adTe

éopev.
In the same way as ch, ii. 4 corresponds with ch. i. 6,
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ch. ii. 5 corresponds with ch. i. 7. Both passages urge the
importance of the exhibition of true godliness as opposed
to the mere semblance of it. The form of the first limb of
the sentence, or the protasis, in the latter case is mot the
participle, as in the previous verse, nor is it an actual con-
ditional clause, as in the former chapter; but it is a relative
sentence with &v, which closely approximates to the positive
form with nominative nouns which prevails throughout the
section. In the present case also, the last limb of the
sentence, or the apodosis, corresponds in ch. i. 7 to ch.ii. 5;
as in the former the highest benefit of the walk in light is
specified as the xafapilec 16 alua Inood k.T.\., so also here
the closing clause declares the blessing of T7pelv Tov Aoyov
Tob @cot to be the full and perfect participation in the
divine nature of love.

The passage of the Gospel, ch. viii. 31, which gave us
above the right hint for the right interpretation of the Aéyos
To0 Oeod will shed some light on the aAznfds also: éav
Upels pelvnTe €y TH Noyw TG éud dAfds pabnral pod
éore. It may be, indeed, that dApfds occurs sometimes in
the New Testament with the meaning of mere affirmation,
equivalent to proficto; but that is never the case in St.
John, not even in John i. 48 : the expression as he uses it
always denotes the internal reality as opposed to the out-
ward appearance only. So it is here. With him who
obeys the Adyos Tod Oeod, love, the love which makes the
character or nature of God, is perfected in its fullest reality
and entire fulness. Tehetobofar is reserved by St. John
for the consummation of love, and of perfected fellowship
with God through love; comp. besides ch. iv. 12, 17, 18,
ch. xvii. 25 in the Gospel. In itself it is not a startling or
revolting thought, that the love of God should dwell in us
in its full measure and in its simple perfection. According
to Eph. iv. 16, we are to grow up els uérpor fhicias tod
mApwpatos Xpuotod; but here our perfecting (uétpov
7\exias) is this, that the whole fulness of Christ dwells in
us. Again, as Christ is the yapaxtyp xal dmwadyacpa of
the Father in such a manner that the whole m\jpwpa Tod
Ocod dwells in Him, this proves that the mMjpwpa Tod
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Ocob is supposed to dwell in us. And that this m\jpopa
of God is essentially love, we are taught by the fundamental
dictum of 1 John iv. 16 ; as also St. Paul exhorts us, in
the only place (Eph. v. 7) where he places God before us
as a pattern, to strive after that pattern through walking in
love.

The little clause that follows, év TodTe yweookouer &7
év alte éouew, takes up again the fundamental thought
placed first in ver. 3, and thus bears its witness that the
first sub-section of the new section has come to its close.
Marking the uniformity of structure throughout, it is not to
be overlooked—though we venture to give it only as a sup-
position—that in ver., 5 there is but one conclusion, while
in ch. i. 7, the verse correlative with ch. ii. 5, there are
two; here then we have, instead of the second, this sum-
ming up repetition of the fundamental thought. The
parallel év 7ovTe of the third verse testifies, were any
proof necessary, that these words are mnot to be referred to
the last conclusion, 4 dyamy 7od Oeol TeTeleiwTar, but to
the first clause, éav Tnpduev, or still better probably, to the
whole preceding period.

VERSE 6..

‘0O Mywv év adrd pévew, ddeiket, kabas éxetvos mepiemd-
o€, kal abTos oUTws mepLTaTey.

It is clear now that there is a progression in the follow-
ing verses; but it is important to keep it in the right
order. For instance, it is not to be found forthwith in the
new idea pévew év Oed. It is undoubtedly true that the
three ideas yvdvas, ver. 3, elvac, ver. 5, pévew, ver. 6, express
a gradation : cognitio, communio, constantia in communione.
But because the progress of the thought might rest upon
this gradation, that does not prove that it does so in the
present case. This is opposed first of all by the fact that
in ver. 5, at the end of the section which began with the
yvéaois Ocod, what was said is summed up again by eivac
év adrd; it could not have been the apostle’s point to
introduce a new thought in the recapitulation; and the
emphasis must lie not upon the difference between yvéva:
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and elvas, but upon what they have in common. The main
consideration, however, is this, If the gradation in the three
ideas before us were the point which carries the apostle’s
thoughts onwards, the emphasis would have lain on the
blessing conferred in keeping the divine commandments ;
that, however, is obviously not the case, but it lies in the
following the commandment itself. The distinctive feature
of our section is not promissory, but hortatory. Conse-
quently, the three ideas only in passing indicate the whole
comprehensiveness of the blessing which is attached to the
keeping of the divine word, marking it out under its several
aspects. The emphasis, however, lies not upon their dif-
ference, but upon their relative identity. The progression of
the thought rests rather upon the wepirareiv kabas éxeivos
wepterdtnoey. In that phrase the contents of the divine
will, hitherto viewed generally as évroAai, and again made
more specific as Adyos alrob, is yet again more closely
defined. 'We also must exhibit the same walk which Christ
exhibited. What was said before had shown, even if the
reader did not know it from the outset, that the walking in
love was alone signified. . And this resemblance to the Lord
is imposed on us as the supreme obligation ; if indeed the
oUTws, against which there is certainly somme slight external
evidence, is the true reading: the xai and the olrws would
doubly emphasize the adré and thus strengthen the parallel.
And this walk is obligatory on the Christian (éeiher);
moreover, through an obligation contracted by his own free
act, that is, by his own word (0 Aéyew). That, for the
rest, Holy Scripture has exhibited Christ as a pattern only
in His sufferings, is a fact which, admitted by all expositors,
we keep in our view here in passing; without, however,
entering upon the question whether our passage constitutes
an exception, and how far it does so. The sequel will clear
up this point,

VErsEs 7, 8.

b ~
Adendol, ok évToniw rkawry ypdde Tulv, AN’ dvrorp
\ » ~
wakawav, v elyete am dpyAs' 1) évToNy) 1 malaud éoTiw
* I3 o ~ 4
0 Noyos ov fkovoare dmw apyis. ITdhw évTohiy kawny
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vpadw Tulv, 8 éoTw dAnbés év avTe Kkal &y ulv 6T 9
orotia Tapdyerar, kai T0 Gods 6 dAnbiwov #8n daiver.

We enter on that sequel with a double expectation,
First, that is, we are obliged to expect a closer definition
of the contents of ver. 6, as we have seen in our general
remarks upon the section that we are still on the way to
its central point in ver. 9. But what constitutes the closer
relation between ver. 6 and the sequel can, in the ab-
sence of any external bond of connection, be shown only
by a penetrating study of the particulars. But, secondly,
the appeal, so emphatic and disconnected, which stands at
the beginning, and so obviously springs from a vehement
feeling, points us to the fact that the apostle attaches a
special importance to what is about to follow. As to
the adehdol of the Tewtus receptus, however aptly it may
suit a section on love of &rethren, we are obliged by external
reasons to prefer the reading dyamyvo.

But the main question is, what we are to understand by
the évtoAy) xawr and watawd. There has been a disposi-
tion to interpret them of two distinct commandments: in
which case, probably, the évroAy wahaid would be brotherly
love, and the évToAy xawn the imitation of Christ; or the
order might be inverted ; or a third interpretation might be
supposable, since the section itself furnishes no key, and
the idea of two separate commandments of course opens
the way for all kinds of solutions. But the notion of
thus dividing them is as a theory full of insurmount-.
able difficulties, both formal and in the matter. The
expression itself opposes it, as it seems to us; for we
should in such a case expect, not ovx évroAyy Kkawnw
dANa malatdy, but “as well a new commandment as
an old,” or something like this; and similarly, in the
eighth verse, instead of mwd\w érohiy wawiy ypidw, we
should expect “and yet again I write,” and so forth. For
if the apostle, in fact, announced two commandments, an
old one and a new one, it would be impossible for him to
have said, without any further explanation, that one of
them he did not announce. Thus we must understand that
only one commandment is meant, which, viewed from
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different points, may now be considered as new and now
as old.

But there are material as well as formal difficulties in
the theory of two separate commandments. Tor it would
be most obvious on that supposition to describe the com-
mand to follow Christ as the évtoA) wala:d, and that of
brotherly love as the xawsf. But it is impossible to admit
that the former of these was older than the other; even in
the sense that the churches received the precept to follow
Christ before they received that of loving one another.
For where can we imagine a church which had not been
taught to include this among the elements of the faith?
Still less can we conceive that St. John should call that
commandment old because it had been communicated in
what he had said above, and the other new because he was
about to communicate it: for how can a commandment be
called old because it has just been announced? Thus we
must regard the évTohy) xawy rxai walaid as one and the
same commandment viewed under different aspects. This
being so, of course it can mean no other than that of
brotherly love, of which the section before us treats.  Even
if the commandment in question were referred to the mep:-
mately rabws éxetvos mepiewdTnaey, that would make no
material difference, for we have seen that even these words
have for their substance nothing but the example of
brotherly love. Formally, of course, there would then be
a certain difference introduced into the thought; but we
will for the time assume that brotherly love in general is
the matter of the precept. Further consideration will
show whether vers. 7 and 8 are to be referred forwards
to ver. 9, that is, to the dyawdy 7odvs dderdois, or back-
wards to ver. 6, the wepimarelv kabos éxelvos mepre-
TATNOE,

In what sense, then, is the commandment of brotherly
love an old one? It seems obvious and plausible at the
outset to consider this as meaning that it had been already
given in the Old Testament, and that it was called also an
évToNy) wawv, because Christ had in an altogether new way
established it as a law. Nor would it be a valid objection
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to this that the readers were for the most part Gentile
Christians, to whom the Old Testament had no authority ;
for the New Testament regards the whole kingdom of God
as one unity, so that the Gentile Christians were the
legitimate heirs of the ancient oracles. But, certainly, were
this the right interpretation, we should expect to find the
apostle using the plural, as including himself and all: v
éoxouev, fv 7roboauev. But by speaking in the second
person he distingnishes himself from his readers as his
disciples ; and this of itself makes it probable that the &=
apyiis éoxere refers to the beginning of their Christianity.
Moreover, we have seen that Adyes Tob Oeod in ver. 5
points to the announcement made through Christ, and it
would seem obvious to refer the Adyos of ver. 7 also to
this; accordingly, the Aéyos év 7rxodaare is the announce-
ment of salvation communicated through the apostles. We
must note how delicately careful is the insertion and
omission of the article in our verse; not a new command-
ment write I unto you, the author says, but an old one,
which ye have had since the beginning of your Christianity ;
and the saving announcement which ye then heard (the
second dm apyfs at the end of the verse must be struck
out), the entire Adyos concerning the personal Logos, has
only this meaning, the very same old commandment (here
the article comes in) concerning which I speak.

And now, once more, how can this commandment be
termed a new one? The answer of this difficult question,
or the way to it, is indicated evidently enough ; for in John
xiii, 34 we have a quite similar utterance. The Lord says
in connection with the last Passover: évrohypy rawnw
Sidwue iy Wa dyamate dAMfNovs, kabws fydmioa duds,
a xai vuels dyamware aAMjhovs. In this verse we find
the constitutive elements of our present passage: here as
there brotherly love is called an évrols) kaunj ; here as there
the same closer definition is appended, for the mwepimraTetv
kalds éxeivos mepiemdrnaeyr corresponds precisely to the
dyamdv kabos fydmnoa vpds. But the same question
arises as to the passage in the Gospel itself, how far
brotherly love could be there called a new commandment;



76 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

since it was not only preseribed in the Old Testament, but
had been by Christ Himself, during the course of His
ministry, again and again imprinted upon His disciples’
minds as the second great commandment, like unto the
first. But when we narrowly examine it, we find a
difference. So to love as He Himself loved, the Lord
had never before commanded; and it will be evident that
in this appendage not only is there a new and stronger
incentive to brotherly love, but that also the precept in
fact receives an altogether new colour. Brotherly love on
this foundation, and enforced by this example, does in very
deed become a perfectly new commandment.

To apprehend this more fully, we must take a step
onward in the evangelical history. The evangelist begins
the second great division of the Gospel, the narrative of
the passion, with the words, *Inools dyamioas Tovs (dlovs
eis Téhos 7ydmwnoey adrols. It is manifest that this does
not say merely that our Lord also, in the last days of His
earthly life, advanced in the love which He had all along
displayed : for how should it occur to the thought of any
one to deny that? What was there in this general idea
that could have moved the apostle to place it in the fore-
ground with such deep emphasis? We are constrained
rather to believe that the justification of an utterance thus
made emphatic lay in this, that a peculiar power of love
was manifested in the passion of Christ, that it was a
specifically arduous love, a higher degree of love, which
enabled the Lord to continue, even eis Té\os, in the course
of love which He had always displayed. And, in fact, it
would have been—to speak humanly—natural if the Lord
had been frightened back from this dyawy els Té\os, which
imposed upon Him such an unspeakable burden; and it
signalized the full glory of His power to love, that it was
capable of sustaining such a test. Thus the verse of the
Gospel distinguishes two grades or kinds of love with
which the Lord loved His own.

The same result emerges from a closer examination of
John xiii. 12 seq., especially of the fifteenth verse. The
most superficial glance shows at once that the Lord Himself
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and His evangelist exhibited the feet-washing as a demon-
stration of love bearing a peculiar character, such as His
former life had not yet displayed. And with this we now
connect the remark, that precisely on this occasion, and on
this occasion alone, Jesus required of His disciples to love
one another as He had loved them. The washing of their
feet is the theme which runs through its variations in the
whole of the following section. See ver. 15: JmdSeryua
éwka Vuly, va kabbs émoinaa duiv, kal buels woujre, with
ver. 34: évrohpy kawny Sil8wur Ouiv. If, then, we ask
wherein the distinctiveness of this proof of love lay, as
distinguished from all the other demonstrations of love
which the hand of the Redeemer’s love had wrought out
during His previous life, the answer is threefold. First, in
all the other deeds through which the Lord’s love dispensed
grace and help, He acted, according to His own express
testimony, on the suggestion of His heavenly Father: they
were tokens of love, but He wrought them not as expressions
of Iove, but as expressions of obedience. But we cannot
say the same in precisely the same sense concerning this
act of the feet-washing: beyond all other acts, it leaves the
impression that it sprang from a perfectly spontaneous and
instantaneous impulse. It was indeed in absolute harmony
with the Father's will; but the Lord performed it not as
of obedience, but as from the source of His own love gushing
forth in unwonted power. Secondly, in all the previous
demonstrations of His love, the Lord had ever maintained
His position of xdpiwos and 8ibdorades; they were the
manifestations of Himself precisely as of a loving &idda-
xalos. But in the feet-washing He denied Himself this
very position, and was constrained to deny Himself of it in
order to accomplish the act. In this deed of humility
He was no longer the 8:8doxaXos, but rather the Sduaxovav.
And there especially is the emphatic love which, according
to ch. xiii., was manifested in the passion, that He surren-
dered the supreme and exalted place which, despite His
humiliation, was always His, and descended from the dignity
of the prophet to the deep renunciation of the cross.
Thirdly, in all the other demonstrations of Christ’s love we
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receive the impression that He must act as He did, and
that if He did not so act there would have been a blot on
His image ; we know also that His disciples and the people
expected from Him His miracles. On the other hand, the
feet-washing was expected by no one, nor could any one
have expected it; yea, if we suppose Him to have preter-
mitted it, no blot would have rested on His person.

Thus we have, in connection with our Lord Himself, two
different kinds of demonstration of love. Ouly in the latter
did He present Himself as a pattern to His disciples ; and it
is this precise love, exercised in imitation of Him, that He
Himself described as the évroAs xawy. Now, as the Lord’s
love els Té\os, that which He showed in the feet-washing,
was related to His earlier demonstrations, so must, among
His disciples, the love which He commands them to exercise
in imitation of Himself be related to the love with which
they had hitherto loved, such as they had found prescribed
in the Old Testament. As the Lord, according to our
remarks above, until the night of the passion had performed
His acts, not in the first instance as from love, but rather from
obedience, so until the night of the passion it had been for
the disciples a commandment obligatory to love their neigh-
bour; they practised love as a duty, and in every particular
act were constrained to remember the obligation. . For it is
obvious that the question is here not of those testimonies
of love which spring from natural and instinctive sympathy,
—these do not generally lie at the basis of any ethics,—
but of such love as is exercised in conscious self-denying
acts. Such acts of self-denial it was necessary for men
before Christ, and it is necessary to every man now, espe-
cially in the beginning of the Christian life, to constrain
himself to perform. As, again, in all the earlier demonstra-
tions of His love, Christ had still remained the 8:8doxa)os
and «dpeos, so also the natural position of man in the first
stage of love thus considered remains uninvaded and un-
touched : in His loving acts the King remains what He is;
He is simply a loving King, even as the Lord among His
own was a loving 8i:8doxaXes. But when this same Lord
presents Himself, that is to say, more particularly His feet-
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washing, as the pattern of love, it is His will to put an end to
this love from mere obedience : from that time His disciples
were to love after the model He gave them generally, and
gave them specifically at that very hour; in such a way,
namely, that the individual act should spring, not from the
obligation of law, but from the direct and compulsory pres-
sure of the heart. Further, as the Lord surrendered His
position as Lord in the feet-washing, and in His passion
generally, so should we also so love as that all human
distinctions may cease in its presence: no longer loving
the mAnaiov, but the ddeddéw, as it stands written: ok ém
"Iovdaios xai”EX\qy, odk év Sothos ral é\evfepos mdvres
vuets eis éote év Xpiorg Inaod. It is love when the Lord
exhibits Himself as a loving Master towards slaves; but
love as the évToAy kaevrj is commended to us, to be regarded
and to be felt, not as Lord, but as itself SodAos. And this
touches the third mark which we perceived to be the pecu-
liarity of the feet-washing: this love will not limit itself to
cases in which there is a visible occasion or external necessity
for its display; but its unrestrained vehemence as a living
spring will go beyond all expectations, and approve itself
literally without measure or degree. Further, it is clear
that this évTo\s xawn can be called such only in a broader
sense of the word commandment: it is, namely, a goal set
before men, for ever to be striven after; not, however, as
properly speaking an obligatory law; for as soon as it is
exercised as such, it ceases to be the 7new commandment.
Rather the matter stands thus: that the new spring of love,
which in the passion issued forth from the Redeemer’s heart,
streams, through His return to the Father, His glorification,
and the consequent mission of the Spirit, into the hearts of
Christians as an active energy of their life; and thus the
commandment comes of itself into fulfilment, not gue com-
mandment, but as an irrepressibly energizing power. Finally,
we may be permitted to complete this biblical disquisition
by pointing out how both the kinds or stages of love which
we have distinguished in the spiritual domain are reproduced
in all human relations. As well the love of friendship as
the conjugal love exhibit them in their degree, seeking
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especially all individual opportunities for their manifesta-
tion. But the more internal the relation is, the more surely
does this necessity of seeking cease; because the whole life
and being are more and more fashioned into one entire
demonstration of love.

Having thus established the meaning of évroAy raws in
the passage of the Gospel, we may easily apply it to our
present passage, and it will be found to harmonize with the
whole in the completest and most satisfactory manner.
The commandment of love, St. John says, is to you a
malawy; for it is the Aéyos which ye heard from the
beginning. There is no evangelical annunciation possible
without this precept: indeed, the whole Gospel itself is
nothing but this precept. That is the first stage of Chris-
tian brotherly love; and, as the benediction upon it, it is
most pertinently assured by the apostle that the love of
God, as that of the Father, dwells in us after a perfected
manner. That is to say, God cannot deprive Himself of
His nature: it is true that His love flows not from any
obligation, but out of the inexhaustible source of His being,
which is love; yet He remains ever the loving God, the
loving Lord. Hence it is this blessed consequence of our
brotherly love,—why speak we of consequence ? it is this
blessed ground of it,—to wit, that His nature of love abides
in us, and in us makes its dwelling, which the apostle
makes prominent first of all. But this is not the highest
blessing of it. That the love of Christ dwells in us is yet
more, and a higher stage of love; for His was the self-
renouncing, self-denying, all-surrendering, and self-sacrificing
love. And this love is the xaws évrohs which is proclaimed
to us. The o7Tocyeia of Christianity had been long em-
braced by the church; now the great point was that they
éml Ty Teheiwow Pépeabac (Heb. vi). To the relelwars,
espeeially to the Tehela yapd, would the apostle lead them
on; and we have already seen in ch. i. 4 that this perfect
joy rests in onme sense upon the perfectness of brotherly
love. The one passage has the other in view.

At the point thus carefully secured we are in a posi-
tion to decide whether our verses look forward to the
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expression a&yamdv Tovs ddehdols, or backwards to the
mepirately ralws Xpiords mepiemdtnoer. The latter is
obviously favoured by the circumstance that the readers,
when they came to the words olx évrory rxawny gypddw
Uulv, must necessarily have at once thought that the
apostle was rveferring to the commandment just given to
them ; but a still stronger reason is, that he expressly
describes the évroly xawsn as the Adyoes, dv %roveav, thus
taking up again the Adyos of the fifth verse. The weightiest
argument, however, is found in what we have already per-
ceived, that the commandment thus impressed upon them
was no other than that they should walk after the example
of Christ. The matter, strictly speaking, stands thus:
First, he describes the conversation, or rather the whole life
of Jesus quite generally as the commandment; but then he
goes on, more definitely, to exhibit the love of Christ mani-
fested in the passion, and the imitation of it he makes into
a commandment by means of the word évroly xaw: this
word being naturally understood by the readers acquainted
with the Gospel, without any express reference to the
passage on which our exposition has been based. Thus,
moreover, we may justify to ourselves the remark already
made, that Christ is presented to us as a pattern only in
His passion,—that is to say, after we have heard a quite
general exhortation to the following of His life of love, the
emphasis in our passage declines upon the &ydmn els Téos,
upon the love which the Lord manifested on the night of
His sorrows. For the rest, it may be observed once more,
that not all the thoughts which we have brought in here
were by the apostle himself expressly set forth. They are
rather only the premises which must have been living in
his spirit when he used the word which he did use. We
may infer from his utterance liere, that all this was in the
background of his mind.

But a new difficulty emerges, after all our exposition, in
consequence of the appended clause, § éoTw arpbes év adre
xal év tuiv, The words admit of a double grammatical
construction. Either they are regarded as the proper object
of ypddw, and the preceding évToAY kawjy as an attributive

1 JOIIN, F
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describing it: I write now to you this, which in you is the
truth, as a new commandment. Or, inverting it, we may
take the évToAny wxawry as the object, and the relative
clause as merely a declarative closer definition : I write to
you a new commandment, namely, that which in you is
truth. When we now observe that the idea of the évrony
wawt} is the fundamental theme of the verse, that, further,
the évrol) malacd is certainly the objective of the ypdperv
in the seventh verse, which formally and materially corre-
sponds with this, we are constrained to decide in favour of
the latter. But we must remember that the sentence with
¢ is by no means the same as the sentence with 7, or to be
taken as simply a closer definition of the évrons. Apart
from the question,—which, however, we ought not to omit,
~—why the apostle in that case did not use the feminine
pronoun, the thought would on that supposition be alto-
gether different. If we had a relative clause with 4}
belonging to the évrohs, we should have generally only one
objective definition; brotherly love would be simply called
a new commandment ; but as it is, we find two parallel
definitions of it—one as a new commandment, and the
other as something that is truth in the readers.

But if we regard the form as settled, the matter of the
sentence meets us with new questions. For instance, how
conies it to pass that what is truth in the readers—that is,
according to the firmly fixed idea of the word, living reality
in them—is yet exhibited as a commandment ? This would
seem indeed to place the reality of what is commanded
before the readers as their aim, and not regard it as a
present experienced fact. Again, how is it possible that
what is supposed to be a reality in the readers, is never-
theless described to them as a mew announcement? But
the view we have established of the évroAs) waw itsell
suggests the possibility of giving right answers to these
questions,

We have seen that objectively, in relation to brotherly
love, there has been a twofold commandment ; for, while it
was taught from the beginning, both in the 01d Testament
and in the New, it was so taught by the passion of Christ



CIIAP. IL 7, 8. 83

as to become an altogether new commandment. Not only
s0; we have seen, further, that subjectively also in the life
of every Christian the same twofold characteristic approves
itself: in the beginning of the Christian career love is of
the former, in its further stages it is of the latter kind.
Further, we have discerned that brotherly love as an évrToAy
kawwn can by no means be fulfilled as an obligatory law ;
that its nature is rather to flow from its own free and
independent personal impulse, while at the same time it is
effectual only throuch the Spirit of Him who exercised it
symbolically and in its original and perfect character.
Now, if the readcrs of the Epistle have received this Spirit,
there must be in them at least the commencement or
starting-point of this new and higher brotherly love; in
some definite degree it must have become in them dAn@is.
It is therefore a new commandment only in as far as
now, in virtue of the apostle’s word, they are, on the one
hand, made conscious of its possession, the old precept
becoming a new one because now it has become their own
conscious possession; and, on the other hand, that word
presents to them that which they already had, being Chris-
tians, as now to be a comscious end, the realization, and
indeed perfect realization of which must be their problem
and goal: thus this higher kind of brotherly love becomes
after all an évTonsy to them. What we, in our remarks
upon John xiii. 34, saw to be a feature of the new com-
mandment,—that it was at once a commandment and yet
not a commandment, because springing direetly from the
impulse of the heart,—that the apostle says here expressly;
and this, as we think, impresses on .our exposition the seal
of its approval. Thus, as the previous words present the
brotherly love which the apostle commends as at once an
old and yet a new commandment, so in our verse it is pre-
sented as a commandment, and yet again as not a command-
ment. But this double character of the idea is designedly
not exhibited as an antithesis,—as if it were évTony
makaidy ypipw Uuty, méhw 8¢ kawiy, as also évTohp uév,
annl@és 8¢ év vuiv,—but as perfectly interwoven and one.
Hence the first time it is the 7@\, merely marking a new
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starting-point ; the second time, the simple appositional
clause 6 a\nbés éaTwv.

Thus upon the complete sentence, as appended, aAnfes
év adrd xai év Duiv, there now falls a clear light,—that is,
the brotherly love now in question as évrohs) xawij has
been brought into the world only through the example of
Christ, and can by us be attained only through fellowship
with Him. Hence the apostle, by év auvre, assigns the
reason on account of which this brotherly love was in them,
so far as it really dwelt in their souls.

But how it comes to pass that what in Christ is truth is
truth also in them, the last words of the verse explain : 87¢
7 owroria mapdyeTar kai To $AS TO dAnbwov Oy dalves.
That this &7 is not declarative, and to be taken as stating
the contents of the évrory xaws, is obvious from the very
matter of the sentence. It describes, forsooth, a purely
objective historical fact, while the idea of évro)sj in its very
nature contains a subjective element: I may indeed repre-
sent a fact as at the same time involving a requirement, as
indeed this clause shows; but a mere objective fact cannot
as such be called an évtoNs. Thus the words simply
announce a reason. bBut of what must a reason be given ?
We might think of the évrols} xawr, and say that the
apostle gives this command because of the fact now im-
pressively stated : “since now the darkness recedes, the
true light now unfolds its reality ; walk then as it becomes
you, like Téxva ¢wTds, in this light.” The warranty for the
precept would then be essentially parallel with that of
Rom. xiii. 11 seq.

Against this we have nothing really material to urge;
but still the rcason assigned is more pointed, and appears
to us more natural also, if we refer the causal clause to the
immediately prezeding sentence, 8 éoriw aAnbés év adrd xa’
€v Uuiv, thus mking it explain how that commandment
has its reality in us: to put it more plainly, a reason is
given for the xad in the words referred to. “Ye are indced
already under the power of the light; therefore that which
is év avT@ is also év Yuiv, and the law which I demand has
its reality in you; but the great consideration is, that it be
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brought into full consciousness and to its perfection.” The
darkness is passing away, St. John writes. He does not
add, in connection with it, év duiy : the proposition is there-
fore to be talken in its universality. The place in which
the darkness reigns is, as we saw on ch. i, the world in its
biblical meaning ; and with the appearing of Him who has
overcome the world, both it and its prince are judged and
condemned, and the power of darkness is broken. It has
not yet passed away, but it is in the act of passing; the
spread of the kingdom of God, and, what is equivalent to
that, the passing away of the world, are the signatuve and
the very matter of all church history.

But alongside of this negative, the wapdyesfac of the
darkness, there runs a parallel positive, 76 ¢ds drnfwor
%#0n ¢aiver. This expression is a distinct remembrancer of
John i. 4, 9, in which latter verse we find it in the same
words ; and if we add that St. John always understands by
¢ds, Christ, or, as in ch. 1. 5 here, God, it will commend
itself to think of the Lord Himself as here directly signified.
It is not a contradiction to this, that in the previous words
the oxotia does not expressly refer to a person; for we
have already shown on ch. i. 5 that here lies the all-
pervading distinction, that while the light is coneentrated
in a person, the darkness never is, All goodness is in the
power of divine light, a lesser jet from the greater Flame ;
but all evil, while it is occasioned by Satan, is not in the
same sense an effluence from him as the light is an out-
beaming from God.

Christ, however, is not called ¢as merely, but ¢ds ary-
@uwéy : a genuine Johammaean appendage. While aAsjfeia
signifies the objective truth which is absolute fulness and
reality, @\nfwds signifies that a specified person is that
which is predicated of him in the fullest possible degree.
It is the application of the dAsjfewa to one particular question
or point; yet so that dAnfuwds, as compared with dAnfrs, -
specifies the form as opposed to the matter: ¢is arnfés
would mean that the light is a true one, and not merely has
the semblance of it; ¢as axnfwov, on the contrary, declares
that the idea ¢ds must be taken in its full reality. The
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true light “already ” shineth: the 78y is the correlative of
the present mwapdyeras in the preceding sentence; the light
has already commenced its activity. This clause also is
altogether general and objective, — spoken without any
external or obvious reference to the readers. But when we
consider that, as the gxoria comes to manifestation in the
kéapos, so the light developes its energy in the Bacihela
70D @eod; and again, that the readers are supposed to be
év Tl wepuraTodvres, living under the power of the light,
—it will be clear that these general statements also specifi-
cally indicate that the light appears in them, that they have
their portion in that love which is gathered up in the ¢as
arxyfwov.

How far this is the case, thus how far brotherly love can
be exhibited as the consequence of walking in light; that
is to say, further, how far the close of the eighth verse
demonstrates the beginning of it; and lastly, how far the
whole section results from the one sentence ©eds ¢ds,—
is now the concluding question which requires summary
answer. The collective elements of the answer lie in the
words of the apostle. If Christ, namely, like God, is ¢ds,
—if His walk was a walk in love,—it is clear that fellow-
ship with His light-nature is and must be fellowship with
His walk in love. What inwardly, in the subjects them-
selves, approves itself as anijfewa, shows itsell outwardly in
relation to other subjects as daydm.

VERsEs 9-11.

‘O Néywv év 76 PwTl elvar, xal Tov aSehddv alrod uiedy,
év 75 akoTig éaTiv Ews dpTt. ‘O ayamav Tov ddehdov adTod,
& 10 Pwtl péver, rxal ordavdaloy év aitd ovk EoTwt 6 8¢
piedy Tov Gegov abrod, év Th oworia éaTi, Kal év TH
oKoTia WepumaTel, xal oUk 0i0€ WO Umdyer, 6Tt 1) TKOTIG
éTvPrwae Tovs odpbaruods adTob.

The two verses just expounded correspond, in their rela-
tion to the whole, with the third verse of the chapter: in
both cases the matter of the sub-section is summed up com-
pendiously and placed at the head. The following verses,
{from ver. 7 to ver. 9, correspond, on the one hand, to
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vers. 4, 5 within our sccond section; while, on the other
hand, they run parallel with ch. i. 8-10. The thought
presented in the preceding words is now elucidated ; but in
the genuine Johannaean style, that of Dringing out into
prominence the constituent elements involved in the ideas
themselves. We might well wonder that the apostle, after
he had preparatively spoken of brotherly love with such
solemn and plain emphasis, should now descend to the
terseness of simple dialectical disquisition about it. But it
is precisely here, where he has set the supreme beauty of
brotherly love before his readers in the preceding words,
that he now, with inexorable logic, asks the question, Art
thou of God or not? Hast thou attained this goal or not ?
The former of the verses is here also negative, as we have
found to be the case always., He who saith that he is in
the light—the expression is occasioned by the words going
just before, 76 ¢as #8y paive—and does not love: this is
the first supposition. Fellowship with God, and with God
as light, is ever the final goal of all the apostle’s exhorta-
tions: hence this is placed here in the foreground. But
here this fellowship is only asserted: in very fact there is
hatred instead. The formal negation, uy dyamdv, is dis-
placed in favour of the full positive expression pioetv.
Lertium non datur. Particularly in the case of brethren,”
and in relation to them,—for that is the question here,—
indifference is utterly impossible. We may indeed speak
in common life of inclinations and dislikes, but these are
really nothing but stages of love or hatred not yet come to
their full development or into clear consciousness. Indeed,
the apostle does not speak of hatred in general, but of
the most fearful and unnatural hatred: that which has our
brethren for its object. The expression may refer to the
mAnoiov, to every man ; but also specifically to those who
with us are members of the body of Christ. Now, as the
apostle in what precedes had been exhorting us so to love ®
as Jesus loved ; as he almost expressly reminds us of the
feet-washing, and this, we know, referred, like the whole o
section of the Gospel in which the évro\s rawr is the sub-
ject (ch. xiii.—xvii.), to the disciples of Jesus in the strictest
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sense, we are constrained to limit the term “ brethren” to
the inmost circle of the Christian discipleship. DBut we
should expect here, as parallel with the corresponding verse
of the previous section, some such conclusion as Yredorys
éotlv. Instead of this, the apostle lays down here, with
keen severity, the antithesis of the mere assertion of walking
in the light (6 Aéywv) in the words év 7 arotig éoriv éws
dpre. The last words evidently have the emphasis. Even
yet: so much and so long as he nevertheless declares the
contrary ; or, probably with more correctness: even yet,
although the true light already shines and the darkness is
wearing away.

Now for the obverse of all this. He that loveth his ®
brother—here also, as in ch. i, 9, the direct antithesis is
not formally indicated, but 1o the feeling of the reader it
is thereby all the more emphatic——abideth in the light.é
Assuredly this light is not kindled in him by brotherly
love; but this latter is itself the result of the eiva: év 7d
¢oti. But as, in the natural life, life itself is the condition
of all living activities, and is then by these activities con-
firmed and strengthened, so it is in this case. Hence the
expression pévew. By the side of this positive benediction
of the dyamdv Tols ddehpovs there runs a negative: gwdy-
SaXov év avrd ol éorw. But the question, very dilficult
of decision, arises, whether the offence has for its object the
ayaray itself or the brethren,—that is, whether the believer
has no occasion of his own sin in himself, or is not to be
an occasion of sinning to his brother. There are weighty
reasons on both sides. In favour of the former is the
strong consideration, that throughout the whole section the
subject is how every individual is to secure his own salva-
tion, not how he may effect or influence his brethren’s.
And this view of it would yield a good meaning. As all
sin is egoism, he who in love walks as Christ walked has
no longer any impulse of sin within him ; every temptation
to sin is restrained by the habitual strcam of love from
issuing in act. On the other hand, in favour of the second
meaning is the consistent usage of the New Testament,
which without exception regards oxdvdaror as the offence
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or cause of stumbling which may be put in the way of
others. And when we reflect with what solemn earnestness
our Lord, in St. Matthew and St. Luke, tlireatens those who
are the cause of offence, it is evident that in fact there is a
higher blessing in being exempt from cause of stumbling
in our fellow-Christians. And with this agrees our experi-
ence, that lovelessness on our part is wont to occasion sin
in others beyond anything else; and the doctrine of St.
Peter, that we by well-doing, or by expressions of love,
may stop the mouths of ignorant men. Consequently, we
may well temporarily decide for this latter interpretation,
without, however, being able positively to refute the other.

Just as in the second sub-section of the first section, the
second of our present one also consists of three clauses;
and the third (ver. 11)is here, as there, more full and more
forcible than the preceding onmes. He that hateth his
brother not only 4s in darkness,—that was also already in
the uéver of the ninth verse,—but the darkness rules all the
actions of his life, wepimarel év 75 oworia; and, forsooth,
as his way is wrapped in darkness, his goal also is hidden
from him, odx oide wod vmwdye. Now, when a verb of
motion like ¥mdyewwr is connected with a arod, that is, with
an adverb of rest, corresponding to év with a dative, two
points are made emphatic: as well the movement to an
end as also the result of it. And what is the goal to which
the hating man moves without knowing it? Generally, it
is quite right to explain that he knows not to what a depth
of sinful ruin he may be driven down by means of his
hatred. But it is simpler and more exact to take the
ororia itself as his goal. The persons in question say, and
that without conscious hypocrisy, that they are in the light;
and precisely through this ignorance as to their own con-
dition, as to the way in which they are found, they are
blinded also as to the goal, which is again no other than
darkness. And how comes it that they so absolntely know
not this sure end of all? The same darkness hath blinded
their eyes. ’O¢Barpos is not the “ natural power of appre-
hension,” the intellectual eye in the ordinary sense; but in
the New Testament style it is the organ by meaus of which
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man becomes susceptible to the powers of light and dark-
ness compassing him about, this being altogether distinct
from the mere understanding. According as it is determined
in its function by the one or the other, is the whole man -
light or darkness. Finally, let us not fail to observe the
progression in the last three verses: ver. 9 has only one
predicate in the conclusion, ver. 10 has two, ver. 11 three.

VERSES 12-14,

Tpddpw Opiv, Texvia, 6tv ddéwvrar Spiv ai apaptiar Sid
70 Gvopa adrod. Ipddw Uuiv, matépes, 3Ti éyvirare Tiv
am dpxhis qpddw Tulv, veaviockoi, 6T vevikikare TOV
movnpov. "Eypayra tuiv, maibla, 81i éyvorate Tov waTépa.
"Eypavra Uuiv, matépes, 6Tt éyvorare Tov am’ dpxiis éypavra
Uulv, veaviorol, 87t loyupol éote, kal 0 Aoyos Tod Beol év
Duly péver, kal veviknkate Tov ToVnpoV. '

The position of the three following verses in the organism
of the Epistle cannot be determined before we have exa-
mined their meaning somewhat in detail, and made it clear -
to our minds. The apostle addresses himself to his readers
in a sixfold appeal; but the meaning of this depends in
some measure on the right reading in ver. 13. If the
Textus receptus in that verse is correct, ypddw Huiv
maidia, it is inevitably necessary to connect this ypddw
with the ypdgpw of the three previous clauses; but in that
case the ma.dia must, in econtradistinction from the waTépes
and wveavicxor of the two former members, be understood
of actual children, so that the apostle would be supposed
to address three several classes of age. DBut the external
evidence is very strong in favour of the other reading,
éypayra Juiv waibla. Tn that case the clause no longer
belongs to the preceding, but to the following; and we have
three denominations of the readers in parallel and contrast :
on the one hand, Trexvia, matépes, and veavickor bound
together by vpddw; and, on the other hand, maidia,
matépes, veavickor bound together by &ypayra. But then
1t is further obvious that by wa:dia and Texvia children are
not meant in the sense of physical age; all the readers are
thus classed together as a whole, as in ch. ii. 1. The very
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order secems at once to indicate this. TIf actual children
had been intended, the apostle would certainly have
arranged the terms in natural order, either advancing from
the youngest to the eldest, or taking the inverted line; but
to mention children first, then the fathers, and then again
young men, has in it something inharmonious. To this may
be added that, supposing children generally in physical age
to have been meant, the antithesis to the veavicxor would
require us to think of little children; but neither were
these present in the Christian assembly, for which the
Epistle was primarily designed, nor can they be supposed
to have been in a position to understand the apostle’s
missive. Thus, then, the apostle addresses the whole church
twice in the first place, and then turns to the older and
younger among them with special exhortation: whether
older and younger in a physical sense must be as yet left
undetermined.

Then, further, the sixfold é7c in the foreground requires
explanation: the question being whether it gives the matter
of the ypdw, or the reason assigned for it. The latter is
decidedly the right view. An emphatic assertion of the
good degree, the xaios Bafuds, which the church had pur-
chased to itself, is not the substance of the Epistle; nor
could it be such, unless the document had been meant to
be a letter of consolation against undue despondency, or an
epistle of commendation. But it is most manifestly neither
of these. So then we must take §7¢ as causative: pre-
eisely because the churches were in the enjoyment and in
the labour of faith, the apostle writes to them the letter
before us. He does not teach the elements of Christianity ;
but it is his design to lay the finishing touches on their
perfection, and bring to maturity the wAspwaus of their
xapd.

What the apostle says to the church as a whole in his
first clause, ver. 12,—that he writes to them under the
supposition that they were already partakers of the for-
giveness of sins,—appears not to be in harmony with ch.
ii. 1, 2, where he mentions this forgiveness of sins as the
object of his writing. In fact, this -contradiction is the
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same as in the eighth verse, where the apostle lays that
down as an évrohs] which he in the same breath acknow-
ledges they had already realized ; no other than what per-
vades the whole Epistle, which everywhere presupposes
Christianity in the hearcrs and yet teaches it. It is precisely
this relation, this substructure of the whole Epistle, which
explains why St. John writes nothing new, and yet writes
the old as being new : his presupposition and his object
are one and the same. And the forgiveness of sins’ he
presupposes more definitely as having been &ia 7o Sroua
avtod. That the pronoun here refers to Christ, must be
taken for granted because of the &wa cum accus., “on
account of.” But the name might generally be explained
as the revelation of His person, as the name which the
Lord by His deeds has made for Himself; but it may also
refer to that name of Christ of which mention had been
made, and the idea inherent in which was in the apostle’s
immediate memory, ¢pds drnfwév. The Lord, who is light,
and came to bring light into the world, has for the sake of
this His name vouchsafed us forgiveness.

If we bhave not missed the meaning of the Texvia, as
referring, namely, to the whole church, it will be thereby
firmly established that the two specific utterances in regard
to the matépes and the veavickor are simply deductions
from the immediately preceding general clause. Now the
forgiveness of sin has two aspects: on the one hand, it pro-
duces a strong warfare against sin, and that in the order of
time is its first result; on the other hand, it assures a
deeper knowledge of the Saviour through whom so great a
benefit has been obtained and is continuously appropriated.
This latter stage is not reached without some experience of
the Christian life; it is the point of contest with sin, and
therefore belongs rather, or belongs in a higher degree, to

' The form 4¢iwvra: is grammatically difficult. But in Suidas, Etym. cx
Herodiano, gram. Bekk. 470, 15, there is for 2p:ixz a Doric and even Attic
form vouched, from which &@sdrauev and dpswxivas have sprung; similarly,
the Pass. in inscript. Arcad. in the imperative form &pedodw, All this leads
to the assumption of an extended form #éw instead of the common ¥, against

the formation of which nothing can be grammatically urged. Comp. on the
passages quoted, Steph. Thes, L. p. 2662.
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the later period of the Christian course. For, all knowledge
of the Lord which may be supposed to spring from any-
thing besides a warfare for the more and more perfect
appropriation of the redeeming work of Christ, would be
merely theoretic knowledge, and dead therefore in its rela-
tion to the true Christian life. The apostle here gives
prominence to this second aspect of the matter; and the
reason is that he will begin with the fathers, who naturally
assumed the more important place in the Christian church
and in any allusion to its members. The expressions
matépes and veavickor must not be referred to merely
intellectual stages of advancement : the second of the words
will not allow this, as being entirely unsuitable. At the
same time, it may be naturally supposed that the elders,
who had of course occupied their place longer in the Chris-
tian church, and had more experience of life, were also
intellectually more mature than the younger.

When the apostle presupposes that the elders had known
Tov 4w dpx7s, the connection requires us to understand
this of our Lord Christ alone. The strongest argument is
not that the first words of the Epistle, 8 #v d7' apyds, as
also the beginning of the Gospel, contain similar descrip-
tions of the Son; but that the forgiveness of sins empha-
sized in the previous verse, &t 70 dvoua XpioTod, suggests
at once rather the knowledge of the Son than the knowledge
of the Father. The young men, on the contrary, have
overcome the wicked one; they have successfully withstood
his pefodelass (Eph. vi. 11). The thought seems to enter
here without any point of connection and unprepared for.
Forgiveness of sins had been mentioned in the first chapter
and in the beginning of the second: what, however, of the
wovnpos and the victory over him? Dut when we come
to remember that the ogxotia, as in antithesis to the light,
was a prominent idea in the previous paragraphs, and that
it is this wicked one who has the éfovoia 7ol croTovs, we
shall not after all find the present mention of him so
entirely isolated. That this victory over the enemy is
described in the perfect tense, is not to be regarded as
meaning that the victory was determined or finally settled
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and ended : it simply draws a conclusion from the already
past life of the young men.

With the third member of the thirteenth verse the second
triad of addresses begins. The most striking difference we
encounter is the changed éypayra; which is all the more
important a difference becanse of the general similarity in
the contents of the two triads. The essentially identical
substance of the two sub-sections malkes it evident that the
apostle’s aim is to lay down in the most emphatic way
possible the general fact of the Christian life and of the
Christian knowledge in the churches. Hence it seems at
once obvious to tale the repetition of the verb in the sense
of confirmation or additional assurance, in some distant
analogy with the & yéypada yéypada, John xix. 22: “I
write unto you, and I assert it again that for these reasons
I write to you;” essentially if not formally the same
repetition is presented here as in Phil. iv. 4, yalpere, A
épd yaipere. But after all, this only accounts for the simple
repetition generally, and does not explain the preterite form
of the verb. We do not read, as we might expect, ypdpw
kai waly ypadw. It is hardly admissible to refer the
Dreterite to the first part of the Epistle now finished, and
the preceding present to the whole of the Epistle itself—
“ I write unto you generally for these reasons, and for them
have specially written the previous words,”—because, first,
the perfect syéypada would have been the more obvious
form, and secondly, we should naturally expect the order to
be iuverted: “I have written what precedes under this
presupposition, as indeed my whole Epistle proceeds from
it”  Nor will it help the case to refer the éypayra to
earlier writings of St. John, such as the Gospel ; for in that
case there would certainly have been some such appendage
as “1 write to you mow, as I have written to you before.”
Nothing remains, then, but that we refer as well the éypayra
as the ypdgw to the entire Epistle lying before us ; in which
case the great point is to deterinine why at one moment
the apostle regards his writing as a matter of the present,
and the next moment views it aoristically.

Now there is certainly a good reason for this, if the
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writer’s purpose is to reassert what he had said in tle
ypdgpw for the sake or in the service of some particular
application.  This distinctive application must then be
sought in what immediately follows. The meaning would
be: “I write to you on the ground of your Christian
estate ; as first said, 7 Aave been enduced to wrile for this
reason, and hence the strong injunction which I must
address to you, w7 dyamware Tov xéopoy,” ver. 15. That,
in fact, those following words of injunction did rest upon
the presupposition of their Christian character needs no
proof ; for vers. 15 seq. themselves assert the conclusion~
that the love of the wcrld and the love of God cannot ~
co-exist or tolerate each other. It might be objected that
this “and hence,” which we have supplied in ver. 15,
stands not in the text. But when we find in three conse-
cutive sentences the reasons given so emphatically for u%
dyamdv Tov xéopov, there seems no strict necessity to
express formally the causal relation. After ver. 14 we
have thus to insert a colon; before ver. 13¢c not only a
point, but a period, the close of a sub-section. “I have
written or wrote unto you, as I have said, only on the
supposition of your fellowship with the light, of your
victory over the darkness:—love not the world, for other-
wise (ver. 158) you discredit and shame my supposition.”
In the present ypadw the apostle has in view the passing
act in which he is engaged; in the aorist éypayra the
Epistle is in his mind represented as finished; he speaks
historically of the intellectual conception of the Epistle
which preceded the actual performance of the writing,
Because the conception of it was perfected, and in fact its
realization half accomplished, the apostle could speak of
his letter as of an historical fact; that he actually does so
speak has this for its reason, that his writing rests upon the
presupposition that his readers will follow his exhortation,
wh dyamate Tov kéopov. Becanse his letter was produced
by these express presuppositions, the churches must on
that very account answer to them. To sum up all: the
preterite form has for its reason this, that the following
injunction is presented as the necessary result of the ex-
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pectations and presuppositions which lie at the basis of
the Epistle.

In this way the course of thought pursued in the portion
of that Epistle now closed reaches the conclusion which the
unity of its structure would lead usto expect. Ch. 1 6-10
corresponds most exactly in its construction with ch. ii.
3-11; but for ch. ii. 1-2 we find no paralle]l member
remaining. From quite a different point of view, we have
come to the conviction that this parallel member is to be
found here: it in fact consists of ch. ii. 12-135. The
most important difference between these two parallels is
this, that ch. ii. 1, 2 recapitulates only ome half of its
theme in the arrangement; while, on the other hand, ch.
it. 6, 12-13% not only brings in the other half, but also
winds up the two previous sections, though its form is
specifically determined by the second of them. With this
parallel relation of the two periods the ypddw beginning
each of them, ver. 1 and ver. 12, and the address to the
church in Texvia common to the two, agree. Both recapi-
tulations or resumptions give prominence to the forgiveness
of sins, but in a different way: the former makes it an end
to be attained, the latter makes it the basis or reason of the
apostle’s writing. 'We have already seen that the difference
is only an apparent one; but that the form in ver. 12 is
determined and occasioned by the thought expressed in
ver. 8. The two clauses which enter into detail, ver. 13a
and b, answer admirably to the resuming purpose of the
period. The qvdciws is in ch. ii. 3 the first fundamental
thought of the second sub-section; hence it is taken up
again, not, however, as the knowledge of the Father, as in
ch. ii. 3, but as that of the Son, for throughout ch. ii. 6 seq.
the knowledge of God has been specifically defined as the
knowledge of Christ. And the idea of the victory over the
wicked one is contained, ch. ii. 8, in the clause 7% oxotia
mapdyetar kal 0 $és 7y ¢palvel, which, to those who know
the Gospel of St. John, includes the notion of a contest
between light and darkness, God and Satan,

Thus with the é&ypayra of ver. 13c there begins an
altogether new section of the Epistle, which first of all
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resumes the presuppositions of the apostle uttered at the
close of the first part, in order to carry them onwards to
further uses. DBut, after the Johannaean manner, this
resumption takes place not in exactly the same words.
In the place of the forgiveness of sins, which was
attributed to the church as a whole in ver. 12, comes in
here the knowledge of the Father. When we mark that
in the section commenced with these words the yploua
from God, and the knowledge of the truth thus guaranteed,
forms the conclusive particular in the apostle’s argumenta-
tion, that the whole subject is the separation from the
antichrists, and the marks by which they are to be
known, it is very evident why the apostle describes fellow-
ship with God under the precise aspect of the knowledge of
the Father. This knowledge of the Father falls in ver. 14
again into two elements: the knowledge of the Son, and
victory over the evil one. Like the forgiveness of sins, the
knowledge of God also has two sides, one more theoretic
and the other more practical ; yet so that the former is the
foundation or presupposal of the latter. The latter is the
conflict against sin resting upon the knowledge of the
good and holy will of God; and it is pre-eminently ascribed
to the young men. They are, in virtue of their knowledge
of God, or, more strictly, in virtue of their living insight
into His nature as light, ioyvpol: the knowledge that
they stand not alone, but that the strength of the light
works in them, and on them, and for them, makes them
strong ; further, the Adyos Tod Oeod abides in them, the
living and effectual message of Jesus Christ and about
Jesus Christ, the concrete substance of the yvdeoes Tob
marpos, has found a place in them; and, finally, through
this divine power, which lies in the divine word, they have
maintained a victorious contest against the darkness and
its prince. On the other hand, the yvdots Tob matpés has
also a more theoretical side; the repose of age and the
experience of the Christian life have matured this in the
fathers. They have known Tov &7’ dpyds, that is, accord-
ing to the explanation already given, the Son of God. The
general fellowship with God, with the light, is specialized
1 JOHN, G
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into fellowship with the Saviour; he who knoweth God
knoweth Him in His Son, who has said, “He that hath
seen Me hath seen the Father.”

VErsE 15.

My dyamére Tov woouov, undé T& év T Kdope' édv Tis
dyamd Tov Kdauov, ok EocTiw % dydmn Tod waTpos év avTe.

Vers. 135, 14 have laid the foundation of what now
follows. The apostle has written only on the presup-
position of their estate of Christian life and knowledge as
just described : thus results for the churches the require-
ment to correspond with this presupposition; and this can
be only through their absolute abnegation of the power of
darkness and withdrawal from it. Hitherto the apostle
has spoken positively on the whole; the negative clauses
have been introduced only for the clearing of the thought.
But now the order is inverted. No longer is the nature of
xotvwvia Tob ¢pwTos the matter of his theme, but the nature
of the gxotla. Now, in order to warn them against all
and every fellowship with darkness, the aunthor exhibits in
concreto the form in which the darkness presents itself,
where its kingdom is to be found, and therefore against
what the Christ has to defend Himself. Hence, in the
place of the more abstract and general idea of darkness,
comes in the more concrete idea of the xéouos, which is
then again resolved into its elements and further developed.
Skoria and xdouos have the same substantial contents;
but, while oxoria is the animating principle, xdouos is the
domain in which this principle works ; and they are related
to each other as the soul and the body; the xdouos
becomes xogpos through the gxoria manifesting itself in it.
Everything, however, is subjected to the power of darkness
which generally is on earth, so far as it has not been
renewed by grace; thus not only the world of mankind
belongs to the xéouos ; the émibupia Tis aapwés, which is
presently mentioned as an element of the xéouos, does not
always spring absolutely from man; the whole region of
created things, as described in Gen. i. 2 seq., is subjected
to sin, But, on the other hand, mankind belongs also to
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the xdouos, because mankind is absolutely and throughout
entangled in sin. The counterpart of the xdouos, as the
kingdom of darkness, is that of the light, the Bacikela 70D
Ocot, the limits of which in the divine ordination and its
final goal are precisely the same as those of the xdopuos,
that is to say, the whole domain of the creation.

Thus between xéouos and Bacirela Tod Oeod there is
precisely the same relation as there is in a narrower sphere
between two similar antitheses or counterparts. 3Jdua, to
wit, is a vox media, the corporeity of man purely of itself,
apart from the power dominating in it. But odpf is that
o@pua so far as it is thoroughly penetrated and swayed by
sinful powers ; so far as it is, on the other hand, filled with
divine energies, it 1s called a new or glorified body. Just
s0 in regard to our present counterpart ideas. The vox
media, which here corresponds to the ocdua, is 4 yi xai 70
TAjpwpa adTds, Ps. xxiv., the xriois, Rom. viii. 19. So
far as this sum of created things is interpenetrated and
swayed by the powers of darkness, it is called xéouos; so
far as it is, on the other hand, filled and animated by
divine energies, it is called the new heaven and the new
earth.

With the injunction not to love 7ov xéouov is connected
the further injunction not to love 7a év 7@ xoouw. Two
explanations may be given of this. It were most obvious
to understand by it the objects present in the world, the
things which collectively make up the idea of the xoepos.
But that would involve tautology. If it was the apostle’s
mind to make emphatic that we should love neither the
world in general nor anything in particular belonging it,
the expression chosen would not have been appropriate

_for that thought; instead of Ta év 7& xoogup, it ought to
have been undév Tov év 7@ Koouw, or something like it.
However, the following verse makes it quite impossible to
understand by T& év T Kdoume the particular objects
existing in the world. That is to say, when ver. 16
begins with mdr 76 év T xoouw, it is manifest that this
expression is equivalent to our 7d év 7@ kooue: what in
the one case is comprehended in the neuter plural is in the
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second case reduced to unity by the war. But when we
read, further, that the émibuula ths ocapxds and TéV
spBarud, as also the dhafovela 7o Biov, are the mav 70
év 7$ xoap, we have given to us a fingerpost for the true
interpretation of our expression. Those three terms are
obviously not individual objects in the world, but the
ethical quality adherent to those objects. It is true that
émibvuia might express not the desire itself, but by
metonymy the objects of the desire; yet the addition
Tiis oapros, and still more 7dr éPpfarudy, demands the
former meaning; and certainly dhalovela can only be
referred to an ethical subjective quality. Accordingly, we
are not permitted to interpret the mav 7o év TP rdouo,
and by consequence 7a év TG wéouw, of the objects which
constitute the xdopos. As in the expression, “that which
is in man,” we may understand not merely the individual
attributes that are found in him, but also the characteristic
quality which marks and expresses his whole life and
nature ; so also in our expression, “that which is in the
world,” we may understand the element that makes the
world to be world, its fundamental determination and
inmost nature, And this idea, as it comes out of the con-
text, admirably fits snfo the context. That which makes
the world into the wdouos, with the New Testament
meaning, is not any one object in it, but the sinful power
inhering in all and pervading its collective whole, Thus
the apostle says: Love not the world, the whole circle of
objects comprised in it; and also love not—the uz8é is thus
as often ascensive in meaning—that which is in the world
as its kernel and pith. The appended clause brings out
and makes prominent that which makes the love of the
world sin,

Before, however, St. John more closely in ver. 16 defines
and specifies the general phrase Ta év 76 xéoug, he indicates
in the second half of ver. 15 how it is that the love of the
world cannot accord with the presupposition of a Christian
walk which gave him his reason for writing,—that is to say,
because the love of the world and the love of God are
absolutely incompatible. He says, dydmn 7o mwaTpos: for
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internal reasons we may decide against the reading Ocod.
This, indeed, appears at the first glance better to correspond
with the general word xéopuos, and therefore was by some
transcriber involuntarily substituted for the watpos, which
seemed to him without any point of connection. But, in
fact, ver. 14 itself, as the fundamental beginning of one
section, sprang from the éyvwxévar Tov matépa, and it is
with allusion to that the apostle here resumes this word :
“the fellowship in which I supposed you to exist ye do
pot then possess; and my letter does not at all apply to
you.” Moreover, this reference back to the fundamental
idea of ver. 14 establishes clearly that the dydmy Tod
wratpos here does not denote the love of God to us, but our
love to God.

VERSE 16.

YOt mav 16 év TG Kdouw, % émbuula Tis capros, kal 1)
émibupia Tdv ¢pfaudv, kai 9 drafovela 7ol Blov, ovx
&oTiv éx Tob mwatpos, AN\’ éx Tob xéapov éaTi,

Very noteworthy and strictly Johannaean is the method
of establishing the thought thus uttered, with which is at
the same time connected a further explanation of the idea
¢ év 76 wéopp. The former takes the form of an em-
phatic repetition of what had been said, while the conse-
quences involved in the matter itself are now brought out
more tersely. This is the apostle’s genuine method of
demonstration. When we closely examine the thoughts
themselves, we find that, first of all, he specifies the con-
tents of wdy 76 év TG xéoue by the three definitions
already mentioned, émibuvuila Ths capkss, émbuuia THV
opbarudy, dhafovela Tob Biov. In the form we have a
trichotomy, which, however, resolves itself into two parts,
as the émBupla is developed in two directions. The
relation of the diafovela to the émibuuia is easily per-
ceptible : the latter presupposes a want, the former a
possession ; they are related as the desire for enjoyment,
and the enjoyment of what is desired, but in such a way
that the egoistic element is prominent. The dAafovela
is not enjoyment in itself, but as connected with proud
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contempt for others; and, in harmony with this, the
émibuula is not desiring in itself, but the desiring of what
does not belong to me, the envying of others for the sake
of self, though this may be an unconscious sentiment. I
will have, and T as in contrast with others (dafoveia).

But not émbuula and drafovela alone are spoken of:
they take a definite form. The desire is partly that of the
flesh, partly that of the eyes. It is obvious that the eyes
refer rather to an intellectual, psychical element of enjoy-
ment; the flesh rather to enjoyment in the physical
domain. With this it is connected that the flesh seeks
rather active enjoyments, in which it is itself not merely
the means of that enjoyment, but also the subject that
enjoys; while the eye can only take up objects external
and alien, and is viewed only as the medium of enjoyment.
Active and therefore more sensual, passive and therefore
more psychical, enjoyments are thus distinguished by the
apostle. A similar isolating specification of the eye, which,
however, one might say is already subjoined under the
notion of adpf, but by which it gains a more independent
position, we find in Matt. vi. 23. There the eye is set
over against the whole body ; and in such a way that its
characteristic quality conditions that of the whole body.
But this view of the matter is here, in conformity with the
connection, left altogether out of view.

Similarly, the term d\afovela is more closely defined by
the genitive Tod Biov. St. John uses this word only once
more, ch. iii. 17, but in both passages, as throughout the
New Testament, with definite distinction from &w}. That
is to say, like the verb Bidw of 1 Pet. iv. 2,—a dwaf
Aeyouevoy in the New Testament,—the noun signifies only
the external life of man as belonging to the material world,
which is sustained by eating and drinking; on the other
hand, the w7 refers ever to the personality of life, the
spiritual being of the man, thus forming a contrast to Bios:
passages such as Luke xii. 15, xvi. 25, 1 Cor. xv. 9, and
Jas. iv. 14, are no exceptions to this rule. But both Bios
and w7 occur, each in its several sphere as just indicated,
with a twofold reference. As w7 now describes the
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natural personal life, and now that life as filled with the
divine eternal life; so Bios is sometimes used generally of
the natural life in itself, and sometimes of the powers which
fill and sustain it,—that is, of the sustentation of life. In
ch, il 17 it is to be understood without dounbt in the
latter sense: how here, is a question. The passage of
this same Epistle just mentioned would recommend us to
attach to it here the same narrower meaning; but, on the
other hand, there is nothing in this passage to indicate
such a restriction, while such a restriction of the idea is
not in harmony with the context, which points to the
widest possible interpretation. ® Not only rich nourishment,
but all the good of the present external life, high position,
money, honour, and the like, give sustentation to the
aialoveia. But the word Bios is chosen, because the life
of the natural man is after all only a purely external life.
As the natural man is called odpf, although he has also
» the natural human spirit, because the flesh has the
cdominion, and even the most seemingly spiritual interests
stand in the long run under the empire of corporeity im-
pregnated with sin; so the whole life is here called Bios,
because the pride and exultation in honour, personal con-
sideration, and other apparently spiritual things, are in
reality nothing but the same hanging on and cleaving to
the things of the created, material world, although in
another form. As selfishness may sometimes deny itself,
and postpone its pleasure, and appear as self-renunciation ;
so the elafovela may sometimes assume the forms of a
higher life, although it fundamentally springs from the
odpE and its life, the Blos. Now this double desire and
this pride are said to be wdv 76 év 7§ kéopp. Or may
they be only examples of what is in the world, individual
examples of the war in the beginning of the verse ? In
favour of this it may be said that the dependence on false
teachers, presently spoken of, certainly belongs to the
kdopos; while yet it cannot be dovetailed into the
specimens here adduced. DBut that would be unsound
argnment. For the anti-Christian nature is not inde-
pendent of the dhafoveia and the émbupia; it is only the
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concrete form into which these run, and it grows out of
them directly. All else that may be mentioned is only the
development of these germs.

But that we may exhibit in all their clearness the
thoughts of the apostle, we must once more return and
fasten our thought upon the idea of the xéouos. We have
seen that the creation and all it contains is not of itself
called xéopos, but only as it is determined by sin and
impregnated by sinful forces. This sinful characteristic
does not inhere in itself, but it becomes partaker of it
through the fact that man makes it the instrument of his
sin. Hence also its nature and essence is presented as a
subjective one; the 6¢pfarpoi and odpf which desire belong
to man, and the Blos is the sphere in which the man
absorbs that from the earthly creation which he had taken
into his service, and has consequently also a subjective side.
But in any case, the desire and the pride itself which
proceeds from the eyes, the flesh, the life, is absolutely and
altogether something subjective. Accordingly, the proper
ground and substance of the idea xéopos lie not in the
things of the world, but in man, who uses them. But
when, on the other hand, it is said that this desire and this
pride are éx Tod kdopov, the opposite seems to hold good ;

~ sin seems to be transferred to created things, and from them
sinful desires and sinful pride seem to take their rise, and
come into men. And this view we find elsewhere in
Scripture. In Rom. viii. 19, 20, garaiérys is ascribed to
the irrational creature, which longs to be freed from it,
and a dovhela Tis Ppfopds under which it groans. And
this, like much else in the Scriptures of the Old and the
New Testaments, leads us to the thought of a change or
depravation of the creature through sin. The world, which
stood in no original contact with evil, is not only depraved
by man in individual cases, or in virtue of specific sinful
acts, but, as the originally sinless body of man was not
only made into the organ of sin, but in consequence of sin
evil so penetrated and pervaded it that it on its side also
influences and makes sinful the spiritual life of man; so
~ also the whole earthly creation has been drawn into the
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—kingdom of darkness, and exercises now a depraving in-
fluence on man, who had previously corrupted it. Man
originally, or, more specifically, the flesh and the eye, lusted,
and he perverted the creature to the service of pride;
as the result of this, the world is so pervaded with sin, that
out of itself now the lust that covets it and the provoca-
tion to pride proceed. The émifuuia and dAafoveia, which
originally sprang from man, now proceed from the world,
and thereby it becomes in the scriptural sense the xdopos ;
thereby all that is the 70 év 7§ xooug, the evil principle
filling the creature, may be said to come éx ToD rxoouov.
And it is this very thing that it is the apostle’s purpose to
emphasize in one verse: he has said in the verse preceding
that love to the world and to that which is in it, as its
moving principle, cannot consist with the love of God.
The evidence thus lies in the progression from that which
is év T xégpue to the éx Tob wdomov. The difference of
origin between love of God and love of the world affirms
and establishes the all-pervading and ineffaceable oppo-
sition between the two for all time and for all stages of
development.

VERSE 17.

Kal ¢ xbopos mapdyerar, xal 7 émbuula adrod: o 3¢
moudv 10 OéNnua Tob Oeod, uéver els Tov aldva.

The thought is assuredly carried onward by the intro-
duction of a new element in ver. 17 ; but it is questionable
whether the idea of ver. 16 or that of ver. 15 is developed
further. If that of ver. 16, then we have here a second
reason given for ver. 15 : the love of God and the love of
the world cannot agree together, because, first (ver. 16),
their origin is diametrically opposite; because, secondly
(ver. 17), their end is equally diverse. Nevertheless, it
seems more appropriate to regard it as developing ver. 15 :
love not the world (ver. 15q) ; for, first (vers. 155, 16), the
love of the world is incompatible with the love of God ;
and, secondly (ver. 17), ye would, loving it, perish with the
world, while obedience towards God brings eternal life as
its result. The mapdyecfas, which is here asserted con-
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cerning the world, is not absolutely identical with that
which in ver. 8 is predicated of the oxoria, although
xéapos and oxorla are, as we have seen, equivalent ideas.
It was said in that verse that in the present state the
darkness is, in virtue of the appearance of the true light,
in process of passing away ; this, therefore, is a fact stated.
But here it is asserted that the world in itself pertains
to transitoriness, and this denotes an internal quality or
characteristic. That which turns away from the light is
on that account devoted to inevitable ruin; for only the
o5 is the fwn 7dv dvfpodmwr. DBut this germ of death,
existing in it potentially from the beginning, comes into
actuality when the light strikes upon it with its full power;
for, as it produces life where the germs of life are, so it
produces death where they are not.

And with the world passes away also its essential nature,
7 émibupia adrod. This, in harmony with the connection,
does not mean the desire towards the world, but the
desire resting or abiding in the world, and constituting its
signature and mark. How it is in very deed the nature of
the world appears most clearly from the antithesis, the
wotely 10 Oédnua 1ob Ocod. The lust here is the life
creaturely which makes itself independent. According to
the original divine ordinance, there should be no individual
desire personal to self, no kmowledge or will of our own,
but only a will responsive to what God wills. Hence the
idea, Oéanua Tod Oeod, does not by any means enter here
without introduction ; it is the necessary antithesis of the
émiflupia after the creaturely life which would constitute
itself independent. But with the world its own desire must
cease. That is precisely the condemnation, that the possi-
bility of sinning ceases because the material of its activity
is taken away from sin; and so, the 8éAnua 10D @cod not
being the power of life in the man, his existence becomes
a fearful waste, devoid of all substantial contents. But it
is far otherwise if the divine will has become my will;
because the willing of God is infinite, an inexhaustible
spring of ever mew invigoration and confirmation of life,
consequently to the life of the man who makes God’s will
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his own there is given an infinite matter, a never-ceasing
series of aims and problems ; and therefore he uéver els Tov
alédva. There is hardly another example of the trans-
formation of Greek ideas by Christianity equally suggestive
with that given by the word ai@dv. While the Hebrew
Do, translated, as is well known, by this alovw, signifies at
least, in its proper original meaning, the dark futurity, lost
in the distance, aldv originally referred simply to the
limited and definitely measured continuance of a certain
period (aecvum). The New Testament has not only given it
the meaning of a long continuance,—a meaning it had
obtained also in classical Greek,—but it has used it to
express the idea of timelessness.

As in the previous section of the Epistle, ch. ii. 3-11,
the apostle adopts the course of starting from altogether
general ideas (ai évrohai Tod Oeod), and then lighting on
the specific commandment of brotherly love, so also it is
here. In what immediately precedes he has treated of the
xocguos as the opposite generally to the kingdom of light;
he now passes over to the development and potentiality
which the wxoouos has received in consequence of the
appearance of the ¢ds dAnfwov—that is to say, he pro-
ceeds to the expression of anti-Christianity. For most
certainly the light has, according to ch. ii. 8, the power to
bring about the passing away of darkness; but that takes
place only through the fact that first of all the xdouos
developes its enmity to the light to the utmost extreme,
and reveals itself as perfectly dark. As sin becomes
through the law exceeding sinful, or sin in reality, so the
darkness becomes truly dark through the contrast to the
perfect light. It is precisely through its own internal
development and energizing that the darkness in very truth
puts an end to itself.

VERSE 18.

Iadla, éoxdry Spa éoTic kai, kabis jroloare 8ru 6
*Avrixpiaros Epxerar, xal viv dvrixpioTor mOANoL ryeyd-
vagw' 80ey ywooropey ST éoydry dpa éarly.

This is the general relation of the following verses
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to those which precede. They are closely attached to
ver. 17. The exhortation to keep themselves unspotted
from the world is all the more urgent, because the final
decision and separation is immediately before the door.
And this thought of the solemnity of the time, which
makes it doubly necessary un dyamdv Tov xbéopov, MOVES
the apostle with all the vehemence of his love to appeal to
the churches ; hence the repeated address, wa.d/a.

“ [t is the last hour.” What is it this expression would
say ? ’Eoxdry dpa is not a phrase current in the New
Testament, though with the same meaning we have éoyatat
Huépas, Acts xi. 17, 2 Tim. iii. 11, Jas. v. 3 ; or éoyaTov
Tov fuepdy, Heb. i 1, Jude 18, 2 Pet. iii. 3, as well as
kawpos €ryatos, 1 Pet.i. 3. These expressions correspond
collectively to the Old Testament phrase D21 P™Y, as
partly a comparison of the Septuagint, partly the quotation
in Acts ii. 17, will show ; but it is the expression éoyaTov
T@v nuepdy which formally and most exactly answers to
the Hebrew. The precise meaning which the phrase in
question bears is very various, no doubt, when understood
in concreto. Whilst in Gen. xlix. the taking possession of
the promised land is indicated by the end of the days, the
same expression in Mic. iv. and Isa. ii. points to the time
of Christ’s first manifestation, and in 1 Pet. i. 5 it refers to
eternity. This variety of interpretation must be explained
by the fact that Holy Scripture everywhere knows only a
dichotomy in this matter of times : the period of the intro-
ductory preparations of salvation and that of its consum-
mation. The latter is in the Old Testament denoted by
oI AMINR,

Now, every nmew period, every important event in the
history of the kingdom of God, contains a new germ of final
development, 2 marked progress towards the end. When
the eye looks into the future, those new potencies in that
future strike it first which are not yet contained in the
present, and in consequence of which it believes that with
the new period the final development will enter. If the
predicted period has actually come, then to those who live
in it the new elements, the germs of development, recede
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further into the future, and the imperfect and unaccom-
plished which still lingers in it assumes its worst form and
in the clearest light. And hence the new period will come
to be reckoned in with the first of the two halves of time,
and the B3 RMNX will retire back into the futurity. Both
views have accordingly their full justification. Every age,
looked at from the past, belongs to the end ; looked at
from the present, it belongs to the beginning. The present
has never an eye for the procedures and gradual growth of
things in the time following; it has no eye but for the
unity of the future end. The manifoldness in this distant
goal, which is to he unfolded in sequences of events, is
hidden from its view. So Jacob beholds the possession of
the holy land and the future of the Messiah in one great
picture : to him both belong to the éoydraws 7juépars.
‘When the land was laid waste, the germ which was in that
fulfilment receded further, and the development of the end
passed into a later futurity. Thus the earlier prophet
beheld deliverance from the captivity as one with the final
deliverance through the Messiah; and though it was re-
vealed to Daniel how long was the interval between these,
the entire prophecy of the Old Testament, down to Malachi
and even the time of Christ, nevertheless combined together
in one vision the incarnation of God and the coming to
judgment, the ¥7in 51": 0¥ of Mal. iv. as the D' MK,

It must not seem stra.nue then, if, in harmony with all
this, the New Testament pushes further back the éoyaras
nuépar, and understands them of the second appearance of
Christ. This is decisively the case in 1 Pet. i. 5, where the
future glorification is assigned to the xaipp éoydre, where
also the present epoch is reckoned as the first. But in the
other New Testament places the idea of the éryarov Taw
fuepdv appears to us to depart more widely from that of
the Old Testament. That is to say, because in the Old
Testament the entire eschatology, the immortality of the
soul, and so forth, retired far back, so also did that of eter-
nity, and of the endless development of the world. But
the more clearly the {w% aidvios was unfolded to Christians,
the less adequate was to them the use of the phrase éoyaras
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Huépac to express the infinite fulness of what was in their
expectation ; the endlessness of an eternal life would no
longer be fitly described by the definition, “end of the
times.” To this concurred also, that the view of the Old
Testament, just indicated, to the eflect that the DY NMINK
would come in with a mighty break in the passing away of
heaven and earth, was brought forward both by the eschato-
logical discourses of our Lord and the explanations of the
apostles into the foreground; and that therefore it must
have appeared far more befitting to describe the 837 D'?W as
a new beginning, instead of the end, as was natural in the
Old Testament. Hence, while the D' N™)NR in the Old
Testament was equivalent to 823 D'Qil’, it becomes in the
New Testament, for the reasons assigned, a constituent
element of the viv alwv, and that as its last period, its last
stage of development. In this way we can explain such
passages as 2 Tim. iii. 1, 2 Pet. iii. 3, Jude 18, easily and
without violence. They speak of the stage of development
which precedes the alov péAiwy.

But in our present passage and in Jas, v. 3 there is this
peculiarity, that the apostolical period itself—not any as
yet future epoch—is described as the éoydry dpa, or, what
is substantially the same, as éoyarar fuépas; and even Heb.
L 1 seems to belong to the same category, where the éoyaror
TOV Tuepdy TolTwy, that is, Tob aldves ToiTov, begins at
once with the incarnation of Christ. This introduced the
concluding epoch of the present world; when it runs out
there does not enter a new epoch, but the aidv wéAiwv,
the second great half of time, that of fulfilment; of all the
stages that prepare for this, the present is regarded as the
last. And in fact this view has been hitherto corroborated
by experience : from the manifestation of Christ down to
the present day there is running out a great epoch which
will not reach its end but with the dwoxarderaces wdvrwv.

But this does not exhaust the meaning of the expression
In our passage. For when we consider carefully with what
sedulity the apostle here makes prominent the end of the
world as the motive of his exhortations, how he intensifies and
sharpens the usual phrase éoyarar fuépas into éoydmy dpa,
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we are at once penetrated by the feeling that he beholds
this last preparatory fraction as hastening to its end, and
the final catastrophe as impending,~—in other words, that
he, like St. Paul, as we well know, expected within brief
limits the end of the world. Nor can we say that this was
an error which he himself corrected in the composition of
the Apocalypse, showing there as he does how much was
to take place before the Lord’s return ; for, notwithstanding
these its contents, the book introduces the final and defini-
tive utterance of Christ to this plain effect, &pyouar Tayv.
Accordingly, we also must confront the much-agitated ques-
tion, how an apostle, who had like St. John so deeply
penetrated into the process of development of the kingdom
of God, could nevertheless cling to such a view as this?
For the solution of this difficulty it is necessary, before
all things, not to lose sight of the fact that the Scripture
has for the process of the times a standard of measure-
ment different from ours: it measures them not by their
length, but according to their weight and importance ; not
according to their external matter, but according to their in-
ternal meaning. Expressions like those now before us can
be understood only when we interpret them according to the
canon of 2 Pet. iil. 8, ula fuépa mwapa rvplp ds érn yika
kal yiha ém os fuépa pia. DBut that tells us no other
than this, that in the divine estimation one day may wrap
up in itself a thousand human years, and the converse.
Now if, with the Scripture, we measure time by its contents,
it is clear that the essential meaning of no epoch has been
so perfectly condensed into its beginning as that of the epoch
in which we live, and which had its commencement with
the manifestation of Christ. With the substance of the
Gospels, the life of the Lord, and the outpouring of His
Spirit, its essential and proper meaning and substance were
already given. According to the adduced passage of the
second Epistle of St. Peter, objective hindrances to the
coming of the world’s end are no longer present; but
through Christ’s appearance the world is already ripe for it.
Only the dvoyr of God protracts the last hour, deferring it
to a later and later period; and precisely because every
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moment has in it the possibility of the end, and only the
long-suffering of God, unaccountable to every other, makes
the finger of the dial go more slowly, no man knows in
heaven or earth the day and the hour of the end.

But if this be so, it is the true Christian and apostolical
wisdom to keep before our keen vision this possibility, we
might even say this objective probability, of the judgment
of the world. The end of all things will judge concerning
the good as concerning the evil; both must therefore have
found their full development. The former took place with
Christ’s manifestation; but the latter also: the power of
distinction had reached its climax in the Téxvois Tis dme:-
Ocias, as the rising up of the avriypioror proved. This was
to the apostle the sign of the approaching end ; now was he
assured that the axe was already laid at the root of the tree.
Its development was quite complete : the fruits might indeed
ripen more and more, but no new fruits would yet spring
forth. Thus there may be, to speak with the Apocalypse,
silence for half an hour, or, according to human measure-
ment, of half an eternity : potentially the development is
consummated ; at any mioment both Christ and Antichrist
may appear, and the decisive stroke may follow the placing
of the axe at the root of the tree. All peoples and indi-
viduals who have become Christians since the apostle wrote
this, all the developments of the Christian church, are but
the growth and ripening of germs then present, with nothing
new superadded. Thus we have two things in the present
verse, according to the explanation given: one is that we
stand in the last period before the alow pé\\wv; and the
other, that it is already advanced to the top of its develop-
ment, and therefore hastens to its end. And both are true.

As the token by which the readers may know the time,
the antichrists are expressly mentioned. They had heard
of the Antichrist as of a unity; but they may see the anti-
christs as a plurality. It is a question how these expres-
sions are related to each other: whether ¢ avriypioos is
an ideal combination of many antichrists which in concrete
form will never show himself ; or whether oi dvriypiaros are
only the forerunners of that one whose near coming their
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appearance foreannounced. When we first of all examine
what our own Epistle affords for the decision of this
question, we see that the four passages which mention
Antichrist (1 John ii. 18 and 22, iv. 3, 2 John 7) con-
tain no irrefragable argument on the one side or the other.
For if, first of all, in our passage the moA\ol dvriyptoTor
are supposed to furnish demonstration that the last hour
was at hand or come, then, indeed, it is possible to argue
that in them “the Antichrist,” the anti-Christian nature,
had manifested itself, and that therefore there was no further
individual to be expected who should exhibit personally
the might of anti-Christianity. On the other hand, the
apostle may have meant to say: “ As we already see many
antichrists in vigorous activity, we thereby discern that
the scene is fully prepared for the appearance of the one
personal Antichrist. In these he is foreshadowed and pre-
dicted ; and we have therefore entered on the period of his
manifestation, into the last hour.” In fact, not only are
both interpretations possible, but there is literally nothing
in this passage of ours which suggests anything for or
against either distinctively. The same may be said of ver. 22.
There the characteristic of Antichrist is declared to be the
denial of the Father and of the Son; and it is evident that
such a characteristic was manifested fully and clearly in
those antichrists. But beyond this nothing is said as to
whether or not all the rays of enmity against the kingdom
of God may hereafter be concentrated and reflected from
one individual : the words do not exclude the possibility ;
the mecessity, however, they do not include. Im ch. iv. 3
Antichrist is described as the spirit of negation; there all
pertain to Antichrist who deny the incarnate Son of God;
and anti-Christianity is pre-eminently a principle. But
neither does this passage absolutely shut out the possibility
that one man, surpassing all the forms in which the anti-
Christian element has been manifested, and summing up
in himself the whole power of darkness, may hereafter
appear,—that is, that the personal Antichrist may come.
Finally, in 2 John 7 it is said that the denial of the incar-
nation is the token of the deceiver and of the Antickrist, it
1 JOHN, H
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having been just before said explicitly that many become
guilty of that great sin of denial: hence it is clear that
Antichrist primarily was understood to signify a principle,
that of unbelief, and not an individual person. Wherever
this principle exists, there is Antichrist. But is the thought
thereby excluded, that this principle may hereafter be
embodied in one person after such a manner that all earlier
forms of manifestation shall be thrust into the background,
so that this one individual might be designated ¢ dwri-
xptoTos in the same way as, for instance, Christ Himself
was called ¢ mpodriTns ¢ Thus we may confidently assert
that, on the ground of Johannaean passages alone, we should
not be constrained to expect a personal Antichrist; but
rather that the apostle, especially in the last two passages
quoted above, understands, and would have us understand,
by o dvriypwoTos the personified anti-Christian principle
working in all the variety of its individual manifestations.
But should we have other reasons for assuming that such
an individual person is to be looked for hereafter, there is
certainly nothing in the passages written by St. John to
contradict such an expectation : collectively, they allow the
possibility of assuming, together with the preliminary reflec-
tions of the anti-Christian spirit, a yet future and final
personal consummation of them all.

Further, there is an argument against the theory of a
concentration of anti-Christianity in one person in the very
diverse pictures which Scripture sketches of the final des-
tination, and which on a first glance at least seem hardly
compatible with a living individualization in one person.
For, while in our Epistle anti-Christianity bears a theo-
logical character, resting upon a denial of the incarnation of
God in Christ, and as such originating within the church
itself (éEfnbov éE nudv, ver. 19), in the Apocalypse it dis-
tinctly assumes a twofold physiognomy: one, that of the
many-headed beast, that is, of the God-opposed power of
the world, which is established in direct contradiction to
Christianity ; and the other, that of the beast like a lamb,
which corresponds to pseudo - prophecy, and thus has
some aflinity with the anti-Christianity of our passage.



CHAP. II. 18. 115

While one of these beasts goes forth from the world, the
other goes forth from the church. All this seems plainly
to indicate two totally distinct forms of the corruption,
which ocould hardly be combined in one person.

But when we compare 2 Thess. ii. the matter assumes
another aspect. It is obvious that St. Paul borrowed the
colours of his description from the prophet Daniel ; and we
must accordingly think of his man of sin as, according to
the analogy of Daniel, a worldly potentate. It is equally
plain that he speaks, on the other hand, of a great amo-
otacia out of which the son of perdition should emerge;
and that leads at once to a corruption within the Christian
church: the enemy sitteth in the temple of God, and as
God exacts worship, which points at least in a pseudo-
prophetic direction. The two diverse presentations of the
beast in the Apocalypse are thus combined by St. Paul
into one sole picture ; and the Apocalypse itself gives us a
hint how that comes to pass when it says, ch. xiii. 15, €506y
a¥ro (that is, to the beast representing pseudo-prophecy)
Sodvar mvebua T elkove Tob Onplov, va kai Naiay % elxov
Tob Onplov. According to this, the hostile ungodly power of
the world receives the spirit of pseudo-prophecy opposed to
God ; and it is not until then—that is, until both forms of
opposition are united in one—that this enmity is raised to
its highest form of activity. DBut again, 2 Thess. ii. is so
constructed that we can hardly escape the conviction that
it speaks of an individual in whom the émwocrasia should
be consummated. To this all the expressions used by St.
Paul point; in the other case the singular would not be
constantly used as it is; but the real multiplicity lying at
the base of it would somewhere appear, as it does, for
instance, in St. John, who in fact has primarily a principle
in view.

With all this perfectly corresponds the fact, which the
Scripture gives us to discern in the ways of God, that every
principle is finally presented in its concentration in one
person. As the “ ideal righteous man” of the Old Testament
is not a mere abstraction, finding its full realization only
in the sum of all the individunal righteous, but in Hiin whom
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our Epistle, ch. ii. 2, terms &lkatos xar éfoxniv finds its
concrete and full manifestation; as the 7™ 73Y is not only
the type and ideal of a true servant of God, but has found
its final concrete realization in Christ: so also the power of
darkness will have its climax in a person who will fulfil all
that has been predicted concerning Antichrist.

We have felt it necessary briefly to indicate the true
doctrine of Antichrist, because a new question attaches
itself here to the subject. If, to wit, a personal Antichrist
is yet to be expected, and if, moreover, St. John must have
known this and would have it known, the reason must
needs be assigned why he altogether keeps out of his
Epistle this view of the case, and, after the single mention
of 0 avriypioros, which did not positively require it, yet at
once occupies himself with the woA\oi avriypioror generally,
with anti-Christianity as a principle. DBut the reason of
this it is not hard to discover. That a personal Antichrist
was to be expected, had its importance to Christianity at
that time only so far as the end of all things was not
immediately impending, this being proved by his appear-
ance not having yet taken place. It is with this signi-
ficance that St. Paul alludes to it, in order to obviate
misconceptions as to the approaching and instant end of
the world. But our apostle follows an altogether different
line, having a different end in view: it is his purpose to
show not the distance, but the nearness of the world's
consummation ; and therefore he could not make prominent
what was yet to take place, but must point out that all kad
taken place which was previously to take place. Hence
he says nothing about the concentration of evil still in the
future, but dwells on the fact that the antichrists already
existing foreannounce that highest climax. Prominence
given to Antichrist as one person might well have produced
a relaxing effect : there is time enough to be in deep
earnest about perfect holiness until we see him come. But
the conclusion, that 76 uvorrjpiov Tis adikias #8n évepyei-
Tat, is a strong exhortation to the utmost possible holy
earnestness. Now, as the apostle must, according to the
design of this Epistle, have felt himself moved to give pro-
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minence to this latter aspect, so it is in harmony with his
general habit, instead of placing the final consummation of
the evil in contrast with its present imperfectness, rather
to place in a strong light the germs of that consummation
already appearing in the present. Thus we find it in his
Gospel, and with specific reference to the final judgment.
When our Lord, in ch. v. 25, says, épyerac dpa kai viv éoTe
67L ol vexpoi arovgovrtal Tis ¢pwvis Tod viod Tov Ocod ral
&ioovrar, He by no means refers only to the bodily raising
of the dead which He accomplished during His life, but to
the internal judgment which already takes place in virtue
of His manifestation. So also when, in ch. iii. 17 seq., He
makes it emphatic that the unbeliever is not to be judged
first when he stands before the bar, but that he is already
because of his unbelief condemned.

The apostle terms the great enemy of the Lord and His
principle @vriypiaTos. Now it is certain that in the earlier
classical Greek most compounds with dwr( signify not
merely an opponent of the idea contained in the simple
noun, but such an opponent as would fain make himself
also what the simple noun means, and be so termed him-
self. ’AvriBacikeds is not the enemy of a king, but a
king who declares himself the enemy of another king;
avrumalawoTrs is not the opponent of a wrestler, but a
wrestler who contests the place of another wrestler.
Accordingly, avriypioros would not be a mere enemy of
Christ, but such an opponent as himself claims to take the
place of Christ. Thus the term dvriypiaros would be an
equivalent of the yrevdoypioTor of whom the Lord speaks
in Matt. xxiv.; and it would be in strict accordance with
this that in 2 Thess. ii. the man of sin puts himself in the
temple of God, that he might be worshipped in the place
of God, or, as we should say here, in the place of Christ.
But if this applies very well to the one personal Antichrist,
it does not apply to the many antichrists of whom St. John
here speaks. These, so far as we know, never made pre-
tension to be honoured equally with Christ; nor does the
mark of the anti-Christian spirit, which is laid down in
ver. 22 and ch. iv. 3, agree with it, for that was only the
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denial of Christ, and therefore enmity to His person. Now
the usage above referred to does not hinder our taking
dvriypiocTos also in its wider meaning of an opponent of
Christ; for that usage refers only to substantives, and
there is no reason why dwriypiaros should not be taken as
an adjective. Thus, as dvTifupos means that which is over
* against the door, so would avriyptoros mean anti-Christian,
that which is set in opposition to Christ. In precisely the
same way is avteBdpBapos constructed.

That the name Antichrist occurs only in St. John has this
ground, that this apostle regards him specifically as the
opponent of Christ, as is seen in ch. iv. 3, 2 John 7,
dpvovpevos "Inaotv Xpiorov éaqivbota év aapxi, while St.
Paul emphasizes his enmity against everything divine, and
more general names, such as dvfpwmos Tis apapTias, sug-
gested themselves more obviously to him. In fact, these are
only diverse aspects of the same thing differently presented
hLere and there. St. John’s description helps us, moreover,
in the examination of the course of thought in our passage.
In what preceded, the exhortation was to preserve them-
selves unspotted from the world as the general sum and
substance of the spirit contrary to God; hLere, the apostle
proceeds onward to a warning against the specific embodi-
ment of the xoopos in anti-Christianity. The beast has
become one with the pseudo-prophecy.

Concerning the coming of Antichrist,—and after what
has been said, we must think here of the personal Anti-
christ,—the church had already heard. But from whom 2
It has been usual to refer at once to the passage in the
Thessalonians so often quoted. But though it is not
improbable that, at the time when St. John wrote, that
Epistle had already found its way into Asia Minor, yet this
allusion is rendered doubtful by the consideration that in
such a case the apostle would have kept closer to the
Pauline expression.  Still less tolerable is the reference to
Daniel ; for the figure the prophet draws of the man of sin
traces other features than those which here come into view.
Thus we are led to assume that the words point to certain
instructions given by St. John himself or by other teachers
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to the churches concerning the eschatological discourses
of Christ, and especially those about the +revSoypioros
and revdompodirar in Matt. xxiv. They had heard that
Antichrist cometh ; and by the previous words, éaydrn dpa
éotiv, as well as by the matter itself, it had been more closely
defined that he would appear in the last age. At the
same time, then, that they knew the coming of Antichrist,
and indeed his coming év éoydry &pe, they also see xai
vy many antichrists: the xai refers to the congruence of
the then present time with the time for which the Anti-
christ was presented prominently to their view. And since
there were so many of them already, this was all the more
plain an indication that the last hour had actually struck;
that the anti-Christian principle had already attained to
its mighty energy. For the rest, we have probably in the
words of the apostle a subtle indication of the fact that he
.did not in the moM\ois dvriypioTois already contemplate
the one Antichrist, but only the preparation for his appear-
ance, If he had meant the former, he would have used
some such words as grovcare, 61¢ 0 dvriypiaTos épyerar,
viv 8¢ kxai moAhol dvTiypiaTol yeyovaaw,—that is, in the
many the prophecy was abundantly fulfilled—not one alone,
but many had appeared. DBut inasmuch as he does not
admit into his words this intensifying sense, he points to
the idea that the many antichrists were not an intensifica-
tion, but rather a diminution of the one Antichrist.

VERsE 19.

"EE fudv éEiNdov, aAN’ odk fioav éE fudv’ € yap noav
2k Hudv, pepevikeicay dv ped’ qudv: dAN a gavepwbiow,
61¢ ovK elal mavTes €€ Hudv.

The warning to Christians to be on their guard against
this enemy was all the more needful, because the antichrists
came forth from the bosom of the church itself: on the one
hand, it is evident how these Christians might themselves
be entangled in their corruption; and on the other hand,
their earlier connection with these men suggested the
danger of their being willing to remain in fellowship with
them notwithstanding their anti-Christian spirit. There is
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a peculiarly painful feeling breathed in the words of this
nineteenth verse. If to any men the apostle’s appeal in
ch. iv. 16 applied, that they were not to be prayed for,
it might appear that these antichrists were the people.
Nevertheless, he manifestly looks upon them with sorrow-
ful sympathy, with the same sympathy which we observe
in our Lord when He remembers in His high-priestly
prayer the vios 7is dmwwoheias. The antichrists, like Judas
their type, had once Deen in another relation to the church
of Christ: é€ judv éEjhfav. This may be understood in
the sense of exierunt, but also in the sense of prodierunt;
either that they left us, or that they sprang up in our midst.
The former view is distinctly opposed by the following
a\d. It would be an illogical thought that they have
separated from us, but they were not of us: we should
have expected in that case a ydp. This conjunctive
requires us to take éfj\fav, as in Acts xv. 24, in the
sense of origination : prodierunt @ mnobis, They have
indeed gone out from among us, they stand in historical
connection with us, but odx fjoav ¢€ Hudv; inwardly they
have always been estranged from us; for if they ever
had belonged to us, they would not have been able to
leave us. He who goes back into the world has never
perfectly broken with the world. It follows from what is
said here, that not the denial, but the renunciation of
Christianity is the essential nature of Antichrist: the light
has come upon him, has touched him, but # cxoria od
kaTéaBev airé. With a brachylogical turn the apostle
goes on: @A\’ lva Pavepwbioae 87 obk elal mwavres ¢E Hudv.
The aA\d is most easily supplemented by 7aiTa yéyover;
and this @A\’ @a is not unusual with St. John: compare
John xiii. 18, xv. 25; but not John xiv. 31, where the
close of the verse éyelpeafe w7\ is not to be separated
from the preceding, as in the Zext. rec, by a point, but
forms the main sentence belonging to dAMd. The apostle
says that it was the divine purpose that the anti-Christian
spirit which clung to the church should in the course of
time be revealed, should be made known as such, and thus
the congregation be cleansed from it. The divine purpose is
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represented as seen only in the ¢avepwfivar, and not in
the existence of the anti-Christian element itself Pre-
destinarian theories can be no more extracted from the
sentence than they can be refuted by it; for, in fact, such
questions are altogether out of the scope of the passage.
The presentation of the design is here entirely the same as
in the words of the psalmist (Ps. li. 6): ‘D& 72W3 300
WS DN 77372 PWA 72’7??. David there does not by any
means attribute his being evil to any determination of
God, but the doing of sin, the expression of his interior
evilL The meaning is, that if I had not fallen into any of
these courses of wickedness, and Thou hadst nevertheless
punished me, that would have been perfectly righteous;
for only the expressions of my evil nature would have been
wanting, because the opportunity was wanting; myself
would then have been as evil as I am now. But my
punishment would then have had the semblance of injustice,
because my sin would have been perfectly known only to
myself, and not to another. But now hast Thou let me
fall into dreadful guilt, Thou hast let my heart’s evil be
brought to light, that Thy judgment might be seen to be
righteous. Thus, in the psalmist’s words, not the being
evil, but the manifestation of the evil was brought into act
by God. So it is also here. It is not regarded as God’s
work that the antichrists were such as they were, but they
unfolded their character as such; that the mask was with-
drawn, and thus they were proved never to have belonged
to the church. Thus the divine purpose in this clause
refers not to the olx é£ Judv Hoav, but to their manifest
appearance and exhibition as antichrists, ver. 18. Formally,
indeed, the telic clause is not constructed with exactness:
the wrdvres is embarrassing. The author does not mean to
say that not all anti-Christians are €E puav: that would
have been awkward, as they certainly are all of them not
¢E fudv ; but that these anti-Christian elements demonstrate
that mot all Christians are éE nudv. The two ideas that
all the antichrists are not, and that Christians are not all,
belonging to the Christian church, are packed together into
one, as often happens in ordinary phrase. Here it is with
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ease explained if we assume that St. John, like St. Paul,
was in the habit of dictating his Epistles.

VERSE 20.

What the apostle now suddenly says of the xpioua of
Christians seems to be in no immediate connection with
what precedes. For if we should suppose the intention to
be that of setting the true nature of Christians in contrast
with that of the antichrists, we should expect the con-
junction 8¢ instead of xai. It is obvious that the thought
entering the context with ver. 20, that the Christian church
possesses the ypioua and knows all things, is not a subor-
dinate one, but introduces the whole of the ensuing disserta-
tion. It will therefore be necessary to examine if we can
find an element in the following context for which ver. 20
will be the simple preparation, and which in itself stands
in organic connection with the statements made concerning
the antichrists. The last idea prominently in our minds
was that these antichrists had not remained in the church,
but had separated from it. Now, that would obviously
suggest the same exhortation or appeal which Christ uttered
when, John vi. 66, many went no longer with Him: uy
ral Yucts 0é\ete vmdryew,—to wit, that at least the remainder
are and will be faithful to the Lord's fellowship. And this
idea of the pévew év adrd is palpably the very nerve of the
entire remainder of the chapter. In ver. 24 it comes for-
ward in all its strength and emphasis; in ver, 27 it is
taken up again. The whole section is concerned with
exhortation to Christians to keep tliemselves apart from
the world; this is then rendered more specific as a re-
quirement to guard themselves against antichrists, for the
sin of Christian men leads immediately not only to the
unchristian, but also to the anti-Christian spirit and life,
But, as the essence of the spirit of the antichrists is
apostasy or infidelity, the negative injunction to be on
guard against them slides naturally round into the positive
one of maintaining their faithfulness. He, however, who
would maintain his fidelity must before all things know
what that infidelity is by which faithfulness is wounded.
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This is the lie; every lie greater or less. Such knowledge
the readers have, the apostle tells them in vers, 20, 21, in
virtue of the anointing of which they have been made
partakers. The last words of ver. 21, mdv +rebos ol
éoTw éc Tijs alnPelas, form the pith of the verses before us,
vers. 20, 21 : for the sake of them these were written, and
they themselves, on the other hand, form a point of con-
nection with what ensues. Thus we gain the following
train of thought. . Ye see the antichrists, whose principle
is infidelity, acting out their nature (vers. 18,19). Ye know
further (our resolution of the order takes away any tempta-
tion to assign to the «a{ of the beginning of ver. 20 an
adversative meaning; it rather introduces an actual and
simple progression), in virtue of the anointing which ye
have, that wav Yreddos excludes from the kingdom of God
the lie in any and every form, because it (ver. 21)is in
the issue always a denial and renunciation of the Son of
God. Ye, then, who are by the supposition of your anoint-
ing in a satisfactory condition to discern anti-Christian error,
will assuredly avoid that error and approve your fidelity.
Thus the whole section is lightened up, and vindicates for
itself a simple but sure and orderly course of thought.
The passage from ver. 20 to ver. 23 thus primarily indicates
that the Christian church is in a position to discern and
detect anti-Christian error down to its most subtle ramifi-
cation. This it is by virtue of the ypiopua dmo Tob dylov.

VERSE 20.

Kai Juels yplopa &yete dmo Tob drylov, kai oidate wdvTa.

This idea rests of course upon the ceremony of anointing,
everywhere so common in the Old Testament. It is well
known that in Hebrew the word is rendered in two ways,
by mb and by M®: the former signifies always merely
outward anointing, and for common uses; the latter is the
unction as a symbol of religious consecration. So also the
Septuagint has two words to reproduce the two Hebrew
terms respectively, a\eipew and yplew. It is generally
said that the former corresponds always to the ™p, and the
latter to the M, This is certainly not exact, nor is it
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absolutely and at all points borne out by an induction of
instances. For, although we may not lay much stress on
the fact that in Ezek. xvi 9 7m0 is translated by xplew,
inasmuch as the translator might there have had in his
mind a religious anointing, we find, on the one hand,
dhelpew used in Ex. xL 15 of religious anointing, and, on
the other, ypieww used in 2 Sam. i. 21 of the anointing of a
shield for the sake of greater smoothness, and thus without
any concomitant religious idea (the similar anointing of the
shield in Isa. xxi. 5 is érowpdfewv); as also classical Greek
uses delpewv and ypiev promiscuously and interchangeably.
Appeal may be made to Ex. xl. 15, and it may be said that
there the translator had in view only the external act of
anointing; but when we find in the same verse, and con-
cerning the same anointing, ypiew afterwards employed, it
is very obvious to infer that the distinction observed in the
Hebrew is not carried out thoroughly by the translation.
But, notwithstanding these individual exceptions, it remains
true that on the whole ypileww is used for religious anointing
as such.

As to the substantives depending on the verb, xploua is
the only one used in the New Testament, and there only
three times in this Epistle: the Septuagint has in connection
with it xpiow also. These last, however, have not quite
the same signification: &\atov ypioews is the oil with which
T anoint ; é\acov yploparos, the oil with which I am anointed.
Xpioua, absolutely used, thus signifies (compare with our
passage Ex. xxx. 25, é\aiov ypiopa dyiwov) that with which
we are anointed, or the oil of anointing,

If we pass from the application of the word to the mean-
ing of the symbol, we are met by the expositors who point
for the explanation of our passage to 1 Pet. ii. 9, Bagi\ewov
tepdtevpa, évos dyidy éare, as if the yplopa signified the
dignity and elevation of the Christian estate. But this ex-
position does not accord with the train of thought. How
should the apostle, without any point of connection, without
any bearing on what precedes or what follows, make such
an allusion as this? Moreover, it is plain that, according
to the close of this verse, the knowledge of the truth is the
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subject treated of. Then it was neither the priestly nor
the kingly, but the prophetic vocation of Christians that
was involved ; and the prophetic vocation is precisely that
which could not be distinguished by the term ypioua.
For, in the Old Testament, while priests and kings were
anointed, prophets were not ancinted. We find indeed the
word once in 1 Kings xix. 16, where Elisha’s institution to
the prophetic office is referred to. But when we observe
that in the succeeding very full narrative of the calling of
Elisha, not a syllable of allusion to anointing occurs, and
when we bear in mind that nowhere else and under no
circumstances do we hear of prophets being anointed, we
shall be disposed to prefer explaining the N2’ in the cited
passage as a breviloguence, or summary way of describing.
The Lord commands that two kings be anointed, and thus
consecrated to their office; when Elisha is mentioned, we
have to eliminate from the anointing its peculiar idea of
consecration and take that alone, understanding the expres-
sion as figurative. This one passage being cleared away,
we have no shadow of right to refer the xpioua of this
verse to the prophetic dignity or position of Christians.

We must rather make our starting-point the fact, that in
the Old Testament not only persons, but things also—for
instance, altars-——were anointed. This, together with the
connection which the Pentateuch loves to establish between
anointing and dyudfeww, shows that the anointing generally
signifies the separation from profane or common to religious
use. Accordingly the exposition will need to be modified
by the thought that the anointing signifies the reception of
the Holy Ghost. Certainly, in Isa. 1xi. 1 this element is
expressly declared ; but it is obvious that neither altars nor
vessels might receive the Spirit. This symbol was the
preparation for the feasts; the oil pertained to the expres-
sion of festal and elevated feeling; hence in times of
lamentation it was omitted. It is in such a meaning that
the idea occurs in Matt. vi. 17. As a result of this, every-
thing was anointed which was brought out of the profane
and common world into fellowship with God. The funda-
mental meaning of the unction is that an object is withdrawn
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from the domain of creaturely life, and is supposed to enter
into sacred relation with God. At the stone which Jacob
anointed, the Supreme revealed Himself to him ; and it was
marked out by him with oil as the place of that manifesta-
tion. The anointed altar was thereby declared to be a
sacred spot at which God would enter into union with men,
and place them through sacrifice in union with Himself.

Now, if persons are anointed, or separated from profane
life to the service and to the revelation of God, that must
assuredly take place through this, that the Holy Spirit of
God works in them ; and in such cases the anointing was
the symbol of the impartation of the Spirit; but it is such
only as a consequence of the fundamental idea of separa-
tion from common use; the fundamental meaning is always
the same; and yplerv is thus the symbolical expression for
dyedferv. And in this passage of ours, that expression is
to be understood as taken precisely in this semse. TUn-
doubtedly, of course, the yplouez is here used for the
reception of the Holy Ghost; for the eldévar wdvra, eldévar
v @A\ feiav, the derivation of the amointing unction from
the Holy One, the resulting uéveww év adrd,—all this, too
surely to leave any doubt, reminds us of the Lord’s expla-
nation touching the Paraclete whom He would send, whose
office would be odpyelv els mdoav Ty da\ifeav, John
xvi. 13, whose proceeding from the Father and the Son is
there taught, and who is the bond of the wéverr év aimrg.
But, on the other hand, all that does not make it clear
why St. John should describe the Holy Ghost precisely
here as yplopa; for the mere similarity of sound between
it and avriypioros would be, after all, an altogether too
external reason.

It is quite otherwise if we firmly hold fast the idea that
separation from the profane is the real meaning of the
symbol. The apostle is speaking pre-eminently of the
separation of Christians from the world, especially from
the world in its most perilous form as anti-Christianity.
That separation was already accomplished in the church;
through their participation in the Spirit they had been set
apart from everything ungodly and opposed to God; and
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this significance of the bestowment of the Holy Ghost He
imprints on their souls by the descriptive xpiopa. This
separation was given them as their portion amo 7o daylov.
When we observe that the yploua is to form the antithesis
to the anti-Christian spirit, and therefore to the renunciation
of Christ, not of the Father, we shall see fit to understand
the dyios here of the Son and not of the Father. He
who Himself was indeed in the world, but yet not of the
world, has also defended His own that they should not be
mingled again with the world, John xvii. 16 seq. The
whole contents of the high-priestly prayer generally gives
sufficient confirmation of the truth of this exposition.
What is here figuratively expressed by the ypiocua is there
expressed by the literal ayidfev. And as here the being
released out of the lie through the knowing of the truth is
regarded as the matter of the ypioua, so there the ar7feia
is the sphere in which the anoiuted are sjytacuévor.

VERrse 21.

Olx &ypavra Dplv 81e obk oidate Ty dMibeiav, AN
6t oibate almjy, kal 6T wav rebdos ék ThHs ahnbeias
ovx éaTe.

For it is not only as matter of fact that the church,
through the anointing of the Spirit, is severed from the
world to God : it is such also theoretically and in point of
knowledge. They know through the Spirit's power how to
distinguish truth itself from error: oi8ate wavra, the apostle
adds. And what is first as to the form laid down as wdvra,
is now as to the matter defined as aifeia: the latter is
the concrete substance of the mdvra ; it gives the quality
and mieaning of the eldévat, as wdvta gives its range and
comprehension. When studying ch. i. 6 we recognised the
aMjfeia to mean the collective fulness of all real being
which dwells in God, as the wAfpopa 700 wdvTa év mwaow
manpovpévov.  So it is here; because Christians have the
xplopa, and are brought over out of the world into the
fellowship of God and His kingdom, therefore they also
have a certain knowledge of all things that are in that
divine kingdom and have to do with it; they know the
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fulness of its possessions, with the powers and energies that
work in it; and all this together is the dA7jfeta. And
indeed they know all things, and therefore wdsay T
dMjfeiav ; because in the Spirit of God, whom they possess,
all this fulness lies enfolded and hid; the possession of
Him, therefore, includes, although ever so potentially alone,
the whole compass of this knowledge.

But the elbéva: wdvTa has another side to it, and that is
found in the close of the verse, vai 87¢ wav Yrebdos éx Tis
arnplelas otk éotw. The kal 8r¢ adjoins, that is, as is
fully acknowledged by expositors, the matter of the follow-
ing clause as a second and co-ordinate element in the
knowledge of the truth. The first assertion, that Christians
know the truth, is related to the second or new one, that
they know also the incompatibility of every lie with that
truth, just in the same way as the proposition, God is light,
ch. i. 5, is related to the proposition that in Him is no
darkness at all. The e/déva: mdvra includes a knowledge
of the lie, which is here simply the knowledge concerning
the absolute contrariety between it and the truth. Since
there is such a thing as the lie, that is, seeming existence,
to which all true and deep reality is wanting because it is
sundered from God, the source and substance of the {w1),
therefore as well God as the man enlightened by God must
take it up into consciousness as fact, though only as
absolutely denying and rejecting it.

And this absolute negation of the lie it is which receives
here the emphasis: the whole weight of the sentence rests
upon the mwav ebbos. The eldévar mdvra is mentioned
only in order to show that Christians are supposed in every
particular case to know the difference between truth and
lie; their knowing of the whole is to demonstrate that
every part of the whole also lies in the sphere of their
knowledge. The apostle’s meaning is, that, let the lie
show itself in what form it may, in great things or in
small, in every instance ye know it as lie as certainly as
ye know that ye are for ever separated from it.

Yet it is not the fact in itself that the apostle declares
in ver, 21, that Christians know everything, and can dis-
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tinguish the lie as lie; but Lis firm conviction of that fact,
from which conviction and for the sake of which conviction
generally he writes this Epistle, éypavra Juitv 7 oidare,—
that is, by reason of this your knowledge, prompted by
it, I have written. It is the very same kind of declaration
as we found, vers. 13¢, 14, in the beginning of this section,
As in this passage eidévac wdvra corresponds to éyvwsévas
Tov marépa in that, as eldévar 61 wav Yretidos odw EoTiv éx
T7s aAnfelas in this passage corresponds to the veviwnxévas
Tov wovrnpoy in that, so also the éypayra in our present
verse reproduces the same word in the former. In both
cases the preterite or aorist refers back to the internal
conception of the letter as a whole, the apostle speaking of
that as of an historical fact preceding the actual external
accomplishment of the purpose in writing; in both we
might translate without impropriety, “I1 have brought
myself to write.” And in fact we may find good reason
if we seek it for the reminder concerning the apostle’s
presupposition in writing the Epistle: as in the beginning
of the section, so in this passage especially, the motive is
obvious. The subject is the absolute and total turning
away from the xéopos: but this presumes that already a
separation of the readers from the world has taken place;
were that not the case, were the preliminaries for that now
to be arranged, the apostle would have had to write in a
very different way ; something after the manner of St. Paul,
in the first part of his Roman Epistle, concerning sin and
its power of corruption and ruin. But he who would ex-
hort to pévew év 76 PwTl, must presuppose an elvar év T
¢wt( in those whom he exhorts. And in our passage par-
ticularly he would warn the church against every the least
contact with the antichrists. But that presupposes in them
the ability to detect the anti-Christian nature even in its
most subtle expressions and ramifications (wdy Yreidos).

VERSE 22,

Tis ¢oTwv 6 YreoTns, el py) o dpvoduevos 8te ’Inaods olx
éorw 6 Xpioros; obrés éotiv 6 avrixpiaTos, 6 dprovuevos
\ / \ A e/
70V warépa Kal TOV VIOV,
1 JOHN, 1



130 TIIE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

The proposition, that mav Yreddos ée Tis arnbelas odx
éomiw, seems at the first glance to be so perfectly clear and
self-evidencing, that it needs at the utmost only to be
expressed for the sake of logical completeness. But, how-
ever plain it may be to the theoretic consciousness, it very
little governs the practical. With Christians in general,
sin can be possible only through their forgetting that every,
even the slightest lie (understood in St. John’s full meaning),
excludes from the truth. And how solemn is that asser-
tion! It follows from it that wdv +reibos leads directly
into fcllowship with the antichrist nature. This is the
consequence which is deduced in ver. 22. All depends here
upon rightly understanding the article in the clause 7is
éorw o Yebarns ; the parallelism with the o dvriypioTos
in this second part of the verse would suggest at once that
we must interpret this of the Antichrist himself, and to
translate the article as meaning: who is the one true arch-
liar? But this yields a very loose connection with what
precedes. Hence it commends itself that we refer back
the o Yredomys simply to the last words of ver. 21, and
place o Yedorys in correlation with the wdv reddos. In
what precedes, every lie was declared to bear witness that
the anjfera has no place in the man who is the subject of
it. That leads then further to the question: who makes
himself thus partaker of such +refios ? what is his spirit
and nature, that it bears in itself such fearful consequences ?
The answer is: that is the liar,—the article thus indicates
the liar as the person spoken of just before,—and his nature
is that he does not acknowledge Jesus as the Christ. In
the assertory form the proposition would run, odk o
YedaTns €l uy KT

The interrogative form is adopted in order to indicate to
the reader that the proposition concerned is one self-under-
stood, resting upon the fact of his own consciousness, about
which there can be no contest or doubt. The nature and
moving principle of every lie (wdv yretdos, ver. 21) is here
declared. It is constituted by the strong dpvelofac: that
is more than mere denying; it rather expresses that the
denial is based on the ground of opposed and better con-
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viction. 'We may compare John i. 20, where it is said of
the Baptist, duohoynoer kal ok jpvicaro,—that is,he gave
to the truth, well known by him, its full honour. Thus
the repudiation of Jesus as the Christ is the essence of
every lie.

Two questions here emerge. One is, how far this may
be regarded as the fundamental nature of the lie; and
the other, how far this may be even accounted as
equal to the only lie (¢ ). The former question
is easily answered. If Jesus, to wit, is the truth, and
that simply because He is the Messiah who was anointed
by God with the Spirit without measure, then the denial
of His Messiabship is not only the turning away from
a truth, but a break with all truth; for He is the con-
centration of all truth, which is one with Him, and
there is no other method of reaching the truth than
He. But the other question is more difficult, as to this
being the only lie; since even with the acknowledgment
of the Messiahship of Jesus we may conceive many other
falsehoods as to other regions of truth to be bound up.
But that is only a false conception, and it seems so only
so long as we think of a merely intellectual or theoretical
acknowledgment of the Lord; which is never the case with
St. John, who in ver. 14 connects the éyvwxévar Tov Oeov
immediately with the viwkdv Tov mowmpdv. As soon as we
regard the confession of Christ as the power of spiritual
life, which is supposed to sway the whole of man’s being,
it is natural to behold every lie, srav yrebdos, any kind of
fellowship with the ungodly, as a removal from Christ, a
renunciation of Him as the Messiah,—that 1s, of Him who
has the ypioua ok éx pérpov, the full and perfect truth.
As certainly as the slightest obliquity in the circumference
of a circle causes the circle to be a circle no longer, dis-
turbing the equal supremacy of the centre, so the slightest
lie is a disturbance of the supremacy of Christ.

Every lie, be it tashioned however it may, has in its
essence the denial of the Son of God. Hence, therefore—
and that is the next proposition of the apostle-—every lie
is a direct participation in the antichrist nature; for the
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apveiclar & "Inoods éorw ¢ Xpioros is the distinetive
mark or token of Antichrist. ‘O +redaTys, that is, accord-
ing to the explanation now given, every one who enters
into fellowship with the lie, denies Christ; and thus the
lie and the antichrist nature, and the liar and Antichrist,
are one and the same. And, in order more vigorously to
emphasize this identity of the two, the apostle repeats after
the od7ds éoTw 6 dvriypioTos, once more in the form of an
apposition, the element in common between the +redorm
elvar and the dvriypioTov elvar: and that is, 6 dproduevos
ToV TaTépa Kai TOV viov.

Now, it is undeniable that the proposition, which we
have thus derived from the whole, is of so extremely severe
a character that it sounds almost repulsive. But it is
equally clear that it thus presents the most urgent reason
which the exhortation could bring forward in favour of
utter severance from the Antichrist: he who in the least
degree recedes from the aArjfea falls away from fellowship
with Christ, has denied Christ Himself, and has become a
member of Antichrist. Now this, even apart from the
stringency of the context, is a doctrine precisely conform-
able to the whole Johannaean view of things. There is no
apostle who to the same extent, and with the same con-
sistency, carries out the total severance between the world
and the kingdom of God. The third chapter will give us
occasion to bring forward abundant evidence of this.
Commonly those men only are called antichrists who have
openly displayed the sentiment of opposition to Christ, and
in whom this sentiment rules the entire life. But here it
is amply shown that every refidos involves this principle,
and therefore internally makes men into antichrists, and
the weight of the propositions asserted so peremptorily by
the apostle is much augmented by the total absence of
conjunctions : neither does a rydp unite the first half of the
verse with the twenty-first, nor does a & connect the
second half with the first. The sentences fall on the
reader’s soul like notes of the trumpet. Without cement,
and therefore all the more ruggedly clasping each other, they
are like a cyclopaean wall,
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VERSE 23,

IIas o apvoduevos Tov vidy, obd¢ Tov marépa Eyer o
Gpoloydy Tov vidy, Kal Tov matépa éxeL.

At the end of ver. 22 the apostle brought forward a new
point, which has not in what precedes been demonstrated :
the declaration, namely, that the -Antichrist denied not only
the Son, but the Father also. The twenty-third verse takes
this up again with empbhasis, in order that a due considera-
tion may establish it as truth. Now, if no man hath ever
seen God nor can see Him, but He is declared only by His
only-begotten Son, it follows that he of necessity loses the
knowledge of the Father who rejects the way in which
alone it can be found. If Christ as the dmavyaopa of the
Father is equally with the Father the truth, it follows that
he who has not the One cannot have the Other : else would
he at once have and not have the truth. But that the
Redeemer is not here, any more than at the close of the
previous verse, called XpioTos, but vids, has its simple
reason in the fact that He is placed in direct relation to the
Father. At the same time, the choice of both terms points
to the absolute and necessary unity and mutual indwelling
of the Two, which affects that no man can be partaker of
the One without being partaker of the Other. And because
this is an internal necessity, it holds good in every par-
ticular case of error: wds o dpvovuevos declares that even
the members of the church fall under the condemnation of
this sentence if they in any measure become confederates
of the lie. Yet this most solemn declaration has also its
bright converse. That lies in the second half of the verse:
0 ouohoydy Tov viov xai Tov mwatépa &yer. Manifestly the
opooyeiv is the antithesis of the d@pveigfa. in the previous
verse ; but, instead of the more diffuse ém¢ 'Inoovs éoTw
6 XpioTos or 6 vios ToD Oeod, the simple Tov viov is ap-
pended. For he who sees not in Jesus the Son of God, does
not acknowledge another being as such, but denies generally
the existence of the Son of God. No man who has ever
contended against the Christology of Christian doctrine has
ever accepted the Christian doctrine of the Trinity.
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VERSE 24,

‘“Puels odv & Hroboare &7 apys, év Tplv pevétw. ’Eav
év Tplv pelvy & am dpyis frodoate, kai Vuels év TH Vi
kal év T@ TATPL pevelTe.

Thus has the apostle exhibited to the church the activity
of the antichrists; he has further appealed to their own
knowledge of the truth, to the intent that he might win
from themselves the confession that by any degree of
departure from the truth they would be drawn into the
antichrist fellowship. It remains now that he should draw
the practical conclusion from these premisses: therefore
guard yourselves against every declension from the truth ;
or, in its positive form, hold fast that fellowship in which
ye now safely stand in despite of all the wefobelass 70D
movnpov. The apostle begins by an asyndeton,—for the
otv of the Text rec. must be struck out,—and yet with
specific notification of the antithesis, by means of the abso-
lute Upeis that stands first. True, that in the last words
there is contained no express antithesis to the Juels; but
the antithesis is in the sense, inasmuch as the whole of the
previous discussion treated of the nature of Antichrist.
Accordingly, the duels is not to be referred to the jrovoare,
for then the hearing of the readers would seem to be placed
in an inscrutable contrast with the hearing of others; but
it must be referred to the pévew of the main sentence, so
that it is in reality parallel with or equivalent to its é
vply. That which they had heard they should hold fast:
the object is given in a general manner, but its concrete
meaning is preserved to it by the connection, according to
which the doctrine that Jesus is the Christ is meant. The
expression occurred before in ch. ii. 7 ; but, instead of the
general & here, the object there was the Adyos, the entire
message of Christ : here His person is in view, there it was
His work of love; but both are only diverse sides of the
same matter. His whole work was the commentary on His
person ; His person was the text of his whole work.

But in this connection we should expect that an earnest
and express exhortation would follow to keep themselves
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from the antichrists, or, putting it positively, to abide in
the truth. And this abiding in the truth is undoubtedly
the prevailing motive in all the verses that follow; yet the
form of commandment is almost altogether absent. More
than that: human energy generally is kept as much as
possible in the background. At the outset, indeed, the
pevérw has the imperative form ; but the contents of the
commandment in a very marked manner restrict human
activity, That which they had heard, which had therefore
come into them from without, that should abide in them :
not, that should they suffer it to abide in them, in which
case the Christians themselves would be the subjects of the
action. This turn of the thought—which is all the more
evidently intentional, as the preliminary Juels itself sug-
gested that the church’s own activity was coming—is
intended obviously to refer the uévew to the meaning and
substance of the announcement : it was not that the church
must abide in the word which they had heard, but that
word abide in them. The same word which had made
them Christians should keep them such; the self-activity
of the brethren recedes entirely into the rear; it has nothing
to do but to avoid hindering the power of the truth.
Essentially, therefore, it is just as when the Apostle Paul
exhorts the Thessalonians, 70 mvedua uy ofBévvure ; only a
negative activity, a suffering themseclves to be kept, was
needful on their side. Similarly, in the second half of the
verse the abiding in God is represented, not as a command-
ment, but as the inevitable and natural result of the pre-
ceding; and, finally, in ver. 27 the very necessity of any
command is expressly precluded.

Now all this coincides most graciously with the set and
posture of the whole section. Not only the Christian estate
of the church in general, but also specifically the abiding of
the word of God in it (ver. 14), forms the fundamental
presupposition of it throughout; indeed, their wexdy Tiw
wovnpéy was expressly declared to be the result of their
abiding. Thus the apostle’s exhortation is of a more
negative kind : disturb not this energy of the trath, guard
against all interruptions of it; all else will this word, im-
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planted in you, itself accomplish. If this continues in
them, the result will be—according to the second half of
the verse—that they will continue in the Son and in the
Father. This double relation, the wévew év adrg and the
uévew of the word of God év 7uiv, occurs also in the
Gospel : comp. ch. xv. 7, éav pelvnte év éuol, xai Ta pripard
pov év Ouiv peivy k7N,  And as the word of Christ is not
viewed here as a dead letter, but as the bearer and instru-
ment of His Spirit, as pervaded and filed by Him, these
expressions are parallel also with John xv. 4, 5, where to
the uévere év éuoi corresponds the xdyw év vuiv.

Now, that these counterpart expressions are in fact two
various sides of the same thing, and that at their basis lies
a real and not merely dialectical distinction, is shown at
once by the causal relation in which one is here placed to
the other. But it is rather hard to define the distinction
sharply, because in the Gospel our abiding in God is ever
exhibited as prius, while in this passage the order is re-
versed. Let us try to mark the relation of the two expres-
sions discussed by another view, seemingly wide apart from
this, which, however, only brings before us the figure of
which this is the reality. Through all the Seriptures of the
Old and the New Testaments there runs this double aspect
of the matter, that we on the one hand are the temple of
God in which He dwells, and that, on the other hand, we
dwell in God Himself as our temple. In the latter case,
God is, or His temple, which comes into consideration as the
sphere of His revelation of His nature, is, the place where
we find rest and peace, and security and life: thus is ex-
pressed all that we possess in God; He is here the giver,
and we the receivers; He is active, and we are passive.
When, inversely, we are regarded as the temple in which
God dwells, we are considered ourselves as the objects in
which God works and as the organs of His will; thus is
expressed, by what seems a paradox, what He has in us;
we in this case are the active. Precisely thus is it in the
terms of our passage, which are only the pure spiritual
expression of the figurative statements just examined. If
we abide in God, He is the proper and essential subject, we
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are parts of His I: out of His fulness we receive all, having
absolutely no independent life. If He abides in us, we are
ourselves the proper and real subject, He becomes a part of
our I, insomuch as in our actions His will comes into effect.
This will make it plain why in our text the former of these
two comes first. Tle beginning of the relation does not lie
with us, but with God; the word of Christ, and through
that word His Spirit, becomes a living power in us, péve
év fuiv ; and the more perfectly the entire Christ enters into
us, the more perfectly and the more inwardly we are wedded
to Him on our part, and enter into Him essentially:
pévouev év avrd. Such is the actual historical process ;
we may, however, with propriety invert the order with John
xv. 4 seq.: there, forsooth, the disciples are regarded as
already standing in the fellowship of Christ; the words
kalapol éote Sid Tov Ndyov pov, just as in this passage,
specify the indwelling of the Aéyos in them as the first
stage of their religion; but then comes in the wévew év
a7 as the result, and through this result again the abiding
of Christ in the disciples is nourished and strengthened. It
is @ permanent and continuous reciprocation: the abiding
of Christ in men furthers their abiding in Him ; this again
facilitates the former; and so it goes on. Did they indeed
but let the great message of salvation, that Jesus is the
Christ, and with that message the ruling of Christ Himself
in our hearts, have its full living development as a power !
éav év Oulv pelvy § Hroboare: then, indeed, would they be
secure against any contamination of the antichrist spirit;
yea, more than that, fellowship with God would become
more continuous and perfect, and that as fellowship with
the Son and the Father. In the twenty-second verse the
Father was first, here it is the Son. That is not an acci-
dental or indifferent circumstance. The Father preceded
before, because the apostle there had the last consummation
in his eye, and would place it before the readers as the goal
from which the antichrist lie would lead them astray, and
to which fidelity would surely attain. Here the Son pre-
cedes, because already in Him is the means and the only
means for attaining that end.
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VERSE 25.

Kal airy éoriv % érayyelia fjy adTos émnyyelrato nuiv,
T Loy Ty aldviov.

Now at length the apostle may regard his exhibition of
the truth as completed and closed; he brings in the con-
clusion when he indicates that the abiding in our Lord is
the final goal and issue of the whole saving institute of
Christ. For we must be sure that the alry in the beginning
of ver. 25 refers to this abiding in the Lord,—that is, to
what goes before, not to what follows. It is indeed mnot to
be disputed that, generally speaking, in propositions which
are constituted like this of ours, St. John is accustomed to
refer the demonstrative pronoun to what follows; but a
grammatical necessity it is not, and the sense here forbids
it. For if the adrn is referred to the sequel, its meaning
is the {7 alwwios; and the thought would be, that eternal
life is the promise given to us. But in that case the
accusative Tov fwiy would be a still greater difficulty than
it is in the explanation we shall presently give; and, more-
over, the apostle would then introduce into the close of the
whole period two absolutely new ideas, without the least
indication of their connection with what precedes. It is
quite otherwise if we refer alirn to what goes before: then
the {wnw aldviov is essentially in apposition with érayyelia,
and put into the accusative only through attraction to
the relative clause #) émnyyeiraper. From this, then, we
derive a meaning as clear as it is appropriate: it is this,
that the abiding in the Lord forms the contents of the
promise of eternal life which Christ has given us. It is
certainly true, again, that the words émayyeria and éray-
é\Aew are not generally current in the Johannaean idiom ;
and we do not find, in his Gospel, eternal life specified as
the contents of the émayyeia of Christ,—that is, in any
formal expression. It is indeed the goal to which He
would conduct us, the end that He sets before us; and in
this sense is a promise actually running through the whole
of our Lord’s life and teaching.  Particularly, there are two
Passages, out of many which treat of eternal life, which
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here come into consideration. One is in the sixth chapter,
where Christ exhibits this life as the fruit of faith in Him-
self, vers. 40, 47, 54, while it comes further into view
as the result of His words in us, comp. ver. 68, priuara
fwijs alwviov &es: precisely as here, in our passage, the
arovew Tov Noyor adrod forms the presupposition for that
abiding in Him which is the substantial meaning of the
tw? aldvios. The second is ch. xvii. 2, 3, where eternal
life consists in this, that yweorwsl oe Tov povoy drnbwoy
Oecov xai (and the addition following is the point concerned
here) ov dméotehas ‘Inoodv XpioTov. This yiyvdorew
corresponds to the ouoloyelv avTév in our present passage.
—Thus the Lord has set forth eternal life as the final
scope of His work; to this He will lead every man; and
therefore it is called the promise which He hath given.
And this promise, according to our present verse, He has
fulfilled ; this life we have received, inasmuch as He abideth
in us and we in Him: the contents and meaning of the
adry. This definition of the strict meaning of eternal life
is the same—and this shows its correctness—which we
found in the introduction to our Epistle, that is, in ch. 1. 3,
where fellowship with the Father and the Son is laid down
as its substantial meaning. Moreover, it is very plain, from
a consideration of our passage, how necessary it is that we
should take al@wios not as a metaphysical, but as an ethical
idea: it is not its super-temporal character, but the divinity
of this life which is expressed by the term.

VERSES 26, 27.

Taita éypayra Tplv mepl Tdy mAavovtev tuds. Kai
Suels 10 xplopa & édBere dm’ airod, év Tulv wéver, xai o
xpelav éxere wa Tis 8iddory Dpdst dAN, ds To alTo Yplopa
Sibdorer Tuds mepl mwdvTwy, kai d\nbés éoTi, Kal ovk EoTi
Yretbos, wal kalos édidakev Duds, pévete év adrg,

The very fact that the apostle, in ver. 25, has come
round to the selfsame point from which he started, shows
that the previous discussion has now attained its close.
More particularly : since the discourse does not return to
the starting-point of the last section (from ver. 13¢ onwards),



140 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOIIN,

but to the beginning of the whole letter (compare only with
the fw? alowios of ver. 25 the mention of it in ch. i 2, with
the wévew é&v adrd the rowowvia per’ alrod, ch. L 3), it
follows that the development since ch. i 5 has now come
to its end. But, like the two former sections of the whole
first part now reaching its close, this third section also has
a summary recapitulation, vers, 26, 27. Up to this point
(raiiTa) the apostle has written to the churches concerning
the antichrists. Tadra does not refer to the brevity of the
discussion (“only so much”), nor to the specific matter of
it (“ this and no other that might be added ”) ; but it places
what goes before in contrast with what follows—with what
the apostle has it in his purpose yet to write. As the
section ch. xi. 3-11 treats of brotherly love, although the
matter is first of all quite generally of keeping the divine
commandments, so the topic of this section has been the
antichrist nature, although first of all (vers. 15-17) the
discourse was of the xdouos in general, whose full form is
anti-Christianity. But the antichrists came into considera-
tion as whavdvres Upds: they have aimed to make the
church wander from the truth, and then to lead them to
wander back Zo the world. This was the practical starting-
point of the whole discussion. Against this practice of
seduction the church had, as we have seen in the previous
exposition, a defence in the ypioua: hence this, then, is
particularly taken up again in the recapitulation. Even in
the form it assumes, the resumé is faithful to itself: here
also we have the Juels placed significantly first; here also,
moreover, there is a marked absence of any injunction as
such. The holy anointing oil which they had received, which
separated them from the world, is within them a permanent
power,—for duetauéApra Ta yaplopata kal % KAjois TOD
©cod,—and makes every exhortation, even every apostolical
exhortation, superfluous. And so had the Lord promised to
His disciples that the Paraclete should lead them into all
truth.

To establish the undeceivableness of this heavenly in-
struction is the object of the second clause in our verse,
This second clause, dAN ds 76 adro ypicpa Siddower Suds
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wepl mdvTwy, kal aAndés éori, kal olk éoTi Yebdos, is
related to the third just as a general proposition as a whole
is to its particular concrete application. Not only does the
mepl wdvTwy give the former its general colouring, and the
péverr év abté give the latter its specific colouring, but
the present 8idowxer also shows that in the second clause a
general proposition is before us, whilst é8/8afev in the third
makes prominent one definite historical single fact out of
the general domain of that clause. And thus it is established
that the words rai xafws édidafer Uuds are not merely a
resumption of the dAN &s w7 A, —that thus xai dAnlés
écrt x.7A. is not a parenthesis, but a conclusion to the
proposition with @&s. Certainly it is extremely difficult to
accept the redoubled xai as meaning, “not only but also;”
for that anything is true and not false is after all essen-
tially no more than one attribute which is only viewed on
two different sides, while “ not only but also” presupposes
two different ideas. But such a view as this of the former
xal is not imperative ; rather is the former to be translated
by “also:” the congruence between the declaration of the
xpicpa and the real bearing of the matter, between the
8i8doxew and the dAnbés elvar, was thereby to be marked.
The following xai odx éori yrebdos is genuinely Johannaean :
it is a peculiarity of this apostle to place every idea in full
prominence through setting by the side of it its antithesis.
This S:8doxewr of the ypioua is true, and there is no lie
in it; and thus the &o7e, in virtue of its deep emphasis,
becomes equivalent to an &veare.

Thus, then, the apostle in the first of the three clauses
of ver. 28 has summed up and resumed the whole fact that
the ypioua gave full instruction to the church ; in the second,
he has declared that this instruction was simply and purely
true; in the third, he then draws the practical conclusion
that the church should stand firmly by the substance of the
teaching here in question, and here treated of (this is the
meaning of the aorist é8.8afer). The peveire of the Text.
rec. would indeed admirably suit the tonme of the whole
section, in which the apostle less commands the pévew than
points to it as an internal necessity ; but the imperative
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pévere has too strong authentication from external evidence
to be rejected; and it is in itself easily to be understood
that, at the conclusion of the whole discussion, the impera-
tive, everywhere latent in the preceding words, should for
once come out into clear expression.

Let us throw a glance back along the course of the first
part, now concluded, of the whole Epistle. It is completed
in three sections, of which each again contains three sub-
sections, two giving instruction, and one exhortation or
recapitulation. The first section deduces from the idea of
the ¢ds elvar of God the nature of our fellowship with
Him, and as viewed under two aspects: that of év dwTi
mepuraTeiy, and that of opohoyelv Tds auaprias. The second
section discusses, on the same basis, the nature of our fellow-
ship with the brethren, and that also under two aspects: as
obedience to the évrolal @cod, and as imitation of the con-
verse and walk of Christ. The third section points to the
enmity which exists between the kingdom of God and this
world : here, again, first as against the world in general,
and then as against its antichrist development in particular;
but both in order to enforce the obligation of breaking off
from the world negatively, or positively of abiding in God.
That the two former sections of the whole discussion have
their basis in Oeds pais, and are evolved from this, has been
shown in the proper place. But it is true also of the third
section, only that it takes up the negative side of ch. i 3:
kai gkotia év alr ovk éoTw oddepia. This thorough and
pervasive antithesis between them, such as forbids the very
slightest contact, is the theme of the whole discussion in
ch. ii. 18-27. Koouos and dvriypioTos are only terms
interchangeable for the sxoria.

VERSES 28, 29.

Kai viv, Texvia, pévere év adrd’ lva 8tav davepwls,
éxwper mappnoiav, kai pn aloyvwlbuer am adrtob év TH
wapovaia avrod. 'Eav eldfre 61i dlkaids éoTi, ywoorere
87e wls 0 woLdy T Sikatocvvny € alTod yeyévimras.

We have assumed, in opposition to the current view of our
day, that ver. 28 belongs to the second part of the Epistle.
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One circumstance may be mentioned here as making this
probable : with the exception of the wévew at the beginning
of the verse, all the ideas in it are new ones, and enter the
Epistle for the first time; but that would be a startling
close of a discussion which should introduce a new series of
ideas instead of summing up the old ones. But the connec-
tion of this verse with the second part becomes a certainty,
when we observe that the special ideas that are literally
touched here for the first time are the ever-recurring con-
stitutive elements of the second. Thus the ¢avepoicbar is
taken up again in ch. ili. 3-8; the mwappnoiar Eyew is
elucidated in ch. ili. 21, iv. 17, v. 14; the woweiv v
SuwkatooUvyy forms the fundamental idea of the first ten
verscs of the following chapter; the é¢ atmod yeyevvijabOas
is not only repeated in the Téwxva Oeod, ch. iil. 1, but also
from ch. iii. 24 onwards is more closely considered. But
all this only introduces the all-decisive reason, which is,
that the thought announced in ver. 28 is precisely in the
same sense the theme of the next part as ch. i. 5 was ot
that we have just closed. This argument, however, must
approve itself as our exposition pursues its course.

Now, if we have in ver. 28 the beginning of a new part,
it follows that the emphasis does not lie on the wéve: at the
beginning, but on the clause which follows and gives the
writer’s design. That word serves to place the new part in
connection with the other; the telic clause points to the
progress of the thought. The goal of abiding in God, as
the end of the development so far, is represented posi-
tively and negatively : the former by mappnaiav éyew, the
latter by p% aloyvwdivas. Both these ideas derive a more
specific definition from the appendages, common to them, éav
pavepwby and év 74 mapovaia adrod. That these expressions
refer to the Lord’s return needs of course no proof. But it
must be observed that ¢avepoiafac never occurs throughout
the other New Testament Scriptures as denoting the appear-
ing of Christ for judgment: they are accustomed to express
that by dmoxalvmrestfas, while St. John, again, never uses
this latter word (not even in Rev. i. 1) for that purpose,
but invariably ¢avepodobfar. (The substantive ¢avépwors
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is not to be found at all in his writings.) Further, it will
help to clear up the the general subject if we bear in mind
that in ch. iii. 8 the same ¢avepodafas is used concerning
the manifestation of Christ in the flesh.

The peculiarity of St. John’s phraseology just alluded to
is not a fortuitous one, but has its deep internal reasons.
Throughout the Scripture, dmoxdAnris invariably designates
a revelation which has taken place in an extraordinary
way, through a direct interposition of God, and therefore as
a perfectly new development. In ¢avepodofar this element
of the entirely new and the absolutely extraordinary is
neither asserted nor denied; but the definite meaning
attached to amoxdlvmrew assigns to the ¢avepoiv at least
a predominant application to such a revealing as is the
development of a definitive germ,—a development which is,
in comparison with dmoxdA\wnres, natural and ordinary. This
is the general law in the Bible. This explains how it is
that in Scripture the twofold manifestation of Jesus in the
flesh and for judgment is spoken of as ome @moxdAirs :
His appearance in the flesh was not in fact a result of past
development, but, beyond everything else, an immediate and
extraordinary interposition of God, an entirely new creation;
and His appearance for judgment is revealed as nothing
less than an instantaneous and sudden catastrophe taking
place purely through divine causality, whose product will
be a new heaven and a new earth,

Now, however obvious would be here such an application
of dmoxdAuvyris, it is not the less easy to be understood how
St. John in particular comes to use, concerning both these
events, not this word ever, but always ¢avepodofar. We
have already often remarked that he delights to bring out
into prominence the germs of the future lying in the
present ; it is the effect of this peculiarity that the
difference between the present and the future is reduced
from an absolute one to one merely relative ; and when the
question is of a revelation, he exhibits this rather as a
¢avepoicbas, or making visible of potencies long working
secretly, than as an dmoxdAvyres, or something entirely new,
resting immediately on divine causality. Now when St.
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John, in his Gospel, cl. i. 3, teaches us to behold the opera-
tion of the Adyos already in the creation, and, since the
creation, His energy as that of the ¢ds @rpfwiv, it must
of course have been very natural to him to regard the
manifestation of our Lord in the flesh not as something
new, and as an amoxaivyns, but as a ¢avépwaois : this indeed
we find him doing in our own Epistle, ch. 1. 2, iii. 8, And
similarly, to this apostle, with such a habit of looking at
things, who sees the decision of judgment already involved
in unbelief, who always regards the resurrection as a thing
present (comp. especially John v. 25 with John xi 25),
the future judgment would appear not as altogether a new
thing,—that is, as an émwoxdAvyris,—but as a natural result
and conclusion of a long series of sacred events which only
now brings out into light (¢pavepoiv) that which had been
long present spiritually and secretly. The apostle therefore
describes by éav davepwdi that day in which the Lord, who
abideth with His people always, will make His presence
apparent at once and for ever to all eyes.

In the second member of the sentence which contains
the purpose there comes in an év 77 wapoveia abrod instead
of the éav ¢avepwfj. This expression, which is so very
current among the other writers of the New Testament,
occurs in St. John nowhere but in this passage. Probably
this is not an accidental circumstance; but has its reason,
though the apostle might not have been altogether aware of
it, in the very same habit of considering things which we
have been trying to explain. It was far from his thoughts
at any time to regard the appearance of the Lord as an
arrival from a distance: the presence of Jesus in the midst
of His disciples, and within their hearts, was ever before
his thoughts. This, however, did not hinder him from
using this expression for once concerning the last day.

When the Lord shall in that great day enter into the
world of manifestation, our relation to Him will also be a
manifest one, revealed and withdrawn from all delusion.
And the péverv év avrg will then fit us and enable us in
our appearance before Him mapgpnoiav éyewv. It has been
thought, without reason, that in this and other similar

1 JOHN. K
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passages, mappnoiay has lost the fundamental idea of free
and unrepressed speech. But we must remember that the
subject here is the appearance of the Lord for judgment;
that therefore question and answer, charge and exculpation
(compare Matt. xxv. 34 seq.), enter into the accessories of
the scene; and then it will not be thought absolutely
necessary, at least in this passage, to resort to an enfeebled
interpretation of the word. If we have continued in Him,
we shall be able to answer with perfect tranquillity of mind,
unqualified by fear and trembling, the questions of our
righteous Judge. The negative counterpart of wappnoia is
given us in the aloyvvecfar. Formally, the correlative is
not exactly adequate; while the former presents to us the
joyful tone of mind which we shall maintain in the day of
judgment, the latter refers rather to the result of the
judgment, as appears from the added words am’ aiTod.
The phrase, formed after the analogy of the Hebrew m ¥A3
(compare, for example, Jer. iiL 36, Sept.,, dwo AiylmrTov
aloywbijay), does not deseribe the source from whence the
shame springs, which would be expressed by vmeo, but the
object from whom we are in our shame severed. But as
the mappnoia is possible only on the ground of the testi-
mony of a good conscience, which in itself includes the
result of the judgment, its happy consequence, so also the
aloyivesfar includes its necessary result, the separation
from the Lord.

Looking at the twenty-ninth verse apart and by itself, as
detached from what precedes and what follows, we are met
by no difficulties of any kind. It is obvious that the sub-
ject in the 8lkaids éoriw at the commencement is God. For,
as the meaning and bearing of the verse is that as “ He” is
righteous all must be righteous too who are His children ;
as throughout the New Testament we never read of a rela-
tion of sonship to Christ, only of sonship to God ; as, finally,
in ch. iii. 8 we are expressly called Tékva @cod—it is im-
possible to understand the &ixacos, whose nature we as His
children should carry in ourselves, of our Lord Christ. It
is true that ver. 28 had spoken of Christ. But a transi-
tion, immediate and not marked by any external sign, from
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discourse concerning the Son to discourse concerning the
Father, is not strange in the case of St. Johm, in whose
consciousness the two are so profoundly intertwined, that
he very seldom thinks it necessary to mention either, or
distinguish them otherwise than by a pronoun. And this
transition need not favour the notion of a new part of the
Epistle beginning with ver. 29; for in ch. iv. 21 we find
in the same way that after the Father has been spoken of
throughout several verses, suddenly the Son is mentioned,
and obviously mentioned, by the simple pronoun aiTés, and
no more. Thus the plain meaning of the verse is: As the
nature of God is righteousness, so must this same righteous-
ness be the token of sonship in relation to Him; the
children must bear their Father's stamp upon them.

But it is hard to determine the kind of link which the
verse has with what precedes. At the first glance there
is as little internal connection with the preceding thought
as there is grammatical bond. Nevertheless there must be
connection, even on the supposition that our verse begins
the new part; for the éav eldfjre would certainly be much
too naked for the commencement of a different theme: we
should expect at least a Texvia or maibia in a new address.
And there is certainly a natural presumption in favour of
the idea that the apostle was moved to set out on this fresh
topic by something just before said.

There are two thoughts which appear here as mnew,
the mrowlv Ty Sikatocivmy and the wyeyevvijolar éx Tob
®ecod. Now, when we observe that in the first section of
the third chapter it is said, ver. 6, wds o0 év adTd pévov
ovy dpaprdver, and in ver. 9 the same thought is expressed
by mds o vyeyevwnuévos éx Tod Ocod dpapTiav ov moiel;
when we further mark that in ch. iii. 24 the pévew év
alré is in the same way connected with the Trpelv Tds
évroras abrod as the wyeyewvijofai €€ avrob is here con-
nected with the mrowelv Ty Sucatoovny,—we shall no longer
discern in the wyeyewvijcOar €€ aiTod of our verse a mew
idea, but only the resumption of the uévew év 7 Oeg often
dealt with in the previous section, and mentioned in it
finally at ver. 28. That the expression here used is sub-
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stituted for that one has its reason, apart from what later
development will show, in this, that here the divine
essential righteousness (87¢ &ixaios €ore) comes into con-
sideration as the source of our 7oty THv OSikatocivyy
but that this relation of causality is made prominent as our
being born of God rather than as our abiding in Him.
Thus there is at once presented a point of view from which
the connection of the present verse with the preceding
becomes plain.  This connection becomes still plainer
when we more closely examine and appreciate the relation
which is here established between the wotelv Tv Sikaco-
clvngr and the vyeyevvijobar éx 700 Ocot. Manifestly the
emphasis rests upon the latter. It is not the apostle’s
purpose to say that whosoever is born of God must
therefore of mecessity work righteousness, although in
itself such a proposition would be perfectly justified; but
he draws the inverted conclusion, ramely, that he who
doeth righteousness is also born of God, because God’s
nature, the 8ixacov elvas, has become his nature also. Thus
this new sonship is not the basis or supposition from which
St. John proceeds in order to found on it the exhortation
to righteousness; but the Sixaiosivy, as already present, is
the presupposition from which he deduces the reality of
their sonship. The question is here to lay down a mark of
the regeneration of the soul. Now, if we bear in mind that
the yeyewvijobar éx Tob Oecod is simply a resumption in
another form of the pévew év adrd, being related to this as
the planting of the tree is to its flower, we shall perceive
that here we have also a mark given us of the wévew &v
adrd,

And why is this given? In the preceding passage the
mappnaia in the day of judgment was made dependent on
the pévew év 7 Oed; here it is said further how it is this
mappnoia comes into effect,—that is, it operates thus, that
he who continueth in God, and therefore is born of God,
becomes firmly assured of this his fellowship with God
through his mowlv 79y Sikaroovvny. The synthesis of the
pévew & adrd and the mappnoia — that is, their close
relation, which the former verse merely asserted—is here
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expressly indicated through the mediating link between
them, which is the newly introduced idea of motely Tov
Sukatoovvmr. The idea of the wagpmaia presupposes not only
the abiding in God, but the conscious assurance of it: this,
however, is produced by the doing of righteousness. Strictly
speaking, indeed, our abiding in God and the abiding of
God in us are in their unity something entirely internal,
perceptible only to the feeling or the consciousness; there-
fore it is, like every feeling, something subjective which is
itself and as such no pledge of its own objective reality.
This additional guarantee or assurance it receives through
such a confirmation in act: we are to know others by their
fruits, and by our own fruits we are to know ourselves.
He who finds this 7owely v Sikatocivvny in his life has
in sustaining this sure test for his knowledge of himself
(ytwvworere is in the indicative), the guarantee of his being
born from above, and therewith also the mapgpnoia, which
the apostle bound up with fellowship with God.

Thus a close consideration of ver. 29 shows, what ap-
peared plain enough on ver. 28 itself, that the new part
begins with ver. 28, the idea of which is supplemented and
made specific by what follows. Further, there is thus
afforded to us a clear view of the relation of the part of the
epistle now closed to that which now begins. In both the
apostle keeps in view the end he proposed in the intro-
duction, that of helping towards advancing {ellowship with
God and fellowship with the brethren; but the method
differs in the two. In the first part this fellowship comes
into consideration as an internal habit; in the second it is
rather its confirmation in works. From the very beginning
we have accustomed ourselves to understand the mepimrateiv
év 7$ ¢otl in the first chapter of more than the mere ex-
ternal actions of man in the narrower sense; of the sphere,
rather, in which his whole life and being are rooted. The
duapria and the ddixia are by no means limited to actual
sins of commission ; they include all sins whether in thought
or in word or in work. Similarly, in the second chapter
the Tnpeiv Tas évTohds is not to be restricted to the woieiv
in the external sense, but, as the ideas dyawar and piceiv
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immediately following show, pre-eminently to the inner mind.
And then in the third section of the first part the nature
of it is traced to the émifuula and arafovela: therefore
it is not so much in the outward expressions of a quality
as in the quality itself.

That in ch. i. 6 we read once of wotelv Ty aA7feiav, and
similarly in ch. ii. 17 once of wotelv 70 Gérnua Tob Oecod,
are exceptions which have no power to alter the definitely
marked character of the section in each case; in fact, it is
not the inner mind as opposed to the external confirmation
which is the subject, but the habitus of the Christians
generally, which includes the approval of its reality in
works. Out of this habitus generally is now in the second
part the mocely THy SucatocVymy taken and brought forward
prominently and laid down as the token of that Aabufus:
on its reality, as we have seen, the mappnoia of Christians,
as its final consummation, depended. In details, we may
observe at the outset and in advance, the course of the
whole of the second part is very similar to that of the first.
First, the moely Ty Swcaioclvmy is viewed in reference to
God, then in reference to the brethren; finally, from their
combination the mappnoia is deduced, and thus once more
we have supernumerary confirmation in the tenor of this
part, that its theme is to be found in ver. 28 ; for the
mappnola spoken of there is dilated on after the full
illustration of the mowelv Tgv Sirarocvvnw, which is intro-
duced in ver. 29 ; in harmony, therefore, with our analysis,
according to which the moceiv v Sixaiocvvny is the middle
term between what the uévew év alTg treated of in the
preceding and the mwagpnoia.

Finally, in this way we are extricated, as easily as
satisfactorily, from a difficulty which we designedly left
behind in ver. 27. There the yploua is introduced as an
absolutely right guide, never erring and always to be
depended upon, which the church therefore might follow
most implicitly. We have seen in the proper place that
the anointing oil, by which the church is withdrawn from
the world, is the Holy Ghost; and it is of course seli-
understood that the Spirit cannot deceive. But here comes
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in the question as to how this ypioua may be known as
such, as to what its tests are,—that is to say, if instruction
through the apostolical word is represented as superfinous,
then the door seems to be opened for all fanaticism, which
is always so ready to appeal to the internal voice of the
Spirit, either esteeming the apostolical word less or alto-
gether despising it. The answer to the question here
proposed is given in the new part of the Epistle: only
there is the ypioua, the new birth, present with its abiding
in God, where the moweiv Thv Swcatocdyny is found. Doing
is the evidence of all cvidences; and such a doing as
harmonizes or corresponds with the divine 8ikaiov eivac.
Now it is precisely this relation between the governing
ideas which we now have to do with that brings out the
exquisitely careful steps by which the Epistle goes onward.
The first part leads up to its climax by developing its ideas
to the point at which, by an internal necessity, they must
issue, unless they are to remain both one-sided and untrue.
That the 7rowelv Tyv Sikatocivnr is the conclusive evidence
of any man’s personal Christianity, the only undeceiving
mark by which the Christian may test himself, is in perfect
agreement with the Pauline view; in 2 Tim. ii. 19 it is
said concerning the sure foundation of God, that is, accord-
ing to the context, the Christian community: éyec T
chpayida Talrny, €yvw kipios Tovs dvTas avTol’ Kal, dmwoo-
TTw &mo Ths ddixlas mds o dvoudlwv TO bvoua Incod
Xpiworod. In this passage also there is, by the side of the
divine knowledge which is not within man’s apprehension,
the turning away from @dixia, that is, positively, the mwocelv
Ty Sukatoctvny ; and this latier is the only possible ground
of our own personal knowledge coucerning our belonging to
the olxia Ocod. Not unlike this is the passage, Rom. x. 10.
There it is said that while it is faith that justifies, confession
saves (cwbOfvar), Internally, the right relation to God is
attained through believing ; but in order to the full enjoy-
ment, of the righteousness of faith, and the realization of its
purpose, there must be the outward righteousness of the
life : St. Paul, however, here speaks of its expression in
word, while St. John makes the work prominent. The
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divine sonship spoken of here is imparted before any doing
of man can claim or approve it; but man's good work
demonstrates its reality, and only thus is the full assurance
of sonship attained.

After having found our position by means of a careful
examination of vers. 28 and 29, let us take a parting
glance at the details. St. John begins with xai »iv pévere
év adrd, joining on to the preceding context. The xai
viv is always appropriated to this use, — namely, that
of introducing something new on the basis of a previous
discussion ; such is its service in the only passage of St.
John’s Gospel where it occurs, ch. xvii. 5. The new
thought that enters is the wagpnaia in the judgment, which
thought is mediated and introduced by the motelv Ty
Sukatoavvny. The principle of this mediation between them
is that God Himself is righteous, and righteousness is
therefore an essential attribute of one who is born ¢é&
avTod,—that is, of God’s own very nature. From the con-
nection it follows that the righteousness of God does not
here refer to His judicial righteousness: as if it were, Ye
know that the judgment will be a righteous one, therefore
so act that ye may stand in such a day as that. The
wouely Ty Skaroatvny does not correspond to the judicial
righteousness of God, but to His righteous character and
holiness. Ackatos here has the same meaning as in ch. ii. 2
and John xvii. 25 (comp. on ch. i 9). This principle, that
God is essentially righteous, is to the Christian undoubted
and fundamental, oidate ; and that we on our side have in
the 7rowety v Swwaioalyyy the assurance that we are born
of Him, is the logical deduction that naturally follows,
ywwarere. A thing, however, which is to be represented
as necessary is not expressed by the imperative, but by the
indicative ; comsequently we must understand ywdorere as
indicative here,
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CHAPTER IIL

VERsE 1.

"I8ete, woTamny dydmny Sédwrev fulv ¢ warip, Wwa Tékva
Ocod wAnfdper: Siud TobTo 0 KOTHOS 0V YwwakeL Nuds, T
odk Eyvw avTov.

The external bond of connection between this verse and
what precedes is clear; the Christian sonship, which in
ver. 29 was mentioned in the last place, is resumed by
means of the 7éwwva Oeol wAnbijvar, in order to make
prominent the greatness of the divine gift which is im-
parted in it. Yet this evident connection decides nothing
as to the chain of thought in the following verses ; that
will have to be detected on a careful consideration of the
details. “I8ere, St. John says, moTamny dydmny Sédwwev
nutv o watip. Into the thought of the glory of this sacred
relation our minds should profoundly sink : the emphasis
of that high dignity is not alone in i8ere, which announces
something most specific, but also in the pronoun moerames.
This never occurs in the New Testament save as intro-
ducing an exclamation of amazement. It never serves,
however, to indicate merely external greatness (as equiva-
lent to quantus), but always that which is internal (qualss).
The meaning is not that it is a special kind of love which
we have to wonder at in the divine relation of father, as if
in proportion to other kinds of love ; but the reference is
generally to the wonderfulness of its interior characteristic :
the full depth, interiority, and grace of it is marked im-
pressively by this word. ’Aydmyv &i8ovas says more than
a mere demonstration of love ; the full power of divine
love has imparted itself to us as our own, is a free gift to
us; not only specific manifestations of the love of God,
but that love itself is given to us.
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And this was the Father’s act, 6 matrp. It might seem
obvious, since the subject here is our relation towards God
as children, to refer this matrp to the relation between
God and us, and thus to read it as if it were waryp 7udv.
But a closer consideration teaches that throughout the
entire Gospel of St. John the expression waryjp, when it is
used absolutely of God, always indicates the Father of
Jesus Christ. The only two passages in which it might be
thought to have a different meaning are John iv. 21, 23;
as the woman of Samaria did not know the specific relation
of Jesus to God, the expression must have been unintel-
ligible to her in that sense. But they need not be made
exceptions, especially as the woman certainly understood
that the Lord was speaking concerning God, and there was
no need that she should apprehend precisely in what sense
He used the word. In our Epistle the expression ¢ matijp
is either obviously to be understood at once of God as the
Father of Jesus Christ, as, for example, in ch. ii. 22 seq. ;
or it occurs without manifest reference to Christ, as in
ch. ii. 14-16. But even in these last cases it is not
obligatory to supply nudw; rather, in harmony with the
frequent use of the word in the lips of Jesus, it seems
preferable to find in them the standing designation of the
first person in the Godhead, so that ¢ mwaryp should corre-
spond to our “ God the Father.” If this be so, we are then
disposed here also to regard the expression as indicating
the way in which God has demonstrated this love to us,—
that is, as the Father of Jesus Christ, and through the
mission of His Son.

That the final clause with fva is by most expositors
softened down, and the philological purism of those rebuked
who are not content that it should be so, is easily under-
stood, because in fact, according to the connection, the
xABijvar Téxva Ocod seems to be the content of the aydmry.
We should, indeed, have a perfectly satisfying interpretation
if we take the {va in its rigorous meaning as stating the
design. What a depth and inwardness of love is that
which the Father hath given us in order that we might be
called His children ! The thought would be : “ How much
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1t cost Him that I am redeemed !” Dut since this idea of
the mission and death of His Son comes in without any
direct mediating link, we must prefer to take the xAnfijvac
Ténva Ocol as certainly the content of the dydmwyn ; but that
which is its content and meaning is at the same time its
end. The love of God is manifested in this, that He
makes us His children; but that very same thing is the
goal He aimed at, the object He pursued. Now it is pre-
cisely the latter point that is brought into prominence, and
there is no reason whatever why we should take the va
as echatic. It is God’s will to make us His 7ékva : that
it does mot run simply 7éxva aiTod, but Oecoi is placed
instead, was intended to point to the height and greatness,
past all understanding, of this gift, to be children of the
eternal and all-glorious God.

It is well known that St. John has only the expression
7éxva Oeod, while St. Paul has by the side of it the viol
Ocod. The internal reason of this distinction in the ex-
pression will appear when we come to examine the second
verse. But the material difference between the two manners
of viewing the relation to God we may here at once illus-
trate. The idea of the yevwp@fvas éx Tod Oeod, which,
according to the connection, constitutes the 7éxva ©eod, is
not current in St. Paul's writings ; and when he uses any
expressions like them, they have a different signification
from that of St. John. We know, indeed, that the former
speaks of an dvaxalvwsis Tob véos (Rom. xii. 2); of a véos
dvBpwmos dvarawoiuevos els émiyvwow Tob kTicavros abTov
(Col. iii. 10); of an évdieacfar Tov rawov dvBpwmov Tov
vata Oeov xTio@évra (Eph. iv. 28); of a xawn «xrioes
(Gal. vi. 15). But in all these places the renewal is a
formation back into the original human nature as created
of God. This is expressly brought into prominence in the
passage to the Colossians by the definition 7ol xricavros
avrév. It is a reforming back again which indeed comes
to effect through the grace of God; and it has its measure
or standard (xaté Oeov «xTicfévra) in the nature of God,
because it was simply in the image of God that man was
originally created ; but it is not on that account said to take
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place, as it were, out of or from God’s nature. This, how-
ever, is the side which St. John brings out in the idea of
the maluyyeveaia, of the yeyewwijobar éx 7Tob @eod, and
keeps always before him. Even in the passage where St.
Paul uses the word mahuyyeveoia, Tit. iil. 5, we shall, after
the analogy of his general habit of thought and statement,
be constrained to find only the element of the renewal
through the help of the Divine Spirit, through a renewal or
reimpartation of the original gift of the Spirit (dvaxai-
vwas Iveduaros “Ayiov), while St. John never fixes his
eye on the mere outpouring and help of grace, but always
on the communication of God’s own divine nature.

This difference is in close connection with another which
has often been dwelt upon,—namely, that St. Paul regards
us as children of God adoptive, and therefore uses the word
viofeaia, while St. John regards us as children in nature
and reality. The former stands hard by or is closely related
to the Pauline emphasis on the Christ For us, his juridical
doctrine of satisfaction (this word we use, be it remembered,
without the slightest undertone of condemnation); the
latter is more in harmony with the Johannacan emphasis
upon the Christ IN us. According to St. Paul, we receive
for Christ’s sake the rights of children ; according to St.
John, we receive, through Christ, the children’s nature.
According to St. Paul, the old nature of man is transformed
into a new; according to St. John, an altogether new
principle of nature takes the place of the former, It is
most evident that the two views are substantially one and
true ; but they depend on the respective general systems of
the two apostles. And this explains, too, how the full mean-
ing of 8édwrev is in the leading clause : the love of God is
a gift ; it is particularly the gift of His Spirit; still more
particularly it is the gift of the Spirit of Jesus Christ.

There is a remarkable difference of reading in the telic
clause. According to the authority of the manuscripts,
there should be after the xAnfduev a very decisive xai
éopév added. Respect for the important witnesses in its
favour will not permit us to strike it out absolutely ; yet it
seems to us in a high degree suspicious; not, indeed, on
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account of the continuity in the form of the sentence which
it mars,—for of this there are examples enough to be
adduced,—but on account of the sense of the whole. The
greatness of the divine gift does not consist in this, that
we are acknowledged as God’s children, but primarily and
pre-eminently in this, that we are such in reality ; which
also the recapitulation of the thought in ver. 2 by véxva
Ocod éopéy makes emphatic. The xAnOdpuer of our passage
would be suitable on this supposition only, as it includes
the elvar or éopér. But if, after the xAnOduer, this latter
idea was supernumerarily added, then the former word
must mean only the acknowledgment of somship, and not
the being sons. The emerging thought would then be
harsh and distorted. We might, indeed, accept apev xai
w\nfdpey, but not the inverted order. It is preferable,
therefore, to regard the xai éopév as a gloss which came
very early into the text; this would explain the many
testimonies in its favour as well as its indicative form.
The subject of the verb, who calls us children, is not to be
regarded as God—for what would there be remarkable in
His calling us what we are ?—but believers themselves;
and in favour of this way of taking it comes in the
antithesis in the sequel, ¢ wxbéouos o¥ wywdorer 7pas.
According to our general exposition of the Epistle, the
apostle is occupied from the very beginning with the idea
of the kingdom of God, the kingdom of light; the indi-
vidual comes into consideration not as an individual, but as
a member of the whole body, as a stone in the temple of
God. This recognition which the single member receives
from the church is what lies in the xaXetofat. And there
is a double propriety of the word in this section, which
treats of the confirmation or proof of sonship in deed. In
the spiritual generation lies the point or characteristic to
approve ourselves children of God,—that is, the necessity
of proving ourselves such ; and the precise counterpart of
this is our recognition by others as children.

But, indeed, only on the part of the church. For,
precisely in the proportion that we approve ourselves to
them as children of God, shall we be unintelligible by the
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world. The &a 7Tobro of the last clause in ver. 1 does not
refer to the following {va any more than it does to the
xaheloBar that precedes, but to the Tékva Oeob elvas, or,
still better, to the whole of the previous clause. Because
we have become partakers of this divine love, which com-
municates to us its own essence, the world cannot know
us, because it knows not Him whom we have come to
resemble so much. Substantially, therefore, this proposi-
tion is quite naturally proved by that out of which it
flows ; nevertheless there is a touch of strangemess about
it, inasmuch as there is scarcely any allusion throughout
the entire section, vers. 1-10, to our relation to the world.
And in fact the significance of this added clause is gathered
less from the particular thought precisely touched upon
here, than from the whole tenor of the Johannaean habit
of thinking generally. It is St. John’s manner, as we have
seen it illustrated abundantly throughout the two former
chapters, always to think in antitheses: to comstruct the
matter of a positive idea out of its combination or contrast
with its opposite. Precisely so is it here. The greatness
of God’s love, which admits us into fellowship with God
Himself, is to be brought out all the more vividly through
this antithesis, that our perfect and absolute separation
from the world, even down to a total want of common
understanding, is made so prominent. Thus the second
hemistich is introduced, not for the sake of the discussion
that follows, but purely to illustrate the thought itself and
as such now in hand.

VERSE 2.

Avamnrol, viv Téxva Ocod éoper kal obmw Edavepdldn
m{ éoopefa. olbapev 8¢ 6ri éav Pavepwli, Suoior adr
éoopeba’ 81 oyropeba adrov kabos ot

The fellowship with God, which is based upon the
yevvnpbivar é¢ abrol or the Téxvor @eod elvas, is the
prominent idea of the section before us: the tokens of this
divine sonship, which are no other than the moelv Ty
Sikaroctvny, are not to be more carefully exhibited. Great
as the love of God is which approves itself in the gift of our
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sonship (ver. 1), in that gift it has not reached its highest
goal : it will make us partakers of something higher still.
What that higher prerogative is the second verse shows.
The apostle begins by an emphasized repetition of the
present gift, viv 7éxva Oeod éoupev. The verse before had
spoken of the kAnfijvas Téxkva Oeob, this verse speaks of the
elvas ; for in ver. 1 the apostle’s aim was not only to bring
out our filial relationship to God, but at the same time the
position which in virtue of it we attain as to other children
of God in His kingdom ; but here this aspect of the matter
recedes, and our absolute relationship to God and to Him
alone comes again to the front.

It is usual to expound the thought of the verse thus:
we are already indeed internally the children of God,
though not yet such in the fullest sense of the word ; here-
after this internal Aabitus will also be externally mani-
fested (éav ¢avepwfs), and then will this sonship be
revealed, through the contemplation of God, through the
Spotoy avTe elvas, in all its glory and fulness. The dis-
tinction between the now and the then would accordingly
in that case be only quantitative and not qualitative; not
a difference in the thing, but in the degree of it; only the
difference between the germinal beginning and the developed
consummation. But this analysis seems to us by no means
in harmony with the phraseology of the verse. For when
we read viv Tékva éouév xai olmw épavepwldn Ti éooucha,
there is a difference certainly and obviously established as
to the predicative definition of the sonship: the declaration
of what we shall be one day is placed in contrast with
what we now are, that is, with the Técva Oecod elvar. If we
seize the exact sense of the words, it can be only this,
that we shall be hereafter something different as children
of God from what we now are. If it had been the
apostle’s design to express the thought given above as the
alternative, to wit, that the sonship now begun would
hereafter be consummated, we should expect olmew édave-
pdbn T( éouev instead of olmw édavepwldn Ti égouefa,—
that is, what we essentially are now already is simply not
yet come to its full expansion and development (oimw
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épavepwln). Moreover, we should in this case look for
Téxkva Ocob in the beginning of the sentence, emphasized
thus as the idea common to the present and the future,
Téxva Oecob 78y viv éouev kA But, as the words now
run, the Téxva is in antithesis with what follows: now the
children of God, hereafter something different.

Of course, this antithesis is not an absolute one. By
the ¢avepodobar the future development is also exhibited
as a consummation of the present estate; only that this
development leads to something beyond the téxva Oeob.
Thus, then, an unbiassed consideration of the whole verse
arrives at this idea: we have now the mighty gift of son-
ship to God, but hereafter it will be shown what we shall
be; in any case, something more than this. The crisis at
which this new devclopment will enter is indeed, strictly
speaking, not declared; for we do not read évav, but éav
¢avepwlf; but, inasmuch as this ¢avepwly does sub-
stantially look back to the ¢avepwbivar of ch. ii. 29, it is
manifest that the apostle is thinking of the development
commencing with the judgment, that is, of eternity. But
this does not by any means decide that the ¢avepwfy has
the same subject as in ch, ii. 28, Christ namely; rather it
is more obvious to take 7/ éoduefa as the subject: when it
will come to the light of day to what consummate and final
development we are called.

But, though the matter and meaning of our full develop-
ment does not actually lie before our thought in revelation,
yet it is already well known to us (ol8auev). What it is
we find announced in the two sentences, Guoior adrd
éoopela and oyrépefa alrov rabos éorw. The stricter
apprehension of what this means depends primarily on the
view we take of the é7¢ which introduces the second clause.
It either gives the reason of the first, exhibiting the likeness
as the result of the seeing, or it gives the reason of the
oidapev. But since in the latter case it must, taken ex-
actly, have meant that we know that we shall see Him ;
and further, since the §mresfar adrév as a reason for our
opotov clvar adrd is, as we shall see, a decidedly biblical
idea, we shall adhere to the first view, and accordingly
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proceed from the second clause as the presupposition on
which the first depends.

Now, however, rises the question who is to be under-
stood by the pronoun adrov, whether God or Christ.
It cannot be denied that, taking the preceding sentence
into account, the more obvious subject is ¢ @Oeds; it is
further in favour of referring the pronoun to the Father,
that in ver. 3 the Son is defined by éxeivos; for, if
the Son is throughout spoken of, why this change of the
pronoun, why the éxefvos, which obviously seems to refer to
a more distant subject ? But, as it respects the first reason,
we have just now seen that in ver. 29 the Father is without
any further intimation spoken of after the Son had been
decidedly the subject in ver. 28; while it was there obvious
enough that the reader should understand the Son to be
the subject because St. John points him to the fuépa
kpioews, on which, according to scriptural teaching gene-
rally, as in particular that of ch. ii. 28, the Son is the
active person. As to the second reason, the entering of
éxetvos into the third verse, we may appeal to ver. 7,
where éxeivos stands although in what precedes the Lord
had been more than once spoken of as adrés. But yet
more stringent is the appeal to John v. 39: épevvare Tds
vpadas, 8t Duels Soxeire v adrais fwnyy alovioy Eyew kal
éxetval elow ai paptvpodaar mepi éuov. Here the change
of the pronouns in the same verse obviously did not arise
out of a change in the subject, but éxeivos is substituted
only for stronger emphasis on the same subject: “these
very same are they which testify of Me.” Precisely so is
it here: “ He that hath this hope in Him purifieth himself,
even as the same Ie is pure” But all this only proves
the possibility that the promouns of the second and third
verses collectively may be referred to Christ; it is shown to
be necessary, however, by the expression itself, éyréuefa
abrov xabos éori. 1t is everywhere the scriptural doctrine
that the Father can in no sense whatever be seen. That
does not follow so much from the Johannaean utterance,
Ocdv obdels mdmore TeBéarar,—for, although He is not seen
here below, He might, nevertheless, in some sense be seen

1 JOHN, L
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in eternity,—but it is absolutely required by the Pauline
saying, “Ov eldev ol8els dvfpwmos 008¢ (8elv Svvartar, ..
$ds olwdv dmpéorrov. It is true that in some passages
of the New Testament— not to speak of figurative ex-
pressions in the Old —a seeing or beholding of God is
spoken of. But Matt. v. 8 can hardly be reckoned among
these; on the one hand, because the seven benedictions
revolve so directly in Old Testament terms that we must
needs understand them after the meaning rather of the Old
Testament than of the New, as, for instance, in the verse
immediately following the one referred to the idea of the
viol Ocod is altogether a different one from that which is
exhibited, as we have seen, in our Epistle; on the other
hand, because, as promise and requirement must stand in
a close relation, the preceding xafapoi 7§ rxapdig seems
clearly to indicate the sphere in which the seeing is to be
enjoyed, that is, in the heart.

The meaning of the words is thus no other than that of
Ps. xvii. 15: TR0R PRO2 Ny 990 AN pIv2 8. The
form of God which David would contemplate is His mani-
festation of Himself; and thus the first hemistich also, as
similarly Matt. viii. 15, understands by the seeing of God
the immediate fellowship of the heart with Him. As
it respects Rev. xxii. 4, the visions of this book also are
extremely analogous with the Old Testament style of
representation, and it is hazardous to derive any dogmas
immediately from its figures; while, in addition to this, we
have there the mpéowmov Tob Oecob, and this of itsclf points
us to the sphere of transcendent divine manifestations,

The doctrine of Scripture on this point comes most
clearly out of John xiv. 7. There it is expressly said that
the disciples have seen the Father because they see the
Son: this is the only way in which a vision of God is
practicable. From the beginning of days down to the
most distant aeons the Logos is the only revealer of the
Father; and no one enters into any union with the Father
save through His mediation. That general signification,
according to which the &mrecfar may certainly be
predicated also of God, cannot be applied in our present
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passage: here there is no allusion to any spiritual behold-
ing. For this takes place even on earth, and could not
therefore he appropriately assigned to futurity. Moreover,
in that case, the consequence deduced would not hold good;
for, although in that spiritual sense we may indeed already
see God, we are by no means on that account Suotor aire.
The reference to God is also excluded by the xafws éore:
this addition can mean to indicate nothing less than an
absolutely adequate knowledge of God; but how is it
possible that man, the creature, should ever reach by con-
templation the interior and perfect fulness of the Creator ?
But, if we are reduced on such a supposition to accept the
beholding of God in a limited sense, the consequence
deduced from it, the 8uocov elvar adr@, must in like
manner be limited; and the full and weighty expressions
of the apostle must become altogether indefinite and
nebulous. Only in one way can we know God, that is,
through knowing Christ; and Him we may know because
He has become like us. The same inference we draw
from the expression 8uotor avrd éooueba. Is it the style
of Scripture to say that we shall be like unto God? Con-
cerning Christ it affirms not only the uotwr elvar, but also
the elvas loa Oeg (Phil. il 6); but is this said also of us ?
One we are to become like, the Lord Jesus; therefore
it is said in Phil. iii. 21 that our earthly body is to be
glorified into the likeness (els 70 yevéofar olupoppor)
of His glorified body, and that we should grow up els
wétpov Hlukias kal mAnpouatos Tod Xpiorod. But nothing
of this kind could be said of God, nor is anything of
this kind ever said. Finally, then, as after all our dis-
cussion there is a phraseological possibility of referring
the pronoun to Christ, while all scriptural analogy most
decidedly favours our doing so, we must follow this
guidance; and we shall find that fuller investigation of
the details will furnish further justification of our doing so.

Now when St. John declares that Christians “know”
that they shall see the ILord, the question immediately
rises as to the ground of that knowledge. First of all, we
must go back to the sayings of our Lord Himself; and we
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find in the high-priestly prayer, John xvii. 24, a thought
altogether similar: wdrep, ods 8édwkds por, 0w va Gmov
elpl éyw, xbrelvor dau per’ épod, a Bewpdar TV Sofav Thw
dunw Hv €8wrds por. From these words was derived and
formed the Christian hope of seeing the Lord as He is in
His glory. It is precisely this which the expression says,
yropcla adrov kabds éotiv. A beholding of the glorified
Redeemer as He is (vafos &omw), is, in fact, on earth
impossible; it is altogether outside of the ability of the
human spirit to form a conception of the Son of man as
He is now, since He has been received again into the
fellowship of Deity, the man Jesus with the attributes of
the Godhead ; yea, even His glorified body we cannot con-
ceive of. For all this we have no faculty nor ability to
contemplate now. Kafws 7v, as He once walked on the
face of this earth the Son of man, the apostles had seen
Him ; thus have we also seen Him, at least in spiritual
contemplation, since the apostles have set Him before our
eyes as if He were visibly amongst us crucified ; xafos
éomw, in the glory which He had before the foundation of
the world, and which He has again now restored, no one
has ever yet seen Him, nor can any one sece Him. If,
then, the xafws éotw of our passage corresponds to the
phrase 7oy 80fav v Oédwxds por (John xvii 22); if,
further, the 86a @eob of ch. i. 6 has been understood of
His év ¢oTi elvar,—then must the seeing of the Lord as
He is be no other than the seeing Him as He is ¢as.
Assuredly, the expression @eos ¢ds, ch. i 5, applied
primarily to the Father; not only, however, is it a firmly
settled point that what the Father hath the Son hath like-
wise, but also it is expressly said that the Logos is 10 ¢ds
Tév avfpwmev, and in ch. ii. 9 the expressions év ¢ Pt
elvas, 7o pods arnbwov §8y aiver, are referred to the Son.
The idea of light is so entirely the fundamental idea of the
Epistle before us, that in this passage we may translate
dmreabar alrov xabds éorw by beholding the light of the
Redeemer’s glory. God dwells in an inaccessible light; but
though we cannot find direct access, indirect access we can
find to His presence. OQur verse lays down the means of
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this: we may hereafter see the Lord in His glory, as the
dmwavyacua Tob ¢wros. And thus the apostle’s assertion,
that through this beholding of the Lord (é7:) we may
be made like Him, comes to its clear meaning. Here
again we may refer to Matt. vi. 22: the eye is not only
the organ by means of which we see the light as an
external thing; it is, at the same time, the medium through
which our whole body becomes light,—that 1s, the medium
through which the light outside of us is translated into our
own eye. Thus, he who seeth the Lord in His glory as
light, becomes thercby a light himself; what is beheld
becomes his own immediate possession; he becomes like
his Lord. The &uotos must not be pressed too far, nor
must it be softened away: of the former we are in danger
when we think of anything like absolute equality, which the
word says nothing about; of the latter we are in danger
when we think only of holiness in general. This holiness,
the turning away from all sin, should, according to the
tenor of what follows, be found even upon earth; that is
a prerogative which we already have as 7éxva Oeod; but
when it shall be manifested 7{ éoduefa, there will be
something beyond that privilege, even the glorification of our
whole being after the analogy of the being of our glorified
Lord, It is an altogether wrong and inadequate idea that
limits the blessedness of heaven to sinlessness. Through
sin our whole nature has become different; and therefore
the heavenly life, the duotor €lvar avrd, will be something
beyond the mere ceasing from sin. Sinless our Lord was
upon earth ; yet, notwithstanding that, His present exist-
ence is altogether different from that which He had upon
earth.

And now we have arrived at the point from which we
may clearly discern what is the distinction between the
Téeva @eob and the 74 of which it is said that such we
shall be. That the consummation of believers here dealt
with is to be something different from the sonship, has been
hitherto maintained and proved by appeal to the expres-
sions here used. But now we shall vindicate the correct-
ness of this assertion by substantial reasons taken from the
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nature of the case. Here on earth the Saviour was a Son
of God in the fullest and highest sense. Indeed, He was
also very much more: even here already He was the Son
of God, equal to God in power. But was He equal also
in honour? The dignity, the divine form, He had laid
aside, and with respect to this He was while upon earth,
in virtue of His own spontaneous decision, not dpoios TH
Ocp. To that He was restored in its fullest and deepest
sense only by the ascension. So shall it be with us. We
also are now Téxva ©eob; but that does not constitute us
like the Lord, any more than He Himself was in an abso-
lute measure like God while in His humiliation, where the
popdn Oeod was lacking to Him. But this we shall be,
the apostle’s promise tells us,

And what means the expression which the New Tes-
tament Scripture elsewhere uses to describe this con-
summated likeness? ’A8ergoi XpioTod. Our Lord gives
His disciples this name once after the resurrection (John
xx. 17); for through what it signifies the likeness is
rendered possible ; that is the very foundation of it, as the
Epistle to the Hebrews clearly shows (ch. ii. 11). But, on
the other hand, the feeling of every one of our hearts tells
us that, while we even now may assume to be the children
of God, we cannot arrogate the dignity of brotherhood with
Christ. He is not ashamed to call us brethren (Heb.
ii. 17); but we must not be bold enough to adopt the
name. The brotherhood, which consists in perfect likeness
to the Lord, we shall reach only at the end of the days
when we shall see Him as He is.

Now comes out clearly the reason of that peculiarity
in St. John’s phraseology to which we have referred,—to
wit, that he uses the phrase Téxva @eof, but never adopts
St. Paul's word vioi @cod. The former is a relative and
transitory designation; the latter is one that never ceases.
One remains a viss all through his life; He even who is
exalted to the right hand of God is & vids Tod @ecodi; but
it would be impossible to call Him any longer a Téxvoy,
for in this idea there is always the element of subordina-
tion or of a development not yet fulfilled. On earth human
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parents may, indeed, still term an adult child véxvor; but
that is only because, in relation to their offspring, they are
conscious of being in authority, or of standing in a higher
position. If St. Paul uses, in addition to the expressions
rékva Ocod, that of viol Ocod, it is simply because he con-
denses all that we have or ever shall have into this latter
term, without reflecting specifically on the beginning of
the development as the definition Téxva would suggest it.
On the other hand, St. John uses only this latter expres-
sion, because he never leaves out of sight this element of
the commencing development. St. Paul uses child and son
promiscuously ; St. John does not, for to him child always
denotes the idea of immaturity or of being under age. For
the present, therefore, he knows only the one vios Oeod, Him
who is our common Master ; all the rest of us are Téxva
Ocod. But thus it shall not be always. He thinks of a
stace when we shall be in full possession of equality with
Christ ; and he expresses his idea of this by the 8uocov
eivar alTo, that is, Xpiore. The filial relation, viewed as
Téxva elvas, is therefore not yet identical with the 8uotov
eivar XpiaTg ; it is rather the germ and the principle out
of which the latter grows into full formation, like the moth
from the pupa-chrysalis. And it is this which makes the
term ¢avepobofar so admirably expressive: nothing new
will then be imparted; it will be only the full evolution
or expansion into the light of the germs already deposited.
That our view of the filial relation in St. John’s words is
the right one, receives, as we think, strong support from the
circumstance that the Apocalypse, which points throughout
to this ¢avéowais, altogether omits the word we now
consider.

VERsE 3.

Kal mis 6 &wv T é\mida Tabryy ém’ adrd dyvile
éavtlv, kabos éxeivos dyvos éaTe.

The apostle’s aim in inserting here the reference to the
future consummation in the other world, becomes obvious
in the third verse. His eschatology is one that is alto-
gether practical. To this estate of glory we attain only
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through intermediate stages; it is not reached through an
act of divine despotic power; but a way is definitely
marked out. If the goal is likeness to Christ, it is of the
utmost importance to have that goal always and steadily
and practically in view. Thus the third verse impresses
its seal on our interpretation of the previous one. That is
to say, taking as we have done both pronouns (adros, ver. 2,
and éxeivos, ver. 3) as indicating Churist, the idea is extremely
plain: Would you be hereafter perfectly like Christ, you
must even now aim at this same end. On the other hand,
if we refer the adros of the second verse to the Father, the
point of connection with the third is lost : how from the hope
of becoming like God may spring the zeal to preserve the
dyvela of Christ is not said; and yet it is that we should
expect. But we must even now aim to resemble the dyveia
of our Lord. We must be on our guard against taking this
idea as interchangeable with that of the Gupowov elvar adre
in the previous verse. ‘Ayvela is essentially the require-
ment of sinlessmess; this is exhibited as the goal and
problem of the earthly development of the Christian. But
if I think of this requirement as fulfilled, yet this is far
from including the full meaning of the Guowov eivar aird,
as it was still more closely defined by the addition xafds
éori. Christ was, indeed, sinless here upon earth; but
that did not constitute Him the glorified one whom we are
to become like. The weakness of which the Apostle Paul
speaks, in relation to Christ’s earthly life (2 Cor. xiil 4),
the constraints and manifold limitation to which He had
subjected Himself, would remain in us also, even if we
were supposed to be sinless. It is therefore with perfect
propriety that St. John regards this dyvela as only a pre-
liminary and condition of the &uotoy elvas hereafter to be
attained.

But the requirement of dyvela requires to be defined
more closely. Despite its etymological affinity with dyuos,
the word dywos, in profane as well as in scriptural use, has
a perfectly distinct and definite meaning apart from &ytos.
On the one hand, it is to be observed that dyvés contains
even in classical Greek a negative element, which takes
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form in an abundance of connections, such as dyvos ¢ovou,
dyvos yduov. Further, the etymological link with &fecfas,
fear, and dyapa:, wonder at, is more firmly adhered to in
dyvos than in dywos. ‘Ayvos is he who is by any autho-
rity, or by any power swaying him, preserved from evil
The ayvov elvar comes to effect through the aibds, the
sacred fear. Hence the word is never nsed of God Him-
self; though &yies is used of Him, signifying as it does
generally severance from all evil. Hence, further, dyvés is
especially used of the chaste spirit; it rests essentially on
the internal abhorrence of anything that would tarnish
virgin purity and honour. Similarly, when dyves is said
of the Nazarite: his abstinentie is grounded on the dread
of tainting by contact with the profane the divine to which
he is consecrated. In like manner, the word is in Exodus
applied to preparation for the divine revelation of the law:
here, also, there is a dread of bringing the natural into too
close proximity to the divine, From all this it appears
that dyvela is substantially the virtue of reverentia. But
this being so,—and all passages of the New Testament in
which dyvds, and words derived from it, appear, eonfirm it,
—the idea seems altogether inappropriate to the exalted
Christ. If we read xafws éxeivos ayvés v, that would not
seem quite so strange, for we might suppose this reverentia
to have been displayed by the Lord while on earth; His
perpetual waiting on the will of the Father, which is so
prominent in St. John’s Gospel, is nothing but that holy
fear. But can this be affirmed also of the glorified Christ ?
Is that now necessary to Him ? can He indeed yet excrcise
that 2 The breath of disciplinary severity, which cannot be
detached from the word dyvela, may yet in a certain way
be predicated even of the Exalted One. For His present
glory He reached, according to Scripture, only through His
absolute obedience, in virtue of His overcoming all tempta-
tions, and most entirely submitting Himself to the obedience
of the Father's will. And that which He thus as man
attained through exercise of the ayvela is now still stamped
upon the countenance of the Redeemer; even as He is
beheld by the same St. John in the form and under the
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aspect of the apviov éodayuévor. Nothing of what the
Lord possessed upon earth has passed away; everything
has become an eternal element of His personality. As
with man nothing that he has experienced and has become
passes away, but without it he would be through the ages
of ages different from what he is, so also with the Lord.
If, then, we are to become hereafter like Him, the apostle
says, we must on our part appropriate to ourselves the
ayveia which the Lord exercised here below, in virtue of
which He passed into His glory. There is no word which
to the same extent as this expresses the whole grace and
tenderness of the ethical habit.

Let us now gather up the connection of the strain now
developed. St. John taught us, in ch. ii. 29, that we shall
have confidence in the day of judgment only on the ground
of the mowely Ty Stkatoovvny, which will approve us as yeyer-
viuévor éx Toli Ocol. This yeyevvijolar éx Tod Oeot is first
of all, as we have seen, and as the apostle himself firmly
establishes by the éwxev, a divine gift, entirely independent
of human act, the gift, that is, of the Spirit, or, more particu-
larly, of the Spirit of Jesus Christ. That is the beginning
of all Christian development. We are called the sons of
God (¥Anfduev, ver. 1) not on account of anything we do,
but in virtue of a divine act accomplished in us. But, on
the other hand, we are to become, éav ¢avepwfy, like
Christ; and that can take place only if the possibility of
this likeness is on our part afforded by the aywilew.
Between that originating divine act, by which He gives us
the Holy Spirit and declares us to be His children, and
this conclusive and consummating divine act, by which He
makes us like Christ, that is, glorifies us, there is thus a
mediating human act or doing, which is called as to its
internal characteristic aryveia, and according to its outward
expressions gowty v SwcatocVryy. Thus, while God now
beholds us as His sons on the ground of His gift, He will
call us such in the judgment only if, in the strength of
that gift, we have become sons in our act, that is, in the
full transformation of our life. The subject, therefore, of
the first three verses of our chapter is to establish the
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ground of the assurance that the regenerate have confidence
through the working of righteousness: the reason is con-
tained in the exposition that the sonship as the gift of God
is only the beginning, and that between this and the con-
summation (ver. 2) the dyvela, or the moral character and
life by which that beginning is to be confirmed and approved,
is to be intermediately carried out.

VERSE 4.

IIés 6 mowdv Ty duaptiav, kal ™y dvoulav mowel xai
7 dpapTtia éoTiv 7 dvouia.

The exhortation to the mowely Tjv Swcatocivyy takes a
form habitual to our apostle : first of all, he presents sharply
to view the duaptia, its opposite, in order that thereby he
may illustrate the meaning of the positive idea concerning
which he has to speak. Here it is above all needful that
we should regard anything that opposes the dwcatoctvny as
also a contradiction and absolute opposite to the divine
nature, as contrary to God in its very essence; and that
we should be careful not arbitrarily to restrict in any way
the idea of sin. This definition and delimitation of the
idea of auaptia is the subject of the fourth verse.

This word is not supposed, in the apostle’s teaching, to
convey a more comprehensive idea than dwoula, but to be
strictly co-extensive with it: wherever, therefore, we are
constrained to find duapria. Nothing evil can to the Chris-
tian man be merely imperfection, or sin, so to speak, of
the second degree: all is to him transgression of the law.
Such is the strict meaning of the word dwouia even in
classical Greek: it signifies not the conduet which proceeds
from a state in which the law is either absent or unknown,
it does mot imply the exclusion of a woues, but rather
expresses a guilt which casts aside the law already existing
by actual neglect of its requirements, just as in the German
Ungesetzlichkeit is interchangeable with Widergesetzlichkert.
And thus dvouta, when the word really oceurs in its full
meaning, is the very strongest definition or description of sin :
the wouos, indeed, according to St. Paul, makes sin generally
exceeding sinful, and his emphatic word émwcardparos mas
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85 odk 2upiver &y maau Tols weypappévois év T4 BNy Tob
vépov (Gal. ii. 20), refers, precisely as St. James does,
ch. ii. 10, 8amis Shov Ty véuov Tpricel, mwralcer 8¢ év évi,
yéyove mdvrov Eoyos, to sin as definitely and strictly
dvouia. This sunders man unfailingly, according to the
very idea of man, from God. And the force of the apostle’s
declaration is, that avouia is not a subordinate kind or a
specifically aggravated degree of the duapria, but that
every duaptia is at the same time dvoula: in short, that
the two ideas cannot be separated from each other.

The solemn earnestness of this proposition will appear
more fully when we inquire what the wouos is, and what
is in St. John’s estimation that wéuos, the violation or not
following of which he speaks of in the dvoula. Most
certainly it is not the universal law of conscience; for the
New Testament never calls that vopos; nor yet is it, how-
ever, the law of Moses or the old covenant as such. It is
not this, first, because in the Old Testament the strict
congruence or coincidence here declared between apapria
and avoulz did not yet exist: there were actually multi-
tudes of dpaptiai, or moral delinquencies, for instance, in
the connubial relations which were not forbidden by the
letter of the Mosaic law, and were not therefore dvoula.
Secondly, not the old law, because St. John furnishes no
instance of the word womos, standing absolutely, heing
applied to the Mosaic law. It is true that in two passages
(John vii. 49, xii. 34) it stands absolutely and as the
definition of the Old Testament canon; but it must be
observed that this is put into the mouth of the Pharisees
only; and elsewhere there is the invariable addition ¢ »éuos
Oudv, o vopos Mwiicéws, or the like. The reason of this is
to be found in the fact that St. John starts originally (ch.
i. 18) from the great principle of a sharp antithesis between
the revelation of the law and the revelation through Christ.
The Mosaic law was to him absolutely and only the law of
the Jews: although this did no violence to the truth that
Christ was born o xkaraAdear Tov vopov dAAG TARpdGaL.

Thus we are constrained to understand the wogos, op-
position to which is here expressed by the word dvoula,
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of the divine law generally and universally, as it is
revealed through Cbrist: the expression refers as well
to the as it were new commandments given by the
Saviour, as to the spirit of the Old Testament which our
lawgiver has only released from the sypduua enveloping it
and thrust forward into the foreground. The uttered or
revealed will of God is the wduos, therefore @voula is the
opposition or rebellion of the lawless will against this
will. Every duaptia, consequently, bears on its front the
impress of avoula as thus explained: every transgression
or shortcoming in the widest sense of the word. But this
view of the matter was not obvious to the churches here
addressed, any more than it is obvious to us who have
received this fundamental declaration in its true meaning:
it is only too common in the very nature of men to
establish distinctions and gradations among individual sins.
As to the countless little failures and defects in common
life, no man indeed who is filled with the Spirit of Christ
will justify these, or even hold them as indifferent: but
have we in relation to them a pressing consciousness of
actual transgression of law? Do we look at the manifold
discords of our life, and its deviations from the line of the
Christian ideal as positive sins, every one of which imme-
diately and certainly separates us from God, and can be
expiated or abolished only by deep repentance and a distinct
act of forgiveness? Most assuredly in multitudes of cases
it is not so: such things are thought of as imperfections, but
do not press on the consciousness as dvoulia.

Now, St. John declares here that this current view of
the matter as entertained by us is not of the truth; he
lays this down as an axiom without any further demonstra-
tion: the demonstration of it is plain enough throughout
the whole teaching of the apostle. If, in fact, the Spirit
of Christ guides us into all truth, and therefore in every
particular case shows us what is right, every sin must be
an act of resistance to the drawing of the Spirit, and
consequently of disobedience to the will of God as shown
by the Spirit, and consequently against the vopos Oeod.
I may not in the specific case have been conscious of the
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drawing of the Spirit; but then that was my fault, and
does not alter the position of things. As in the well-
known passage in the Sermon on the Mount concern-
ing the oath, the centre and pith of the explanation—
too often unobserved—is that the mere utterance of yea
must itself contain equally inviolable truth as the oath
with its strong emphasis, the simple affirmation being
lifted up to the height of the oath; so here in like manner
it is the design of St. John to elevate every sin in its
whole and wide domain to the degree of dvouia. There
lies in every sin, of whatever kind for the rest it may be,
the highest grade of guiltiness.

But this definition of the nature of sin, as it is contained
in the words 7 duapria éotiv 7 dvoula, does not itself
constitute the motive of the verse, but serves only for the
illustration of the first member of it: he who committeth
sin committeth also a breach of the law. The article before
apaptiav is not intended to distinguish a specific kind of
sin from other kinds; for nothing whatever had been said
about various kinds of sin in the present Epistle. Tt
simply comprehends the diversified acts of human sin
which may take place into the unity of one idea. He who
apapriov Tiva Towet, by that very fact also committeth mv
apaptiav; in every individual transgression the nature of
the sin is manifested. The emphasis lies in the first
hemistich plainly upon the 7oweiv ; for generally the apostle
is here occupied with the doing of men. That the mroweiy
™p duaptiav is identical with the moweiv Thw dwoplav, the
apostle proves by the simple declaration that duapria and
avopla are or ought to be for Christians interchangeable
ideas. Similarity of nature implies or produces similarity
of outward manifestation. Substantially, therefore, the
second universal proposition of the verse is the demon-
stration or proof of the first particular proposition; but,
inasmuch as they are bound together by the general xai,
we see that the apostle reflects not precisely on the causal
connection of the two propositions, but simply regards the
second as the illustration of the first. Now, if every sin is,
as well in its internal nature (ver. 43) as in its outward
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revelation (ver. 4a), dvoula, this assertion must bear to be
applied to every specific case: hence the wds placed first
with strong emphasis, which in this particular section
appears as abundant as in the section parallel to it in the
organism of the Epistle, ch. i. 6 seq. (comp. vers. 3, 4, 6,
down to 9,10 seq.). It is precisely this emphatic assertion
of the universal and exceptionless fact that is calculated to
impress deeply the conviction that the question here is of
every individual sin and of every individual sinner.

VERsE 5.

Kal oldate 871 éxelvos épavepwly, lva Tas auaptias dpy
kai auaptia év adT@ olk éoTe.

Now, as every sinful work is express opposition to the
commandment, the revealed will of God, so also it is further
a contradiction as well to the manifestation of Christ
(ver. 5a) as to His person (ver. 5b); for He appeared to no
other end than tas auaprias dpac. This phrase may have
three meanings: either that Christ has borne our sins, or
that He took them upon Himself, or that He has taken
them away. At a glance it will be plain that these three
interpretations are substantially very near to each other.
If Jesus took sins upon Himself, that could be only in
order to bear them ; and if He did this, it was, however, for
the sake of taking away, and with that design. On the
other hand, if the word signifies here that He has borne
them away, there are abundant reasons from other quarters
to assure us that this was accomplished through His bearing
them. Nevertheless, the decision of this point is not matter
of indifference; for in the nature of the case St. John
must have had expressly in view one or other of these
elements.

The signification of bearing we must give up at once,
because St. John never elsewhere uses aipew in this mean-
ing; it would be necessary, therefore, to resort to it only if
the ordinary meaning was not sufficient. Our apostle uses
the word either in an external and local sense for “lifting up
anything,” for example, xeipas, Aifovs, and the like, or with
the significance of “taking away.” Now, if alpew is here
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to mean “take on Himself,” the additional clause xal év
abrd dpapria odx &orw must signify only that although
there was no sin in Him, nevertheless He suffered Himself
to be treated as a sinner,—that, in fact, not His own sin, but
the sin of others lay upon Him. But there is nothing here
to indicate such a thought as that; and, moreover, in this
case we should have rcad not & riv, but #v. Further, the
expression “ take sin on Himself” would lead us to the
atonement ; and the idea would be strictly parallel with
that expressed in ch. ii., that Jesus is the Aagués mepl TGV
auaptior. But any such remembrancer of the atonement
must be supposed, as in the instance just quoted, to be
applied as a consolation to those who are still and ever
harassed with sin; and what the context here requires as
its design is exhortation rather than comfort. In the case
just supposed the meaning would be: as ye were the cause
of such pains to your Lord, now show yourselves thankful ;
of this, however, there is not the faintest indication.

But there is perfect appropriateness in the thought of a
remembrancer of the redemption from sin fully accomplished
by our Lord, as that redemption consists in the “ doing
away of sin” (the #udv, “our sins,” must be struck out).
If Jesus put away sins, then no one has any part in Him
who suffers himself to have any confederacy with sin.

And by what means was this putting away accomplished,
and the new man who Tyv Swkaioocvny mowel implanted
instead? This is answered by the épavepwfn. It is clear
that the expression is larger than wdoyew or dmofvioxew,
of which, when redemption is in question, we usually think
first of all; but it is also quite distinct from the els Tow
xéopov éxfavber or the capf éyévero. On the one hand, it
signifies less than those phrases, inasmuch as the manner in
which His manifestation was consummated is not indicated ;
while at the same time more than they, inasmuch as it
does declare that before the passion His work was actually
efficient, although by it alone it was brought to full mani-
festation. The entire contents of the prologue, John i, 1-13,
—that the Logos had been from the beginning the light
and life of the world, but by means of His incarnation
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had manifested Himself as such in the highest sense,—lies
wrapped up germinally in the ¢avepotiofar. This self-
manifestation was ordered expressly with this design (iva),
that sin should be made to disappear. In the fact that the
Zwi as such is made manifest, the power of death is sub-
stantially taken away through its manifestation ; in the fact
that the ¢ds dAnfwdy shineth, the darkness recedes im-
mediately and in virtue of its very shining: by a natural
necessity the design of our Lord is accomplished; and
in reality His entire life, which is here comprehended in
the épavepwdy, has not only a redeeming aim and ten-
dency, but also a redeeming power. Through His whole
influence, word, suffering, dying, rising again, — that is,
through the whole process of His ¢avépwois taken on all
sides,—He implanted in the world subjected to sin the
germ of sinlessness. According to the apostle’s view, this
power was not wrapped up and concluded in His death,
although it was in His death that this power was pre-
eminently unfolded.

The parallel passage, John i. 29, confirms this view of
the matter; and that is peculiarly important, because the
two passages cannot well be separated from each other.
There we read, 6 duvos Tob Oecod o0 alpwy Tas apaprias Tob
xoopov. The present participle in this sentence does not
require to be explained by the theory that St. John brings
forward into the present the element of Christ's death ; nor
on the principle that the present is chosen because the effects
of that death always continue to the time that now is:
on either of these suppositions the present would really be
treated as the future. The participle must be understood
in its most proper and distinctive meaning. Already at
that very time the Lord was in act to take away the sin of
the world, because He was such through His whole life;
already at that time He was the duvos Tob ©eod, because
He was so through His whole life, and not first in His
death became the Lamb.

This aspect of the matter would have much more im-
portance attached to it, and it would exert a healthier
influence on our entire soteriology, if we conceived more
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justly and laid to heart more simply the words of Matt.
viii. 17. The evangelist there regards the work of Christ
as already, in the first period of it, fulfilling the prophetic
word, Tas dofevelas Hudv EnafBe kal Tas véoovs Hudy éBda-
racev: this prophetic word we are accustomed to refer to
the death of Christ; but the evangelist’s use of it points
directly to the view we have just been exhibiting and
defending. For if our Lord through His whole activity,
and specifically in His healing of the sick, bore our sorrow,
so also throughout His whole life He took it away ; for the
former was a reality only on account of the latter. In John
i. 29 we certainly find, in connection with the redeeming
and delivering element, which is represented by aipew, the
atoning element also, as contained in the expression auvos
7ot Ocovr; for even if we consider this to refer at once to
the paschal lamb, at any rate there was an expiating and
therefore sacrificial characteristic in it. It is indeed other-
wise in our passage: here the vios Tod Oeob is the subject :
the Son of God was manifested in order to abolish sin,
establish His kingdom, and destroy the kingdom of the
devil (ver. 8); here, therefore, prominence is given, not to
the form of a Servant which our Lord assumed in order to
our reconciliation with God, but to the might of the Ruler
who has brought to light life and our immortality of being.

Thus the only two passages (ours and the parallel in the
Gospel) which have been adduced against the interpretation
of aipew as take away, have been seen to admit it as possible,
and our own to require it absolutely. It is useless, in
opposition, to urge, finally, that aipew is the translation of
®¥3, and that therefore it must miean bear, or at least to
take upon Himself. Not only may be opposed to this the
fact that the Septuagint invariably reproduces “bear” by
déperv and the like, but that the N9, particularly in its
combination with Y¢'B, has precisely the meaning of taking
away sin; compare Ps. xxxii. 1. Thus the Old Testament
gives our interpretation its full sanction.

The second clause of the verse is externally to be taken
as a leading proposition; for the Johannaean diction is
so far Hebraizing, that it prefers the juxtaposition or co-
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ordination of sentences to their subordination; whence it
sometimes happens that the second member of a subordinate
clause is changed into a main proposition. It is precisely
so here. But if we take the second hemistich as only
formally independent, it is substantially to be regarded as
dependent on the oidate. But then what is the relation of
the clause, linked with it by xa:, introducing the thought
of the righteousness of Jesus, to the preceding thought of
His redeeming work ? When we observe that the verse
following is joined on to the close of this one,—as there is
no sin in Jesus, there ought not to be sin in him who, for
his part, belongs to Jesus,—and thus that the dupapriav
@pas apparently comes no further into consideration, we
shall obviously see in the words duaptia év aiTg odr éoTiw
the apostle’s more particular specification of the grounds of
the duaprias apar. That being the case, the second hemi-
stich only bringing out into prominence the fundamental
thought of the first, this latter must be regarded as really
included in the reference when we find that the following
verse is formally linked only to the second clause. The
concluding words of the verse thus indicate the way in
which Jesus has brought to effect the duaprias dpar: it is
because He manifested Himself as the sinless one, and
through that same manifestation communicated His sinless-
ness to men also. For if a mere human word or work can
produce a transforming effect on him to whom it is com-
municated, how much more will the  revelation of the
righteousness of Christ be able to act transformingly on the
recipients of that revelation! For the rest, duapria év
adtd ok éorw is by no means the equivalent of ayvos éore
in ver. 3: the latter marks especially the internal kabitus
of the character, on the ground of which sinning is im-
possible ; the former refers rather to the expressions of that
internal quality.
VERSE 6.

Ias ¢ év adrd pévov, ody duaprdver mas 6 dpaprdvwy,
oby édpaxev adTov, 0vdé Eyvwrey avTov.

‘When, therefore, the apostle deduces from the end of the
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manifestation of Jesus, and then more particularly from
the nature of Him who appeared, that sin and belonging
to the Lord are perfectly irreconcilable opposites, this is
logically altogether clear and incontrovertible. But, on the
other hand, there is much that rises up against the simple
and unlimited acknowledgment of the saying before us:
not only does the common Christian consciousness which—
despite sin still operative in believers—still clings to the
fact of sonship to God revolt against it, but also this
exaggeration of the antithesis seems not to harmonize with
our Epistle itself. While in our verse the apostle makes
it emphatic that every one who sins neither has nor can
have had any fellowship with the Lord, he has notwith-
standing, in ch. i. 8—10, not only recognised the presence
of sin in believers, but even described their denial of it as
an essential lie, and as a clear token of the absence of
fellowship with the Lord. Hence it is easily to Le under-
stood that many industrious attempts have been made to
soften down the meaning of our verse,and thus to reconcile
it with clear and express declarations elsewhere. But all
these efforts are discredited by the phraseology and the
context of our passage. It has been attempted to explain
auaprdvety as continuing in sin; but the arbitrariness of
such an exegesis is manifest at once. And if the sins are
limited to very grave sins, such as the sin unto death, this
is evidently contradictory to the context and spirit of the
argument, in which the apostle is simply denying every dis-
tinction between sin and sin, and exhibiting every duapria
as also an dvouia. But not less erroneous is the explana-
tion that the Christian does not in fact sin, because, as a
Christian and according to his new man, he cannot sin, but
as such cherishes nothing but hatred against the sin which,
according to his old man, he commits. For although I may
hate the sin which I do, it still remains sin; and as it is
in me, it cannot possibly be said of me that I sin not:
granted that I cannot in my new man sin, nevertheless it is
the I, my person, which is the sinning subject. Generally,
the view cannot be psychologically sustained which would
introduce a total cleavage of the one human constitution,
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making the half of the man a sinner —that is, the old man
—at the very time that the other half is under the influence
of the Holy Spirit. All subterfuges of this and of similar
kinds are exploded by a touch of the passage itself. We
have seen that the apostle pleads against every sin as dvouia ;
and that, further, according to the Scripture, every avoula
inevitably separates from God. Then it follows directly
and most closely from these premises, that every sin, be it
what it may, sunders from God ; and that he who commits
it can have no communion with Him. How such a rigid
scriptural utterance as this can be reconciled with the rest
of Scripture is another and a second question, which we
leave at present unconsidered. It is enough now to
establish that St. John did lay down the propositions we
now consider.

The second half of the verse gives us the converse of the
proposition we have been studying, but in such a way that
its idea is only made essentially more intense. The thought
of the former clause, wds ¢ év adrg pévwv oly duaprdve,is
in itself not absolutely inexplicable: it might be said that
the sinning man had fellowship with God, and will have it
again ; and that his sin has also interrupted that fellowship.
But all this is taken away by the second clause, which
makes it more startling than ever: the pévew of the former
does seem, indeed, to presuppose that there had been an
actual past union with God; but here this is expressly
denied, for we read: mds 0 dpaprdvev ovy édpaxev alrov
00d¢ &yvwxev abrév. If we had the present tense in each
case instead of the perfect, the meaning of the latter clause
would be very much the same as that of the former: sup-
posing that in the critical time of sinning the image of the
Lord is not on the table of my heart, might it not have
heen there before though it is not there now? The éwpa-
«évas here might be explained by the same word in ver. 2.
It is true that they do mnot refer to the same object: in
ver. 2 the glorified Son of God is the object beheld ; but
He cannot be meant in our present passage. e cannot
according to the connection; and because, simply, we have
no image in our minds of the glorified Christ, nor can our
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thoughts of Him serve us here in the least degree. Here
the object beheld is the Lord as He was once manifested,
¢pavepdln, and as He in fact in whom duapria ok ésTw.
Thus the éwpaxévas refers to the Lord not kafws éoTw, but
xabas 7 : just as the apostles have depicted Him in His life
and sufferings before our eyes, as if in fact He had been
crucified amongst ourselves (Gal. iii 1, after Luther). Yet
even if the two beholdings in this and the second verse are
different as to the aspect of the object beheld, the seeing
itself is of the very same nature, and is followed in both
cases by the same results. When we behold the glorified
Lord we shall be changed into the same image, and be in
fact glorified ourselves; and so here likewise, he who has
truly beheld the Sinless One should through this beholding
himself become sinless. This consequence is so express to
the apostle’s mind as to bring out the declaration, that
he who 'is not sinless proves by that very fact his never
having yet beheld the Lord.

Of course it needs not to be insisted on that the seeing
here meant does mnot consist in historical knowledge of
Christ ; but that such a perception is meant as is brought
about by the instrumentality of the Spirit of Christ Him-
self, whose office is to bring to remembrance of the disciples
both Him and all that He has said. Hence the apostle
goes on to say that the sinning man, as he has not seen the
Lord, so also he “has not known Him.” This position after
opav is intended to stamp the yivworew as either a higher
grade or as a consequence of the seeing. It is not that
opav is a figurative expression, and yiwéorew its translation
into fact: this is evident partly from the 0d8é itself, which
points to a distinction between the ideas which it divides,
and partly from the circumstance that to St. John the Jpav
is by no means a figure, but the standing expression for a
spiritual enmergy which absolutely refuses to be translated
into anything else. The difference between the two words
is rather this, that opdr indicates the intuition, the act in
virtue of which I take something immediately into myself
or my mind ; while ywdorew defines the apprehension or
knowledge which is found as the consequence of this



CHAP. TIL 6. 183

intuition,—that is, the consciousness and the means of it,
its reconciliation with all the other objects of my thinking,
Consequently the ywwarew is the result of the pdv: the
formner without the latter would be an impossibility. It is
customary with the Scripture generally to take the word
ywaakew with a specially emphatic meaning. Thus, when
in Matt. vii. 23 the Lord says to those who would bring to
His mind their great deeds: oddémore éyvorv tuds. And
yet it is unimaginable that a wpopnredew, a Saijuovas éx-
BdA\ew, in the name of Jesus, could be wrought without
some corresponding relation to the Lord behind them ; but
the Lord denies any such relation. This is substantially
the same case as that in our verse, and corresponds to its
assertion that he who sinneth never had fellowship with
the Lord. The only question is, how we are to understand
a doctrine of Scripture which is so clearly expressed.

The history of St. Paul’s conversion may give us help.
It is said there, on the one hand, that the apostle’s com-
panions had not heard the voice which spoke to him (Acts
xxii. 9); and, on the other, that they had heard it (Acts
ix. 7). There is no contradiction here ; for in the one case
it is declared that they heard a sound and perceived a voice,
while in the other it is said that they did not hear the
words of this voice. It was the same with the heavenly
voice which the Lord heard in John xii. 28 : some heard
the sound as it were only of thunder; others discerned an
angel’s voice; the disciples alone heard the words which
were pronounced. In this latter case it might have been
said of the people that they heard a voice as well as the
seemingly direct contrary. In both the examples thus
adduced it might have been said that nothing was heard,
inasmuch as that was not heard which was properly to be
heard. The relation in our present passage between seeing
and knowing is precisely similar. St. John uses them
here, as in Acts xxii. 9 the hearing is used, with an
emphatic meaning: the sinning man demonstrates by his
sin, that knowing in the strict sense cannot be predicated
of him ; for had he really known, he could not have sinned.
But that does not exclude the possibility that elsewhere
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the same ideas may be found with a more lax application.
Even from the hem of our Saviour’s garment a virtue
issued, and there was healing in the apostle’s handkerchief;
but he who had experienced the healing power of the
handkerchief was far from being on that account acquainted
with all the treasures that flowed from the spirit of the
apostlee. 'We may here and there and in some various
degrees submit to the influence of the Holy Ghost, and
break off many a sin; but so long as sin is still in us, it
is proved that we have seen only the hem of the Lord’s
garment, not His very nature; for His nature is 8wcatoaivy,
and he who had seen and known Him as &ikatos must
through that seeing have become himself sinless.

Now let us sum up the meaning of the verse. He who
abideth in Christ sinneth not. The present does not express
precisely the actual now, but a continuing condition: in
him in whom the uérerw has become a reality, for pévew
carries with it the idea of abiding continuously. In him
there is the abiding condition of the oly duaprdvew.
Again, on the other hand, in the case of him who sinneth,
such an abiding state has not been attained: the actings of
the opav and ywdorew are—let the perfects be observed—
not accomplished facts. Then the sum is: every sin
demonstrates that we are not found in the fellowship of
the Lord.

VERSE 7.

Texvla, pndeis mhavdto pds 6 woudy Tyv Sukaiooivny
dinaids éati, kabas éxeivos Sikaids éoTuw.

But this thought is too keen, too repellent to the natural
man, for reception in this plain form, and without quali-
fication. Hence follows the express exhortation not to be
led astray by opposite and erroneous thoughts. The direct
appeal by no means introduces a new thought; but here
as everywhere its aim is to bring close home the apostolic
utterance to the individual reader. The words undels
7mhavdTw Upds lead at once to the supposition that the
church was in danger of giving heed to such spirits of
error ; but we must not overlook the fact that the tempta-
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tion to lower views is not supposed to lie in any definite
relation to others and in any definite sect, but is always
grounded on the thoughtlessness of the natural man. We
are too often content with the consciousness that we stand
in some special relation to the Lord, and come to regard
sin as an unavoidable evil which is not so very hurtful as
might be thought. In opposition to this, the apostle makes
it emphatic that the only test, the only sure evidence, of
the righteousness of believing is the righteousness of living:
where the latter is wanting, there must be something
fundamentally wrong in the former. The stress of the
seventh verse lies on the 7oceiv: he only is righteous whose
righteousness is approved in act. As we read in John
il 31, o dw éx Tis oy, éx Ths s éom,—he whose origin
is the earth has in fact an earthly origin, bears its signa-
ture in himself—so it is here with the ¢ 7oy ww
Sukatoaivyy Sixaids éoTw: he who is righteous must be
simply righteous, and bear the stamp of righteousness on
himself. It is then added that this righteousness, thus
approving itself, makes us like the righteous Christ. This
does not mean to say that by such a procedure we may
attain to a specially distinguished kind of righteousness,
such, namely, as Christ had ; for the apostle in this present
connection knows nothing about gradations in righteousness
any more than he acknowledges gradations in sin. The
clause xafws x.T.\. rather points back to ver. 3: there it
was said that the goal of our earthly development is the
ayvela of Christ; and this we are supposed in the present
words of St. John to reach in the doing of righteousness.

VERSE 8.

‘0 mouby Ty dpaptiav, ék Tob SiaBolov éoTiv. T am
dpxis 6 SudfBohos aupaprdver. Elis Tobro épavepwldn o vivs
700 Ocod, iva Moy Ta &ya Tod SiaBorov.

As we in this way enter into fellowship with the Lord,
so through the moweiv Tyv auapriav we enter into fellowship
with the devil: this is, generally, the matter of the eighth
verse. The latter part of it first of all demands our
attention ; as it in fact furnishes the logical basis of the
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former. Because the devil sinneth from the beginning, do
all sinners therefore spring from him? There is certainly
a suspicious tone of the post hoc ergo propter hoc about this.
But all depends on the right view of &m dpy7s. The idea
of the dpysj is applied in such manifold ways, that it must
in every individual case be explained by the context.
The interpretation that the devil sins from the beginning
of his being or existence is by no means justified by the
expression ; for the absolutely general am dpyfs would be
quite unsuitable to such a notion. The only tolerable
reference is to the duaprdvew: the devil was the origin of
sinning, or it made its beginning in him. When that
beginning of sin and of his sinning took place is not here
mentioned : it is enough that his sin was the first. But
there is assuredly no reason, and it would be entirely
wrong, to understand this beginning of the fall of Adam.
What allusion can there be in the general and indefinite
am’ apyis to the fall of man? It is of no use to appeal
to John viil. 14 in favour of such an interpretation: that
passage affirms that the devil was a murderer of man from
the beginning; but the a=’ dpysjs has there its closer
definition in the @vfpwmokTéves, he could have been such
a murderer only when men began to exist, and thus the
context in the cited passage absolutely determines the
reference of &7’ dpyds to the paradisiacal history. But here
we have no closer definition of the an’ dpy#s; and it must
therefore be referred to the beginning of sin in general, to
the act by which the devil became the devil. The idea of
sin through him first came into life and reality. Thus
viewed, the thought is the same as would have been
expressed by év dpxf or mpdres 0 SdBoNes HudprTyrev ;
and that this form was not selected, is to be accounted for
by the fact that the writer thinks of his sin and would
have us think of it, not as one act once performed, but as
the permanent habit and at the same time the original
deed of sinning. The combination of these two ideas
hardly allows any other expression to be used than that
which the apostle employs.

Thus the clause an’ apyis ¢ SudBodos dpaprdver only
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declares really that the devil before any other being sinned,
and has since been in the continual act and habit of sinning.
Now again, consequently, the question arises with new force,
how it follows from this that every later sin, or here human
sin as such, springs from the devil, and may be traced to
diabolical causality, Is it not quite conceivable that man
might have sinned, after the devil indced, but independently
of him ; and this being only possible, is not the deduction
of St. John a vain one? But though we do not find it
established in the idea of the first sin, we do find it in
the idea of the first s¢n, that all successive sinful creatures
must enter into a state of dependence on the first one.
Sin has just been described as dvouia ; it therefore presup-
poses a vopos ; this, again, a Lord who gives the law ; and
he who rebels against the law thereby makes himself into
a lord. This establishes the fact that he who first falls
from God places himself, in virtue of this apostasy, over
against Grod, and therefore in rivalry to His kingdom: in
fact, setting up, though at first only in a germiral way, a
kingdom of evil in opposition to it. No sinner that follows
can erect a third kingdom, but must through his sin enter
into the kingdom already opposed to God, incorporating
himself into it as a member. Whether he wills it or not,
whether he knows it or not, he makes himself dependent
on the originator and representative of this kingdom. But
more than this: after these two kingdoms, that of the light
and that of the darkness, are founded, no one can any longer
be good or evil of himself from his own most proper
impulse; but because he is placed in the midst of the two
kingdoms in their concrete reality, he necessarily receives
solicitations from both sides to determine his action: thus,
if he sins, his sin proceeds not from his own, but éx Tod
SwaBdrov; and his sinning is the evidence that he is éx
rob StaBorov. Thus the deduction of the apostle is per-
fectly just; only it is based, not on the dn apyds of itself,
but on the duaprdvew &m dpyfs. That the spiritual
dependence of human sin on sin Satanic, here only expressed
as a logical necessity, was an actual fact in human history
needs no demonstration in the light of biblical and
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especially Johannaean teaching. With our apostle beyond
all others it is customary to establish the Satanic origin of
sin. As, in the Pauline view, the sin of Adam was not
only the temporal beginning of evil, but also the principle
of all sin in his descendants, so stands it when, with St.
John, we carry up the matter a stage further, in regard to
the relation of human sin to that of Satan. True as it is
that every man is enticed or drawn away of his 8/a
émibupla, it is equally true that every sin is a work of the
devil, in a certain sense an incarnation of devilish thoughts.
Just as the wdpvoe, according to St. Paul, in virtue of their
mopveia belong no longer to themselves but to the wépwn,
so does the sinner belong, in virtue of his sin, no longer to
himself, but has become a member and a living stone in
the kingdom of Satan.

The thoughts we have indicated are mot only necessary
consequences of the expression 6 mwowdy Ty duapriav éx
7ot SiafBorov éoti, but are also needful to enable us to
understand the second hemistich of the verse. The pro-
position, that Christ was manifested to destroy the works
of the devil, is parallel with that other in ver. 5, that He
appeared Tas duaptias dpai. The works of the devil are
identical with our sins. But they can bear that denomina-
tion only if each of them has in fact the devil for their
proper agent, is a reflection of Satanic thoughts, and a
realization of Satanic tendencies. It is this relation which
explains the expression Adew. 7é épya Toi SiaBorov exactly
to the very letter. The devil will indeed never cease to
be evil; to restore him to goodness the Lord did not
appear; but to be evil is not an épyor. A work requires
a material to be fashioned. Without the material to be
wrought upon, no created being can perform a work.
Therefore the devil also requires for his work matter which
he can impregnate with his thoughts. This material is the
earth, and the men upon it. This being withdrawn from
him, he may indeed still be evil, but he can no longer
accomplish evil by é&pyois movnpols. From this point of
view we understand how, in the well-known narrative of
the Gadarene demoniacs, the devils ask the Lord permission
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to enter the swine: they seek the matter which they may
destroy ; if men no longer are available, they desire at
least some equivalent. If from Satan is taken away all
material, that is his consummate misery. Absolutely not
to be able to accomplish the evil lusts of his heart, to be
obliged—Ilet the word be pardoned—to consume his own
wretchedness in himself, to find no sphere of activity while
yet burning with desire for it: that is the acme of un-
blessedness. If men are loosed from Satan (Luke xiii. 17),
then is he bound, the nerves of his energy are restrained.
Conversely, if Satan is loosed (Rev. xx. 7), it means that
he can bind men and does bind them. Thus the expression
Aew has justice done to it. All loosing presupposes a
dissolution into the constituent elements. The devil uses
in his activity his evil lust on the one hand, and, on the
other, the material in which it becomes flesh. To take
from him this material is to resolve his works into their
elements, and thus to cause that they can no longer come
to effect. This Adew Ta &pya 7Tod SiaBihov has been
accomplished by the Lord through the fact of His mani-
festation : égpavep@fn. The expression is obviously to be
taken in the same generality as in ver. 5, Through the
appearance of the licht the darkness loses its domain and
is destroyed. And He who appears is with deep propriety
described here as vios Tod ©Oeod. As St Paul in Rom. v.
places Christ as the bringer of righteousness over against
Adam as the cause of sin, so St. John here, in harmony
with his higher position, places Him over against Satan
himself. Hence we find that, while in Rom. v. the Lord
is described as dvfpwmos, here He is the vios Tod Oeod:
the sin of the first man is taken away by the right-
eousness of the second Adam; but in the place of the
kingdom of the devil enters the kingdom of the Son of
God.

Let us now glance, in conclusion, at the strain of the
whole verse. It contains the antithesis of ver. 7. This
had, by means of the xafds éxelvos Sikaios éarw, declared
that righteousness brings us into union with the Lord ; the
new verse, conversely, draws the conclusion that sin proves
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us to be members of the Satanic kingdom. It is the same
severity which we were obliged to recognise in ver. 6:
there it was said that every sin gives proof that we have
not yet known the Lord; here it is said to show that we
belong to Satan. This bondage to Satan, however, the Lord
in His manifestation purposed to abolish. Hence the latter
clause obviously corresponds to ver. 5; just as similarly
the first part of our verse corresponds to ver. 4, The fourth
and fifth verses exhibit sin as a principle opposed to God
and to Christ; here it is exhibited as subjection to the
devil, yea, as resistance to the only means of the only
redemption from it.

VERSES 9, 10a.

Ias 6 yeyevvnuévos ék Tob Ocod duapriav od mouet, 1t
omépua abrod év avrT@ uéver xai ob Slvatar duaprdvew,
oTe éc Tob Oeod yeyévvnrar 'Ev 7olTe davepd o Ta
Tékva Tob Oeod xai Ta Ténva Tob StaBdlov.

To the declaration of ver. 8a, that he who sinneth is of
the devil, the proposition of ver. 9 is attached, that he wlho
is born of God sinneth not. But this latter is by no means
to be understood as an antithesis to the former verse;
for this ver. 8 was itself the negative counterpart of the
positive contained in ver. 7. We must rather take ver, 9
as strictly connected with ver. 10a, and as a recapitulation
of the whole section; in such a way, however, that ver. 9
briefly sums up the matter of this section itself, and then
ver. 10a indicates its place in the whole organism of the
latter, pointing to the result which has been gained by the
development of it.

Let us first look more closely at the context of ver. 9.
Its recapitulation takes the form of two clauses, each of
which has its own reason briefly assigned. It is clear that
in the second clause the emphasis rests upon the od
Sivarar duaprdvew, the impossibility that a child of God
should sin is made prominent; accordingly, the emphasis
in the first clause can fall only on the od mowi duapriav,
that is, upon the actual condition and character of God's
children: this latter, however, not being viewed as a
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transitory fact ; for the present moiel marks it as an abiding
and continuous state. Thus the actual character, and the
internal necessity of that character, of the regenerate are
the two affirmations of our verse, and to these two main
propositions most precisely correspond the two subordinate
ones introduced by &t¢ to establish the others. In the
former of them the emphasis falls on the uéve:: because
God (we leave for a while unconsidered the omépua) abideth
in such a man, his not sinning is a permanent condition or
state. In the latter the emphasis is on the ©eod: because
he is born of God, in whom there is no alternation of light
and darkness, of whom we know that He is essentially and
of necessity righteous (ch. ii. 29), therefore the regenerate
is necessarily righteous. We observe that the positive
mowety Ty SwkatoaVvny, which recurred again and again in
the previous verses, is exchanged throughout the present
verse for the negative oly duaptdvew; and this fact has
the same reason as that which governs the predominant
negative in the decalogue. Because in man, as he is by
nature, evil forms the paramount principle, the nega-
tive definition of the new man as one free from sin
is more obvious than the positive one of his being
righteous.

It has been remarked that ver. 10a indicates the place
which the completed section has in the organic whole of
the Epistle. The emphasis falls therefore on the ¢avepd.
In ch. ii. 28 seq. it had been said that the woielv Tav
Sikatoavyy imparts the true wagpnoia in the day of judg-
ment: this is demonstrated with the help of the idea
pavepdy yevéaOar, The doing of righteousness makes the
nature inherent in nie manifest, withdraws it from the
sphere of delusion or self-deception; and this revelation of
my sonship to myself produces the effect of parrhesia or
strong confidence. In other words, if T am to have
mappnoia in the judgment, I must have become absolutely
assured of my filial relation to God—that must have become
to me a ¢avepdy; but only through its confirmation in my
life can that have taken place. This confirmation in deed,
the mowely Ty Sikacoavvny, is therefore in the third chapter
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represented as the necessary result of sonship to God; and
ver. 10 draws the final conclusion, inasmuch as it connects
the whole of what precedes with ch. ii. 28 seq. by showing
that the external act makes manifest the internal character
of the man.

There are only two individual expressions in the verses
we now consider which demand elucidation. One is the
omépua Tod Oeod which is said to be in the new man.
There is not the slightest justification for referring this
phrase to the word of God, after the analogy of Matt. xiii.
or 1 Pet. i. 23 ; for in the context of this passage, and in
the Epistle generally, this is not spoken of in any sense.
The word is entirely unique here; and the thing intended
can be made plain only by entering into the figure used.
The human seed is the germ whence a new man proceeds,
which developes into man ; accordingly the spiritual seed is
the divine principle, the divine germ, out of which the new
spiritual man is developed. This principle is, according to
John iii. 5, the mvedua: the Divine Spirit, viewed as seed
or amépua, is the power of life entering into the man, the
living germ sinking down into his nature. As, through the
oméppa coming from the human parent, the newly-begotten
man becomes a child of his father, because he simply
springs from the nature of this man, so we are the children
of God in virtue of the community of nature with God,
because we have grown out of His I, His Spirit. And thus
oméppa péve, the seed abideth: it is not that a single
impulse proceeds from it, and it then is again withdrawn,
but it unfolds a continuous energy. And it abides év adrg;
it works not as the quickening ray of the sun works upon
the plant by energy from without, but it developes its
directing and fashioning power and activity from within
outwardly.

The second expression which demands special attention
is that of Téxva 700 StaBohov, ver. 10. On the one hand,
it is clear that this definition is a distinct correlative of the
closely connected Téxva To Ocodi ; the word Téxva must in
the two cases have the same meaning. On the other hand,
it is plain that, in the meaninz which we attach to the
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expression Téxva Ocod in ver, 1, it can have no distinct
correlative. The sonship there we understood to be not
merely ethical, but a relation of being, a real communication
of the divine nature; and in this sense there can be no
Téxva Tob StaBéNov. God can indeed beget life, but Satan
cannot. The question then arises, whether we will give
up the former explanation of Téxva Tod ©ecod in favour of
a more general meaning, and regard the expression as
signifying a purely ethical relation, or whether, considering
that in the tenth verse the Téxva Ocot and S:aB6hov must
necessarily be understood alike, we may assume a different
meaning of the term 7éxva in the tenth and first verses of
the chapter. It is to be taken for granted that any such
change in the meaning must receive its warranty in some
way from the apostle himself. Now, as to the beginning
of this chapter, which is relatively the end of the preceding,
we cannot by any means sirrender the meaning of the
sonship established there. It is certainly Johannaean, it is
established by the one expression of the Gospel, “ born of
water and of the Spirit,” and it will be found confirmed by
the fourth chapter of our Epistle. And in our ch. iii. 1 it
is further rendered necessary by the word é&wxev. An
ethical relation is not a gift of God; the moral habit of the
man rests naturally not upon a mere divine bestowment,
but also upon the human co-operation in act. The ethical
relation of the child of God is spoken of from ver. 3 onward :
up to that point the ground of nature which is the condition
of that act is alone treated of. TFinally, there can be no
doubt that in ch. il. 29 the qeyervijobar éx Tol Ocob, the
confirmation of which in the deeds of righteousness is in
question, cannot be identical with those confirming deeds
of righteousness themselves; and, as ch. ili. 1 resumes
that description in Téxkva ©ecol, it must there have the
same meaning. We must therefore hold fast the ex-
planation of sonship given in ch. iii. 1. But then it is
obvious that the description méxva 7od &iaBdAov, and
accordingly also that of rékva 7ol ©cod in ver. 10, will
tolerate only an ethical interpretation. When St. Paul
calls Llymas vios StaBorov, and Christ in St. John’s Gospel
1 JOHN. N
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calls the devil the father of the Jews, these expressions say
no more than what is elsewhere meant by being éx Tod
StaBérov: the sense is that of an ethical dependence, the
being under the influence of the devil, which, however, by
no means constitutes the inpouring of a devilish spirit.
Accordingly, the expression Téxva Tod @eov in ver. 10a will
say no more than the parallel éo7ew éx Toi @eod in ver. 100.
But how can we reconcile curselves to accept the same
phrase in the same section according to two different
meanings 2 The answer is, because of the changed view of
our relation to God which has intermediately entered. As
we have seen in the section ch. ili. 1-3, the apostle shows
that sonship as a gift, according to ver. 1, is not the basis
on which the final consummation of the man rests, but the
ethical development springing from that as its principle.
The objective divine act of begetting requires the subjective
unfolding of the new nature on the part of man. Thus
also in the tenth verse reference is no longer made to the
regenerate ground of nature which is the principle of all
religious development, but to the ethical position which the
regenerate has acquired, of course always on the ground of
that divine principle. Hence it is natural that the phrase
Téxvov Tob Oeod must no longer be taken in that earlier
metaphysical sense ; the ethical likeness to God is now the
predominant idea ; and therefore it can be employed as the
correlative of Téxvov Tob SwaBohov.

Let us now look at the section here ended as a whole,
and first with regard to its form. We shall find the same
scheme of construction which was adopted in ch. i and ii.:
not indeed as if the apostle wrote according to a plan
fore-arranged down to the minutest analysis; we see only
the clear and methodical spirit of the writer involuntarily
adopting an order and measure which appears in the
harmonious articulation of his Epistle. We note in ch.
ill. 1-10 two sub-sections, vers. 1-3 and vers. 4—10. The
former of these gives the substructure of the latter, by
showing to what extent at the final judament, to which
ch. ii. 28 had pointed, works come into consideration :
because, namely, the question will then be what we have
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become through the divine gift of regeneration, in order
that it may then be given to him who hath, that he may
have more abundance. The second sub-section, which
introduces the proof that on the ground of wowcly Tiw
Suearoaivny we become assured of our sonship, is con-
structed with extreme symmetry. It is complete in four
members : vers. 4, 5, ver. 6, vers. 7, 8, vers. 9, 10a, each
of which again consists of two clauses. The first of these
four members lays the foundation of the evidence, ex-
hibiting sin as a principle absolutely opposed to God
(dvouia, ver. 4), and absolutely opposed to Christ (ver. 5).
The last member, vers. 9, 10a, recapitulates the whole
demonstration (ver. 9), and at the same time exhibits the
result gained on the whole (ver. 10) with reference to the
purpose of the section. The two intermediate members
furnish the proper assertion of the antithesis: éx 700 Ocod
elvar and righteousness of life, sin and eivar éx Tod
SueBorov, are interchangeable ideas. The whole discussion
proceeds in the antithetical form with which ch. i. and ii.
have made us familiar. The first pair of antitheses are in
ver. 6, the second in vers. 7 and 8. After the Johannaean
manner, the second pair throw a stronger light on the
antithesis, the opposites being carried up to their principles :
righteousness being referred to Christ (xafas éxelvos 8ikaios
éa7e), and sin being referred to the devil.

Clear and analytical as is the form of the section, and
exact as is the logic pervading it, its several clauses are
full of difficulties. The whole finds its keenest point in
the assertion that he who is born of God cannot sin. When
examining ver. 6, we saw that this proposition seems
opposed as well to Christian experience as to St. John’s
own doctrine, which, addressed to the regenerate children
of God (ch. ii. 13 seq., ili. 2), nevertheless urges them to
the confession of sin. We have also come to the conviction
that the force of our passage must not be softened down,
as also that Christian experience cannot be explained away.
It is resorting to a hopeless expedient to say that the
Christian does not practise sin, but suffers it. Such affir-
mations as these seem excellent enough, but in fact they
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are unmeaning. It ought not to be denied that in a
certain semse sin is actually to the Christian matter of
passive endurance—he feels himself under an alien and
hostile power. Such was the experience of St. Paul in
Rom. vii. But this truth would be applicable in the
present case only if the guilt of sin ceased,—that is, if
human freedom were not disparaged in connection with
these failings: for a mere accident of evil cannot be matter
of personal responsibility. But it was not St. John’s inten-
tion to teach this ; every sin, even of the Christian man, is
the free act of the will,—though, it may be, not altogether
spontaneous,—and is sin therefore in the fullest sense.
Moreover, this distinction between doing and suffering sin
is out of the question in our passage, as may be seen in
the change between wowelv T)v duaptiav and the simple
duaprdverv. In order to reach the solution of the diffi-
culty, let us look more narrowly at its proper bearing. The
edge of it does not lie in the word, “ he that sinneth is of
the devil,” viewed in 4fself. If we had this alone, it must
appear to us a frightful truth ; but we should be constrained
in the end to bow before the word of Scripture, and say :
“ Then are we all, since we all sin, not children of God.”
The difficulty lies rather in the opposition between this
word and the oft-repeated recognition of our sonship on the
part of the apostle. There are, however, two things which
serve to throw some licht on the embarrassment. One is
the distinction between the semse in which St. John speaks
of our sonship in ch. iil. 1, and that in which he speaks
of it from ver. 4 onwards ; the other, connected with this,
is that in ver. 4 seq. he takes his stand at the day of
Jjudgment.

The former point, the twofold meaning of Tékva Tod
Ocod, has forced itself as a necessity on our previous
exposition.  Our sonship is first considered as a divine gift,
independent of all human act (8éwxev fuiv o waTip, ver. 1);
in virtue of this gift, which consists of the impartation
of His Spirit, God beholds us as His children ; in virtue of
it we have the forgiveness of sins, for through this Spirit
we have become one with Christ, the God-man, whose
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Spirit He is, members of His body, partakers of all that He
has wrought. Through this act of God we are, before any
corresponding acts on our part, His children: as He will
also have us regarded by men (,¥Anfduev). But what we
now are as the result of a divine act, we must become as
the result of our own deeds ; the principle of righteousness
which the mretua implants in us must develope itself into
realization ; the divine gift must be appropriated and made
our own. A field which had hitherto borne thorns and
thistles, but in which the corn is sown, is, in virtue of the
seed in it, a field of wheat ; its owner speaks of it as such,
and treats it as such. But if the ground is stony, so that
the good seed cannot germinate freely, but produces weeds,
and only weeds, it is thenceforward, regarded from the
result, no field of corn. The owner was justified in regard-
ing it, and bound to regard it, first as a wheat-field ; but
after the good seed has been choked, the right and obliga-
tion so to regard it cease. So is it with men. Through
the gift of the Spirit, the omépua Oeod, we are children of
God ; we are dayioe, that is, appointed to His service, xal
fyamnuévor, according to the divine act and destination.
But as, in the comparison just used, the seed must be
developed and productive if the field is to be, not only
according to the owner's purpose, but also in reality, a field
of wheat, so we also must place our whole life under the
influence of the Spirit, and be swayed altogether by His
power, that is, mowelv Tyv Swkatoovrmy. Now, that by
Téxva Ocob, from ver. 4 onwards, only those are to be
understood who, on the ground of the divine generation of
ver. 1, have become that in their character which they had
already been in their destination, we have established in
our exposition of the structure of the whole section ; it is
evident also from the correlation of Téxva @eot and 7éxva
SitaBérov, ver. 10, and is demanded by the expressions
éodparey, Eyvwxev alrév in ver. 6, both these being appro-
priating activities by which I receive into my consciousness
something objectively existing and real. In this way it
becomes clear how the same persons are called children of
God, and yet have this name denied to them as sinners: in
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the one case it is the gift which is meant, in the other the
ethical habit. The child of God in ver. 1 can sin, just as
the field sown with corn can bear weeds; the child of God
in ver. 9 cannot sin, for he is by the imparted omépua
determined consciously and mightily against it.

If we now examine carefully what the Christian life
really is, we shall not find in it a series of distinct and
opposite elements, one half of which belong to the kingdom
of light, and the other half to the kingdom of darkness.
Rather, if we closely watch these particular elements and
analyse them, the result will be found, that in every one
of them the powers of light and the powers of darkness
carry on their work in the man, so that there is no moment
in the Christian’s life when he is purely éx Tod ©Oeod, as also
by parity no moment when he is purely éx Tod SiaBoNov.
It may seem hard to reconcile with such a view the ener-
getic way in which St. John in this section lays down the
antithesis or the alternative aut . .. aut. But this alternative
is a necessary consequence of the position he assumes in
speaking ; it is that of the final judgment. The question
has been ruled by ch. ii. 28 as that of the last wagpnoia in
the great day. But then it is plain that no man can be
saved on the ground of a mere work of God wrought upon
him; if salvation cannot be reached through an opus
operatwm OF man, neither can it any more be reached
through an opus operatum ON man. God can never reckon
that man blessed who has not in himself the conditions of
blessedness. Further, it is certain that no admixture of
good and evil can enter into the inheritance of heaven;
that God will apply to human destiny and character not a
relative but an absolute standard. Thus he who shall stand
in the judgment must be absolutely righteous. The question
in the great day will not be concerning a gift imparted by
God to man (as in ch. iii. 1), not concerning a power or
principle infused into him, but concerning what he has
made of the power he received,—that is, in fact, concerning
his works. Hence it is the pervasive biblical doctrine,
especially that of the New Testament, and emphatically
that of St. Paul, that man will be judged according to his
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works ; comp. Matt. xvi. 27; Rom. ii. 6; 1 Cor. iii. 8;
2 Cor. xi. 18 ; Gal vi. 7; Rev. ii. 23, xx. 12, xxii. 12.
As in the case of the owner of the field already mentioned,
God Deholds His children below, and regards them as such,
in the hope and in the expectation and to the intent that
the germ infused into us will prove itself fruitful. The
idea of a viofeoia in hope suggests that it is only a limited
sphere of privilege which points beyond itself. The limit
of it is the judgment, and of this the apostle treats. Wilt
thou know how thou standest towards thy God, apply to
thyself the standard which God will apply in the judgment,
the standard of perfected righteousness. St. John gives us
that in the words: o mwoidv Tyv duaptiav éx Tod SiaBdlov
éoriv. However terrible the proposition sounds, it approves
itself mighty and wholesome in its effects. He who admits
that we have mnot to fight with flesh and blood, but with
the kingdom of darkness, must needs also admit that every
deed of darkness bears witness to our standing yet in some
relation to that kingdom, and that we are not entirely
withdrawn from it. Thus judging ourselves according to
the test, the absolute test, of the divine judgment, we shall
not, as sinning every day, be able to refrain from confessing
that we are yet éc 7od SiaBorov, that the kingdom of
darkuess is still mighty within us. The deed of darkness
makes us manifest as children of darkness. We have, so
long as we abide on earth, the gift of sonship in an alto-
gether stedfast manner; but that will not be the main
test at the day of judgment. It will be asked then how
we appropriated the gift and used it. Thus, therefore, the
question is with the apostle not as to whether and in what
way, at any particular moment of our earthly development,
light and darkness are intermingled in the Clristian ; he
only expresses the truth that in the day of awards he will
not stand who still in any measure sins; and that we shall
have no title then to regard ourselves as Tékva Tod @cod in
the ethical sense. Although these thoughts, in the form we
give them, do not govern the ordinary Christian conscious-
ness, they nevertheless find in ordinary Christian experience
their justification. It is an experienced fact that the most
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advanced Christians ery to God with a full heart, “ Turn
Thou me, O Lord, and I shall be turned !” They regard
themselves, on the evidence of a series of concurring
elements, as still not entirely converted. But what other
is this than the consciousness that, tested by the true
standard of God’s final judgment, they are not yet with-
drawn from the éfovaia Tob axoTous.

The difficulties of the section, however, are not in this
way altogether solved. If we are thus rigorous in impressing
our minds, when sin occurs, with the fact that every such
sin manifests us to be Téxva ToD SiaBorov, then that
Tappnoia which it was the apostle’s aim to mature seems
altogether cut off and buried out of sight. The xapa
TeTedetwuévn promised in the Epistle is exchanged for
an cver-renewed and ever-enduring ¢oBos. For though
the experience, constantly confirmed, that we are still éx
Tod SiaBéNov may urge us to a more full surrender to the
Holy Ghost, that the union between Him and our own
I may become a perfected reality, yet we know, on the
other hand, that down to the end of life we must needs go
on sinning again. Now, if St. John infers from every sin
that we have not yet seen and known the Lord, it certainly
must seem that there is a stamp of unreality and seli-
deception impressed on any kind of surrender of the heart
to the Lord from the very beginning. Thus may it not be
sald that all our believing and struggling, all our con-
fidence and peace, are rendered doubtful in their very
nature ?  How are we to understand—that is the question
of habitual urgency—the appropriation of the divine gift,
the perfect coincidence of our human condition and cha-
racter with the Divine Spirit? First of all, it is certain
that a self-surrender to the Lord, in connection with which
we have consciously retained any sin, could be of no service
to us ; that would never inspire anything like mappycia.
Secondly, and conversely, it is equally true that if we
actually have yielded up to the Lord the whole sum of our
being, and surrendered ourselves absolutely to the illumi-
nating influence of the ¢ds dAnfuwdy, either all sin must
cease, or, supposing it to reappear, it would subject us to
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the doom of Heb. vi. Detween these two hypotheses—a
dedication, consciously not entire, to the sanctifying Spirit,
and a dedication consciously perfect—there is a third con-
ceivable. We may possess, that is, the will to surrender
ourselves, with all that we have and are, to the Lord; but
yet, in an unconscious manner, as it is now said, the dedi-
cation may be imperfect: either as to its extent, so far as
sinful parts remain which have either not at all or not
rightly been revealed to us as darkness, and therefore have
not yet been brought under the searching influence of the
light ; or as to its intensity—and this is psychologically
more exact—so far as our devotion has not reached its full
consummation in the perfect enmergy of the spirit, in the
absolutely decisive and influencing power of the will. In
such a case the word would hold good of us: “ she hath
done what she could.” Consecration to the Lord would
not indeed be absolutely, but yet relatively, perfect : accord-
ing, that is, to the measure of our knowledge and the
strength of our will. So far, then, as this consecration
appears to me perfect, and is perfect in the sense just
indicated, there may be a wappnoia at the moment of this
consciousness : 1 am assured that at this moment the light
has the victory over the darkness. But if, in the course of
further development, sin nevertheless manifests itself, this
gives me to see that the last act of consecration to the Lord
was, after all, not a complete one, and thus that, in the light
of the absolute standard of the judgment, I do not stand as
a Téxvoy Tod Ocod. This experience, then, evermore urges
us, with respect to the past, to admit the force of the
apostle’s word, ol éyvdraper adTov, but only to aim at it
all the more diligently. The consequence of this view is
obvious, that in the moment of death every man must have
come or must come to this perfect devotion, or he cannot
stand in the judgment.

It hardly needs to be added, that this exposition of the
section does not make it in the most distant way support
the merit of good works. These come into view only as
confirmation of the eivat éx 700 @cod. But most assuredly
they are in the apostle’s meaning the test, the standard of
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self-knowledge, by wlich we are to measure our relation to
God. It cannot be made too emphatic that it is St. John
himself, who impresses us always with the predominant
inwardness of his spiritual nature, who founds the assurance
of sonship on something more than any feeling or con-
sciousness. He leaves the decision to the simple practical
question as to the indwelling of sin. When the decision
is against us, we are rescued from despair by the needful
testimony, given in ch. ii. 1, 2, to Him who is the iAacuds
mepi 7@y apaptidr. To make the works the means of
knowing our spiritual state is not Johannaean only, it is
Pauline also. We may compare 2 Tim. ii. 19, according
to which the firm foundation of God, that is, the Christian
church, has for its seal or testing token: &yve o kUpios
Tovs §vras adTod, kal amocTiTe amo adikias was o dvoudlwy
76 dvopa Xpioroh. Of these two elements, however, only
one falls into the domain of experience, and that is the
second : this is therefore the norm or standard of our
judgment of ourselves; the former is the source of our
consolation.

As soon as we view the words of St. John from the
point to which they themselves conduct us, all difficulty
disappears. ITds o qeyevvnuévos éx Tob Ocod ob SlvaTar
dpaptdyew : this is and must ever be an ideal for us; but
it is at the same time the actual requirement, in the pre-
sence and by the application of which we can ascertain
our position before God,

VERSE 105,

IIas 6 py wordv Sukarostvmy, odk EoTw ek Tob Ocod,
kal 0 piy dyawdv Tov adeApov adrod.

As early as the introduction of his Epistle the apostle
announced its twofold aim: to confirm, on the one hand,
fellowship with the brethren, and, on the other, fellowship
with God. The first part of the document is constructed
on this principle of division; and the one we are now
examining is similarly divided into two halves. The first
and second chapters had treated generally of the xowwvia
700 ¢pwTos; the apostle has proceeded in this to the con-
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firmation of the fellowship which produces mappnoia. This
confirmation takes place, on the one hand, through the
works which are referred to God, that is, through the moceiv
Tiv Sukatocvvny : this has been discussed in the section
just ended, vers. 4-10a. It takes place, on the other
hand, through the works which approve brotherly love:
these are discoursed of in vers. 106—-18. That in a certain
way brotherly love also belongs to the obedience to the
divine commandments, and thus penetrates into the first
section, the apostle had recognised in the second chapter,
and it will be seen also in what follows. But it is also
self-evident that the commandments of the second table
have a relative independence by the side of those of the
first. Looking at it from this point of view, St. John con-
nects brotherly love with the exhortations to Sucatoatvy by
means of a xai, which makes it a second and co-ordinate
exhortation.

But who are the brethren thus to be loved? Are they
the other members of the Christian fellowship, or men
generally 2 'When we consider that Cain and Abel are ad-
duced as an exemplary warning, who were nevertheless only
connected by physical consanguinity, and not by similarity
of relation to God; when we find that the unrighteousness
of hard dealing with those who are in bodily need is the
subject ; when the opposition to brotherly love is stated to
be, not that the children of the world hate one another, but
that the world hates us; when the example of Christ is
urged, who, however, died for us when we were yet sinners:
all these considerations might induce us to interpret the
adehpol as meaning all men at large. But, on the other
hand, the exhortation dyamwduey dAAjlovs can only refer to
the Christian fellowship; for a mutual love between Chris-
tians and the world is, according to ver. 13, impossible,
since the world must hate us. Moreover, the entire dis-
cussion of the apostle concerning love and hatred looks back
to the final discourses of the Lord in the Gospel, and these
refer exclusively to the relation of the apostles to each
other. The arguments on both sides can have justice
done to them only when we recognise that St. John does
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not absolutely exclude love to all men, and that he by no
means limits with any care his requirements to the relations
of Christians to each other; while, on the other hand, he
reflects primarily and expressly only upon these, since the
mutual conduct of the brethren lay at the moment nearest
his heart. The world comes into view in the present
Epistle, not so much as the field of Christian labour, or as
a power to be vanquished and Christianized: it is rather
the negative pole to the kingdom of God. The former
view the apostle does not aim to deny; but he does not
bring it directly into notice.

VERrse 11,

"O1v alm éotiv 1) dyyehla iy froboare dm' apyis, Wa
dyamduey dAAfAoUS.

The declaration, that he who loveth not his brother is
not of God (ver. 105), is established by the fact that the
church had received the commandment of brotherly love
am’ épy#s. A commandment which had been impressed
among the first fundamental ideas of Christianity, which
had further been enforced ever anew (@), must assume a
central position, and be decisive concerning the elva: éx
Oeod. The words obviously point back to ch. ii. '7, where the
drovew ém’ dpyfs is in a similar way referred to brotherly
love. The same reasons in this passage and in that make
it impossible to refer the dpy7 to the Old Testament
economy ; in both the beginning of the Christian estate of
the church is intended. The matter of the announcement
here before us—for ayyehia, not émayyelia, is the approved
reading—is at the same time its end and purpose: that the
matter is brotherly love is testified by the airn; that it is
the purpose iva declares. Though these two distinct ideas,
thus indicated by the ailrn and the {va, and as it were
blended together, did not present themselves as sharply
defined to the first readers, yet it is to be observed that
both language and the truth it delivers often mean more
than either speaker or hearer is conscious of; and the
expositor—especially of the poets in classical literature,
and more cspecially still in sacred litcrature—has a right
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to take into account the full scope of the words, unless,
indeed, the meaning of the whole shows that part of this
scope is rendered impossible.

VERSE 12,

09 kabws Kdiv éx Tod movnpod 7y, kal écdafe v d8el-
¢ov atrob. Kal ydpw Tives éapafev avrév; o1i Td ¥pya
adtod mwovnpa M, 7d 8¢ Tob ddehdod adrob Sikaca.

As to the detail, the apostle orders his exhortation to the
exhibition of brotherly love in this way: in vers. 12-15
he warns against hatred as the ungodly principle, which
is the token of death; and in vers. 1618 exhorts posi-
tively to active love. The example of Cain, adduced to
affright us in ver. 12, might seem at the first glance fitted
to support that reference of an’ dpyfs to the Old Testament
which we have denied to exist here: “in the very first
pages of the Bible the deterring example of Cain preaches
the duty of brotherly love.” But dm dpxfis drovew is,
after all, something different from édxodewr & év dpyi
yéyover; and while the deed of Cain showed the horror of
hatred, that is something different from the dyyehia, Ha
ayamduev aAAjhovs. As to the construction of the sen-
tence, it is not enough for the explanation of the words
xabas Kdiv éx Tod movnpod 7y to assume a simple ellipsis,
and therefore to supply apev; for that would leave the od
to be accounted for, as pn ought then to have been found
instead of od. It is obvious that this is a case of simple
attraction. The thought present to the apostle’s mind was
obviously this: un dpev éx Tod movnpod xabws Kdiv éx
Tob movnpod 7v. First of all, the point of comparison, the
éx Tob movnpod eivas, is only once uttered, and that as a
subordinate clause ; and then the negative, which belonged
to the cohortative sentence generally (u7), is by attraction
drawn to the subordinate clause, which is merely declara-
tory, and thus, instead of the subjective negation, the
objective (o0) appears. The apostle’s thought was—to
make the grammatical point clearer by an example—in its
form similar to that of 1 Cor. x. 8, uy mopredwpuer xabuws
Twes adTdy émdpvevaay: which was under the apostle’s pen
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so changed as if in the cited passage it stood ol xafld’s Twes
adTédv éméprevoar,

In ver. 10 it had been declared that brotherly love was
a sign of divine sonship ; and, conversely, that the absence
of it was a proof that regeneration was wanting. Hence
the apostle’s exhortation is directed in the first place, not
against the oddlewv, which was only evidence of the éx Tod
movnpod, but against this latter itself, and subordinately
against its evidence in murder. The part of the Epistle
now before us does not, indeed, refer to works in themselves,
but to these as the marks and signs of the internal con-
dition. The second half of this verse shows the internal
connection between the relation to the brethren, of which
the apostle will now speak, and the mwoiety Ty Sikaioaivny,
—that is, the relation to God of which he had already just
spoken. The former, that is, depends upon the latter:
because Cain’s works, the collective expression of his inner
man, were not righteous like those of his brother, there-
fore there arose in him hatred to that brother. IToielv Trv
dpapriav and ok dyawdv Tov 48ehpov are not simply
co-ordinate evidences of the elvac éx 7ol movmpod, as the
xai in ver. 106 declared this co-ordination; but the latter
is, on the other hand, the plain result of the former. That
the unrighteousness of Cain is here exhibited as the ground
of his hatred to his brother, is altogether in harmony with
the Old Testament record. For there we see that the
motive of his hatred to Abel was his envy, because Abel
wag more acceptable to God; but this latter was founded,
according to the express divine declaration, in the 2@,
the ““good work” of Abel, which was wanting to Cain. It
is extremely appropriate that St. John does not speak of the
poeiv of Cain, but of the ogdlew in which that hatred
found expression ; for he is treating generally of the outward
evidence of the internal disposition, through which outward
evidence the internal disposition appears manifestly and
incontrovertibly to the man himself; and that he uses the
word o¢alew, which occurs elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment only in the Apocalypse, and there used, so to spealk,
as a vox solemnis, with a special fulness of meaning, was
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designed to exhibit before the reader’s eyes the unmitigated
fearfulness of the act of Cain. But St. John does not pre-
sent the fratricide of Cain only as one individual result of
the general unrighteousness of his works, but rather as
specifically evoked by the opposite character of the works
of Abel. As everywhere, so here also evil is brought to its
full maturity by means of juxtaposition with the light,
which reveals its character and makes it truly dark. The
wicked man who feels himself miserable at heart grudges
the good man the blessedness he has in his righteousness ;
and therefore has the disposition to rob him of it by
annihilating the good himself. As it is in the nature of
the devil, so it is in the nature of the child of the devil ;
they are alike dvfpwmoxrover. And the mention here of
envy as the cause of the murder accords with the record of
Genesis: Cain was urged to his sinful act by knowing that
his offering was not acceptable to God, while his brother's
was acceptable.

VERSES 13-15,

M+ Bavudlere, ddeol pov, € picel Duas o KoéTpos.
‘Huets oidauevr 611 uetaSBefrrauer éx Tol bavdTov els Tiv
Loy, 8T¢ dyamdpev Tovs ddelgoUs’ o p dyamdv Tov
a8endpov uéver év 1@ Bavdre. Ilds o pigdv Tov ddehpov
atrov dvlpwmorTéves éoti: kal oldate 87i mds dvOpwmox-
Tovos otk éxer Loy aldviov év alTd uévovoay.

The following verses certainly make an application of
this scriptural example to the relation between Christians
and the world. There is still a Cain on a large scale,
which is the world; and there is an Abel, which is the
Christian church, What wonder is it if the same relations
are sustained which we see in the primitive times between
the two brothers ! But what direction does the teaching of
the apostle seem to take, when carefully examined ? Does
he aim really to show that the world corresponds to Cain,
and we to Abel,—that is, will he assure us that the hatred
of the world as being evil is naturally excited against us
as being good ? The form which the writer has given
to his present thought does not accord with this. In such
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a case he must evidently have thrown the accent upon the
fact that the world hates wus, and assigned as the obvious
reason of it that we were good and the world evil. But it
is not so ordered : he speaks only of the loving and hating
of brethren ; an expression which does not point to the
great difference in character between the parties as an
explanation of the hatred, but, on the contrary, shows how
unnatural the feeling is as between persons of the same
nature. And were that other order of thought the right
one, the conclusion would have been drawn from the
character as a whole to the consequent hatred or love ;
while the apostle conversely concludes from the existence
of hatred or love what is the ethical character as a whole.
All this leads us to another analysis of the three verses
before us.

The apostle does not mean to indicate how natural it is
(u9 Bavpdlere) that the world hates ws, but that the world
hates: the stress is not on the object hated, but on the sub-
ject hating. This is evident, first, from the emphasis laid
on the %uels of ver. 14, as over against the rdouos of
ver. 13 ; and it is confirmed by the marked position of the
kéopos at the end of the sentence. It is mnatural for the
world to hate,—the apostle proceeds,—for hatred is simply
a sign of the death into which the world, according to the
true idea of the world, has fallen; while the Christian must
love, because he, by his very nature, belongs to the life,
Thus the section does not by any means contain consolation
as to the world’s hatred which falls upon Christians, but is
simply a dehortation from hatred: the world, and only the
world, can hate ; there is nothing strange in its hating ; and
this makes it clear that the Christian cannot and may not
hate. In ver. 13 the object of the hatred is added (duas),
not because the following observations have reference to
this, but simply in remembrance of the preceding compari-
son between Cain and Abel ; the progress of the thought
does not rest upon this, that the world hates ws, but that
the world hates. That hatred is characteristic of the world,
the apostle dilates upon in two ways; first, by showing that
the token of divine life is love, the very opposite o1 hatred
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(ver. 14c); secondly, by dwelling on the fact that hatred
infallibly springs from death (vers. 145, 15). The conclu-
sion, that thus it is only the world that can hate, is not
expressly repeated. The emphasized #uels in ver. 14
accordingly contrasts Christians with the world; but it
does not refer only to the oidauev, as if the meaning were:
“we indeed know that we belong to the kingdom of life,
but the world does not know it:” the antithesis is found
between the nature of Christians defined in the verse and
that of the world. “We Christians are partakers of life,
and know it by this, that we have brotherly love; the
world hateth, and thereby gives evidence that it belongs to
death.” This part of the Epistle we now consider deals, as
a whole, with the signs of sonship; and as such brotherly
love is here introduced.

It is not, however, that we know ourselves to be children
of God, but that we have become such, that we have passed
from death unto life; for every Christian has the conscious-
ness that by nature he also belonged to the world, and was
withdrawn from it only through a ueravoeiv. That in the
second hemistich the apostle does not say, as a formal
parallel, “the world abides in death, because it does mot
love (causa cognitionis),” but constructs the clause generally,
“ He that loveth not, abideth in death,” has its reason in
this, that he is not really thinking of the world, but refers
his dehortation to Christians alone. All who hate, be they
who they may, and ye also, therefore, if in this ye are con-
formed to the world, are fallen under the power of death.

"That this is the case the apostle makes still more emphatic,
when in ver. 15 he makes hatred equivalent to murder,
which manifestly and obviously pertains to death. But
this is not meant to prove that the hater is essentially a
murderer, that, as the common exposition runs, hatred is
the germ of murder; for, while it would follow from this
that the murderer must have been a hater, the converse
would not follow, that every hater is already a murderer;
and yet this was to be proved. Rather the congruence
between the two lies in this, that in hatred there is mno
element wanting which is contained in murder, that the
1 JOHN. (4
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animating thoughts of the hater and the murderer are
the same. In both, the existence of the brother is opposed
to me, and I seck to take it away : inwardly in hatred,
denying him existence in my thoughts; in murder out-
wardly, seeking to remove him out of the world of the
living. As the thought not uttered aloud does not essen-
tially differ from the thought spoken out, no more does
hatred differ from murder. If it does not lead to murder,
that may be due to accidental circumstances, not inherent
in the hatred itself, that hinder; and then there is no
difference between it and murder in the moral estimate.
Or it may be that I hate another mot enough to murder
him ; and in that case hate is not present in the full com-
prehensiveness and maturity of its idea. But a murderer,
the apostle goes on to say, hath not eternal life abiding in
him ; and by the oldare declares that to be a fact which
needs no demonstration. Here it is primarily obvious in
this passage that {wn al@vios has in it no thought of time,
but is altogether an ethical idea or characteristic : for, if
we would take it in the sense of {wy dvaTdAvros, it is clear
that an o pévew of the {wy drxardivres would be a contra-
dictio in adjecto. And the expression o? pévew leads us to
infer that the apostle is really addressing his inference to
the readers themselves as a dehortation, and not speaking
objectively concerning the world; for they alone have as
yet received a portion in this life, and it is they alone who
could undervalue and lose this prerogative. That the
murderer is under the power of death, is placed in a clear
light by the consistency between his nature and his act: he
who would deliver others to death is himself in the power
of a much more fearful death ; what he purposes for others
affects himself in a much higher degree. As God can give
nothing but life, because He is Himself life, so he who is
under the power of death can effect only death. Thus has
the apostle, not only by the example of Cain, but also by
dialectical argument, shown that hatred is a token of being
bound in death, that therefore only the world can hate

and thus he has in the most urgent way warned his readers
against hatred. And here we have another instance of the
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double-sidedness of treatment which abounds in this Epistle:
on the one hand, the warning against hatred, and, on the
other, the presupposition (ver. 14«) that the church does
not need such a warning, being conscious of being actuated
by love.

VERSE 16,

"Ev Tolre éyvdraper Ty dydmny, 8t éxeivos Smép fudy
v Yuxny adrod €0nre kal fuels Spelhouev vmep TEW
aderg@v Tas Yrvyas Tibévar.

To the negative view, the dehortation from hatred, the
apostle appends as an antithesis the positive (vers. 16-18),
love as shown in act and not merely in sentiment. As he
has sharply exhibited hatred of the brother in the example
which proclaimed first in the history of man and in the most
fearful manner its type, so that in him and in his acts we
may learn what hatred really is; so now in the verses
before us he places Him in contrast who furnishes the
supreme and perfect type of what love is, that we may
learn it from Him—Jesus Christ. But as the apostle is
writing to Christians, who, according to ver. 14, éx Tod
Bavdrov eis v {wiy peraBeBrixaciy, their learning of
Christ is supposed to have already taken place, éyvorapev.
The counterpart or opposite of Cain, which the Lord pre-
sents, is as perfect as can be conceived by the mind.
Cain’s hatred consisted in this, that he sacrificed his
brother’s life for his own advantage ; and in this consisted,
by contrast, the love of Christ, that He sacrificed His own
life for our good. Tyv Yruymw adrod &fnke: a unique
expression, found in Greek literature only in St. John.
‘We meet with it in the Gospel, and often especially in the
tenth chapter (vers. 12, 15, 17, 18), as also in ch. xiii.
3%, 38, xv. 13 ; and we have it here. That it occurs first
in the discourses of our Lord Himself, which are pervaded
by Old Testament referemces, must suggest a derivation
tfrom the Old Testament ; which, indeed, is otherwise much
more probable than the explanation that makes it an appli-
cation of profane Greek, such as Géofla: domidas, and so
forth. The Hebrew at once presents the verb oy, which
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in so many ways responds to the Tifévar. More specifi-
cally we have then, on the ome hand, the phrase ¥ D
§823, and on the other, a suggestion of Isa. liii. 10, B'¢R
DY D). The former of these applications signifies not so
much the surrender of life as the staking it, and therefore
expresses no more than the readiness to surrender life;
whether that life be lost or mnot, is in the first place
irrelevant. In the passage of Isaiah the case is otherwise.
Tor if in this place, as we think, D'¥P is in the third
person, and ¥23 the subject preceding, then we must trans-
late : when the soul (se. of the servant of Jehovah) pledges
compensation. Wherein the compensation consists is not
contained in the words; for we must not give the verb a
reflexive aspect, and translate : “ when his soul shall pledge
itself for compensation” But what is not justified as
translation is nevertheless true of the matter itself: the
sacrifice of restitution consists essentially in the life of Him
who pays it down, that is, in the life of the Messiah. But
the chief thing is here to take the verb D' in both the
phrases not in the sense of “laying down,” but in that of
“ pledging,” gauging His life for something. But this
interpretation is not merely possible here ; it is the only
one which harmonizes with the connection, as will pre-
sently be shown. Nothing is here said of that satisfactio
vicaria of which the passage in Isaiah speaks; for then we
should have read, Tov Yvxnv Tifévar dvti Hudv, whereas
the U7ép only indicates that the interposition of the life of
Christ was for our advantage : every more exact determina-
tion of it the apostle leaves untouched. In this act of
Christ we have learned to know 7yv dydmnv,—that is, not
IIis love, but love generally, what it means to love. And,
in fact, there can be no more profound conception of love
than that which is contained in the words Tifévar Ty
Yuxrv. Every deed of love is a staking of the Yruy7: I
cannot discharge the slightest office of charity to any one
without in some degree denying myself, my own I. As
the denying of the personality of the brother on my own
account is the essence of all hatred, so the denying of my
own I for the brother’s sake is the essence of all love.
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And as the apostle already in ch. ii. 7, and that with
special reference to love, had declared that xafws éxelvos
mepremdTnae kal Nuels odeiloper obTws wepiraTeiv, so here
also the same requirement is urged with specific reference
to the demonstrations of love: as the mind of the Re-
deemer’s love found expression in the Tifévar Ty Yruyiy,
so it is our obligation (é¢eihouer) to copy this expression
of love in our own life,

VERSE 17.

‘Os & dv &p Tov PBlov Tob wbéopov, ral fewphi ToV
adendov alrod xpelav Exovra, xal rkhelop T4 omhdyyva
avTod gm adrov, wds 1 dydmrn Tod Ocod uéver év adr ;

With this requirement, that we lay down in this sense
our life, is associated the antithetical observation (8¢), how
it is with him who does not act thus: it is most natural—
as the rhetorical question really says—that there can be
no relation to God in that case. If I give not tov Biov,
what I possess for the need and nourishment of bodily
life, that signifies no other than that I will not myself lay
down my life in the very least, in the most external
circumference of it, for the advantage of my brother. The
apostle says Blos Tob xdouov, in order by this appendage to
make prominent the triviality of the matter: if ye do not
in this which is least evince your love, how will ye do it
in that which is greater ? Such a man as St. Paul would
surrender the very highest thing, his fellowship with Christ,
for the brethren (Rom, ix. 3); and will ye not surrender
the least important of all things? And it is yet more
base, since ye must absolutely shut your heart against
sympathy («\elewr), and suppress the most natural impulses,
natural even in the world! The entire unnaturalness of
such hardheartedness appears in all its prominence in the
Oewpeiv Tov ddehdov xpelav €yovra: his need is supposed
to be well known to me, my eye rests upon it, my thoughts
are concerned with it, sympathy urges its claims; but yet

*AwoxAsiuy Tivés is a phrase well known in classical Greek ; but xacitiy &3

sés seems, on the other hand, formed simply after the type of the Hebrew
220 1D,
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I bolt the doors of my heart. We need not here assume,
any more than in the case mentioned by Jas. ii. 15 seq.,
that such lovelessness had occurred in a marked and
express manner among the disciples; it is everywhere so
common that we may understand the exhortation without
any more especial occasion for it. But if the unnaturalness
of the behaviour thus rebuked is so great, its deviation
from the required 7efévac Tr Yuyrr so wide, it is clear
how little consistent it must be with any near relation to
God.

St. John has from the beginning of his discussion of the
subject exhibited brotherly love as the test of elvar éx Tod
Ocov, and therefore as its result ; if this love be absent, the
being born of God must be absent too. As in the negative
section, vers. 12-15, brotherly love was considered to be
the reflection of our relation to God, not of the relation of
God to us; so also here the dydmn To0 @eod is not God's
love to us, but our love to Him. We might indeed here, as
in ch. ii. 5, take the dydmn 7ol Oeod quite generally to be
love, as it is in God and will have its reflection in us, and
therefore as a unity which contains reference to both its
directions ; but since in what precedes the specific love of
Christ to us had been spoken of, the other view just pre-
sented is the more appropriate. The pévew is here to be
explained as in vers. 14 and 15: since the apostle is
writing to Christians, he obviously presupposes the right
sentiment of the heart; but through hardness against
brethren that must needs be lost. For the rest, our verse
plainly enough shows that the profound speculation of
St. John is laid at the service of the most immediate
practical requirements of Christianity: there is here and
nowhere a gulf between them,

VERSE 18.
Texvia pov, py dyamdpey Noyp undeé TH yrdooy, AN
év Epye xai alnlelg.
The men here spoken of have no sort of love whatever.

But it is not necessary that this lack of love should exhibit
itself in words. 'We may present the semblance of love
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by words, while remaining absolutely without it in deeds.
Hence follows the exhortation to avoid such hypocritical
semblance of charity. But as this is about to close the
section, and the apostle purposes here to sum up the whole
in one clause, he turns his address in affectionate earnest-
ness to the hearts of his readers. The words Aoye undé
75 yA@ooy, with which we should not love, derive their
explanation from the antithesis év épyw, xal dAnfela. To
the Adyos the épyov is opposed. The word of love to which
the Aoyos refers may be meant sincerely, inspired by warm
feeling, but be wanting in readiness for sacrifice; we may
wish the best to the brethren, but not procure it for them
by the proper Tifévar v Yuysv. The Christians repre-
sented in Jas. ii. 16 were such dyamdvres év Aoye.
Opposed to this is the dyamav év épyp. The é must
be noted as the opposite of the lack of it in Adye.
The apostle certainly could not have written uy dyamare
év Noye, for this would have meant that we should not
love in words, which is obviously not his meaning; but
we are not to love év Adyp, in the sense that the word
is made the representative, instrument, and only herald or
spokesman of our love. We then come to the second pair
of the four expressions: py 7§ yAdoay 4AN ainfeia (the
év is to be supplemented before aAnfeia). To the truth,
the inward actuality of love, stands opposed the yAdoaa,
the mere outward babbling about it. In the first member
of the sentence we are exhorted against a love which
approves itself only by good, sincere, and well-intentioned
wishes ; here, against hollow phrases as such. That Adyos
might come from a sympathizing soul, without, however,
energy enough in its fellow-feeling; but in the other case
mere phrases disguise the utter absence of all true sympathy.

The apostle has thus, in contrast with the hatred which
reigns in the world, not merely demanded of Christians
love in general, but that love which the Lord Himself has
taught ; it must be self-sacrificing (ver. 16) ; this self-sacrifice
must approve itself in the outward relations of life (ver. 17);
and that not in deceptive words, but in deed and in truth
(ver. 18).
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VERsEs 19, 20.

Kal & Tolre ywdoropey 811 ek Tijs dAnbelas éopév, xal
éumpocfev adTod meicoper Tas wapdias Hudv, 67 éav Kata-
ywdoky fudv 1 kapdia, 1. pelloy éotiv 6 Ocos Ths kapdias
NudY, kal ywdoke TdvTa.

There is certainly in the following words an advance in
the thought: this is clear on the first glance. But wherein
the progress consists, and how these verses are therefore
related to what goes before, cannot be decided at the outset.
Expositors are so divided as not to know whether the
passage refers to forgiveness or condemnation, whether
brotherly love or arocely THv Sikatocvvny is the subject; and
this division shows the importance of considering the
expressions in detail before we can gain even a preliminary
point of view whence to understand the whole connection.

First of all we must settle the readings, which itself will
be a great gain for the exposition. The xa{ beginning
ver. 19 is indeed wanting in many influential manuscripts,
especially A and B; but it is otherwise exfremely well
attested. The decision as to its genuineness would be
really important only if on it depended the answer to the
question whether ver. 19 introduces an altogether new
thought, or is connected with what precedes. But the «al
has no such critical weight as this: certainly ver. 19 does
spring from the preceding words, as év ToiTe in the
beginning shows, which must necessarily be referred to
them. For otherwise, if év Tod7e is to be referred to the
following &7s, the condensed statement would be simply,
we may know our elvar éx Tob Oeod by this, that God is
greater than our heart. But it is plain that the proposition
taken in this general way proves too much, and therefore
nothing. Laid down thus, and without any cautionary
guards, it might be used to demonstrate that even the vios
T7S amwhelas is of the truth. But if the substance of the
év ToUTe is what precedes, and the connection of our verse
with the foregoing is held fast, then it is a matter quite
irrelevant whether the xaf is or is not read in the beginning
of the verse. Similarly, it is of little moment whether we
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read ywookouey or yrwaducfa. As to the internal grounds,
the genuineness of the present tense may be argued from
the probability that copyists, having before them the future
immediately following, meicouev, which i3 co-ordinated with
the ywoorouev, would be likely to change this latter also
into a future through mere lapsus memoriae; while, on the
other hand, that the future qrwoducfa was the original
reading, might be argued from the fact that the phrase or
turn év TovTe ywdokouer is so current with St. John that
the transcribers would naturally choose to write it. If
internal reasons are to decide, we must judge by the strength
of the evidence as it appears to us; and the future seems
more likely to have been the primitive reading. The two
futures, ypwooueda and welcopev, are then to be explained,
not so much from the cohortative tone of the section (* we
should know,” and so on), but in their strictly logical sense,
as deduction from the conditions laid down by the apostle
to be at once explained: “under these suppositions shall
we, as a necessary result, know.” Finally, it is of no
importance whether at the end of ver. 19 «xapdias or
xapdiav is to be read, but the former is to be preferred. On
the other hand, everything depends on our striking out, or
otherwise, the second &7: in ver. 20, that before wellwv.
But it happens that here we have good grounds, both
external and internal, for decision. While the external
testimonies are in favour of keeping it, we can much more
easily understand that the transcribers, taking it as purely
epanaleptic, left it out, than that they inserted it where it
was not, since its insertion has greatly embarrassed the
passage.

Let us now proceed to the exposition itself. After what
has been discussed we may assume that év Todre looks
back to what has just preceded, and there its meaning is
plain enough: it is the true and inward brotherly love to
which it refers as the ground of the ywwokew. We have
perceived that the design of the whole section from ch.
ii. 28 onwards has been to exhibit the demonstration of
divine sonship in work as its sure criterion. First, there
was a requirement of wocelv Ty Sikaioa iy as it Tespects
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God ; then it was shown that the lack of this gives birth
to hatred towards brethren; and conversely, that love to
brethren gives sufficient evidence of the mowlv 77w Siraro-
oUvn as a character. Consequently the inference is a sound
one, that true brotherly love, as demanded in ver. 18, gives
assured evidence (év TovTe ywdarouer) of the right relation
to God. Here, however, this is not, as before, described as
elvat éx Tob Ocod, bub as elvar éx Tis dinfelas. Primarily,
we may suppose, because so much prominence had just
been given to truth and semblance. We must love év
épbela, and only when we do this are we éx Tijs dhy-
Ocias. But, further, this expression probably was intended
to indicate that only in virtue of the consciousness that we
are of the truth can we have tranquillity in thinking of the
divine judgment. He who is Himself the truth must
acknowledge those as His who by genuine brotherly love
approve themselves as éx Tiis dAnfeias dvres. This position
of confident assurance as in regard to God, the apostle
expresses by the words, éumpocfer abdrod melcoper Tas
kapdias Nudv.

There is a controversy about the meaning of the melfecw.
If we translate it “ persuade to something,” it may be asked
what it is that we persuade our hearts to accept. The
omission of the object itself would not be so strange; but
in the present connection nothing has been spoken of to
which we might be supposed to persuade our hearts; for
the brotherly love which had been the matter of discourse
is taken for granted in our verse (év ToUre), and we have
no need to persuade ourselves of that. Moreover, it is not
to be denied that “ to persuade our heart to anything” is
very artificial ; it would come to this in the end, that we
are supposed to form some purpose: but it is obvious that
it would- be extremely forced to describe that by we/few
v xapSiav. Besides this one, there are two other signi-
fications of 7elfery which are suggested: « convince” and
“soothe.” Now here again we have, in respeet to the
former of these, the same difficulty of finding an object con-
cerning which we are thought to convince ourselves. The
most obvious course would then be to take the clause &7¢
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pellov éativ o Ocds Tijs kapdias judy as this object. And
the preliminary inquiry must be the reference and meaning
of the second é7¢ in ver. 20, which must be decided before
we can decide the other point.

This may be understood as either a causal particle
(because) or as defining the object (that). ILet us begin
with the second of these possibilities. In that case the &7¢
would introduce the objective matter of the meifew; and
it would be declared concerning what we Thv xapdiav
weloopev. Now, if we take welcouer with the meaning
“ convince,” we must translate: “we shall convince our
heart of this, that God is greater than our heart.” But
then it must not be forgotten that the proposition peifwv o
Ocos Ths xapdias Hudv is so clear in itself, that there could
be no necessity of our being in any manner persuaded of
it. It might indeed be used as a premiss from which a
conclusion should be drawn; but certainly not as a thesis
which itself needed to be demonstrated. But, that being
the case, on what principle should we here have to be
convinced of it ? Isit that the apostle looks back on the év
ToUTe, so that in the consciousness of brotherly love we are
supposed to penetrate to this assurance of God’s greatness ?
But what in all the world has brotherly love to do with
the divine greatness and our conviction of it? Thus this
translation is altogether untenable,

Now let us try the sccond possible interpretation, and
take d7¢ as defining the object; but taking meifewr in the
sense of “ soothing or allaying.” Then the meaning would
be: “ we shall encourage our heart as to the fact that God
is greater than it.” It is clear that in this case wellww
refers to the greater severity of God; for, in relation to
His greater mildness, we should not need any special solace.
But then again it would be incomprehensible how this
soothing should take effect: however conscious of brotherly
love we might be, the simple thought of the greater severity
of God must needs make every such solace impossible.
To this must be added that, even if we admit the meaning
of soothe or solace to be right generally (of which hereafter),
yet melfew with this meaning is always used absolutely,
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never with dr following it; that at least “ comfort con-
cerning ” must be expressed. Thus it is perfectly impossible
to understand the clause with &7¢ as objective; and we are
forced to revert to the causal meaning of the &7 But
then it becomes impossible to translate mreifew as convincing
of something. For if, as we have shown, we do not find
the object of the melfew in the clause with 7¢ peilwv, there
is generally none to be found. Yet some such objective is
peremptorily necessary if we take the meaning “ to persuade
or convince :” we must be convinced of something.

The question then arises, whether melfesv may not have
a meaning which will allow its being without a substantial
object after it. Such a meaning would be the “ soothing”
already mentioned, if only it can be defended on other
grounds. Classical Greek is supposed to furnish many
instances in its favour; but in most of the cases (especially
those out of the Iliad, i. 100, ix. 112, 181, 386) this
signification is at least not obligatory, since the connection
allows us to translate “persuade,” the object of the per-
suasion being invariably supplied in the context. On the
other hand, the passage cited in Plato, de Rep. iii. 390,
probably Hesiodic, scems to us to establish the meaning of
“goothe:” &dpa Oeots melber, 8dp’ aibolovs Bagi\fas. As
it concerns the New Testament, Acts xii. 20 and xiv. 19
do not belong to this subject, as in these passages the
object of the “ persuading ” is easily supplied. It is other-
wise with Matt. xxviil. 14, where the members of the
council bribe the watchers of the sepulchre, and promise
them that, if Pilate should hear of it, meloouer adrév. To
supply here axoldorovs Juds édv is venturesome, on the
one hand ; and, on the other, this thought needed not to be
expressed, since it was already prominent enough in the
apeplpvovs dpds moujoopev. Rather we must assume that
the high priests aimed at accomplishing two things: first,
they would soften Pilate’s displeasure on account of the
supposed slecep of the watchers at the sepulchre; and,
secondly, they would thus deliver these watchers from
suffering the penalty. But if once the meaning of a word
is established by any confirmatory passage, as it is in the
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present case by the quotation from Plato, and, less directly,
by that from St. Matthew, then we are justified in adopting
this meaning in other passages which, though they do not
pressingly demand such an interpretation themselves, yet
are most successfully interpreted when such a meaning is
applied to them by their help. This is the case in our
present passage, and we therefore translate meiferv by pro-
pitiate or soothe. And this solacing of our hearts, the
apostle says, will take place éumpocfer Ocodi: that is, when
we place ourselves inwardly before God, and judge ourselves
with His measure, in the consciousness of His holiness, so
can we, even in the presence of this standard, take comfort.

But this soothing presupposes anxiety of heart: whence
this comes, and in what it consists, is shown in the beginning
of the following verse. That the second &7 is to be taken
causatively commends itself at once; but the first one
involves us in new difficulties. For this first é7¢ may itself
be viewed in two ways: either it may be understood as
equivalent to the second, so that this latter is only an
epanalepsis or resumption of the former, and then the
clause with édv is a conditional clause; or the first &m: is
to be written with the diastole (8,7:), and understood rela-
tively, and then édv is only the particle &v which is so
frequent in the New Testament. Against the first explana-
tion, according to which the second 7 is an epanalepsis of
the first, many very decisive arguments may be urged. For
instance, the causal é7¢ (and we have shown that its clause,
pellov 6 Oeds k.T.\., is of this character) is never resumed
or repeated in such a way as this; certainly such an un-
exampled epanalepsis is out of the question here, where
only some words separate the first é7: from the second.
And then, again, the conditional clause éav raraywdoky
would in that case stand in a false logical position. . For
we should have to translate: “ We can comfort our hearts,
because God, in case our heart condemns us, is greater
than our heart.” The position of the conditional particle
after r¢ would make this meaning inevitable; the condi-
tional clause would be dependent on the clause with &,
and thus the greatness of God would appear to be condi-
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tioned by the accusation of our heart. That would lead
to the conclusion that, if our hearts did not condemn us,
God would not be greater than they. DBut the only appro-
priate thought is obviously that, in case our hearts condemn
us, we may console them,—that is, the conditional clause
must not belong to the phrase 87 peibwy, but to meicoper.
Accordingly, as we cannot take the ér¢ opening ver. 20
as a causal particle, it only remains that we take it as a
relative, and resolve éd into the simple &v. Certainly the
combination 8ares édy, 8,7¢ édv is not frequent; indeed, it
is very remarkable that it is not found uncontradicted in
any passage of the New Testament. Yet the reading
é,7¢ édv seems to us secure enough in Gal v. 10 and Col.
iii, 17, where the preponderant probability is in favour of
retaining the édv, though even the two other passages, Acts
iii. 83, Col. iii, 18, must be struck out. The interpretation
of the 6r¢ édv in this manner in our passage is not only
demanded by the sense, but it is grammatically admissible ;
since rataywdarew elsewhere occurs with the accusative,
not to say that the pronoun even with such verbs as
generally require other cases may stand in the accusative.
Moreover, the generalizing 8,7¢ édv, instead of the usual
0 édv, is here peculiarly appropriate; for it expresses the
idea that in all instances in which our hearts may happen
to condemn us, we may solace them. The two verses under
consideration might therefore be thus translated : “ Herein,
by this love €év épyw kai aAnbeia, rests our consciousness
that we are of the truth; and hereby (the év TovTe belongs
also to welcoper) may we soothe our hearts, in all cases in
which our heart condemns us (that here the singular xapdia
enters is very refined: each heart has its own particular
accusations, and the individual is in the apostle’s view), for
God is greater than our heart, and knoweth all things.”
After all this, we have only as yet busied ourselves
about the mere vesture of St. John's thought : we have now
to look at the very thought itself. Two things the apostle
takes for granted : one, in the év TovTw of ver. 19, that we
have brotherly love; the other, in the clause ér¢ éaw xara-
ywwaky kT, that in some measure our hearts reproach
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us. According to the explanation given, we are supposed
to have, in the consciousness of brotherly love, the means
whereby we may allay the reproaches of our conscience.
But this thought is, as it appears, quite an alien one to the
Christian sentiment. The accusations of my heart certainly
can have reference only to sins and the sinfulness of
which I know myself to be a partaker: concerning that,
am I supposed to take comfort simply in this way, and in
this way alone ? and if so, could that consolation lie in the
possession of brotherly love 2 does not this lead to the most
superficial and vapid Rationalism? The Apostle James
says that he who keeps the whole law, and yet sins in one
particular, is guilty of the whole law. Does not St. John
here say the very opposite: if you only keep the command-
ment of brotherly love, you may leave all else behind you
with confidence? Not in any work wrought by us, but in
the blood of Christ or the grace of God we are accustomed to
see the only genuine ground of our hearts’ pacification. But
it is God who comes primarily into view here ; for the words
peltwv o Ocos Tiis kapblas judv can, according to the inter-
pretation given above, be brought into consideration only as
the ground that justifies our taking comfort to our hearts.
Consequently the much - contested question, whether the
peilwy tefers to the condemning severity of God or His
pardoning kindness,'is made easy at the very outset: having
become convinced that we/fev must be understood in the
sense of “soothe,” and ér¢ with a causative signification,
it is clear that the clause 87¢ pelfwr must, as containing
matter of consolation, exhibit not the greater strictness of
God, but His greater tenderness.

For the sake, bowever, of the deep importance of the
matter itself, and to become still more convinced of the
soundness of our interpretation, let us look at the other
way of taking the uellwv ¢ Oecds. Referring it to the
greater severity of God, we must make the meaning of the
verse this; we condemn ourselves, God will much more
condemn us. There would then be found a contrast between
the subject-ideas, God and we; but the predicate would
apply to both, though it may be in a different degree: both
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condemn. But such an antithesis as this is assuredly not
supported by the arrangement of the words: the words
6 Ocbs and kapdla Hudv have by no means any emphasis
on them—rather come in among different ideas. Observing
the raraywdery, placed first in the subordinate clause, this
might appear to be the strength of the antithesis; and then
the condemnation would require to have a non-condemna-
tion set over against it. Further, the view of é7¢ édv as
a relative, which we have established, would not so well
harmonize with the end of the verse, ywwoxes wdavra, on
any other principle of interpretation. For, that we thereby
come to the persuasion that God is greater than our heart,
in the matter of its condemnation, is not logically and
strictly demonstrated by the proposition that God knoweth
all things, but by the proposition that He more fully knows
the thing in question. Of course it may be said against
that, that this is naturally included in the ywwoker wdvra ;
but there would be a certain inconcinnity, nevertheless.
We therefore adhere to the conclusion that pelfwy must be
understood to exhibit the greater gentleness of God.

The gentleness of God is not regarded as absolutely and
in all matters a valid ground of consolation; but it is such
as based upon His omniscience (ywworer wavra). Thus, if
our conscience condemns us, we can find solace for our-
selves only if we have made ourselves worse than we really
are, or thought ourselves more entirely sundered from God
than is actually the case,—than could indeed actually be
the case, since God knows everything. Notwithstanding
the accusations of our heart, we are not altogether rejected
of God; we are éx Tis éAnfelas, and can determine that
we are so. But in what way? év Toidre, by the fact of
our having brotherly love in deed and in truth. When we
measure ourselves by the terms of the whole previous
section, especially from ver. 1 to ver. 10, we must see
that we are wanting in the first token of sonship, the Troceiv
v Sikaroclvny : our heart condemns us on that account,
because we find much unrighteousness still clinging to our
lives. Now we perfect the self-judging, in the way the
apostle has taught us; and place ourselves in the position
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of the last day; and recognise that we cannot stand before
God,—that, measured by so strict and absolute a standard,
we are not yet altogether withdrawn from the sphere of
darkness. But, so long as we live below, we shall never
attain to any such maturity as to fix us absolutely on
the one side of the religious alternative; we are yet in
the process of a development, in the course of a conflict
between light and darkness; and it is essential to the idea
of such a struggle that the territory contended about belongs
not altogether either to the one or to the other of the several
powers. In other words: though we must day by day
measure ourselves by the standard of the goal set before
us, the od 8vacfar dpuaprdvew, we may, on the other hand,
know where in the course we are now found; we must
needs be assured whether or not we have made a good
beginning towards the final victory. This is the question
considered and determined in the present verse.

Ver. 19 and the following contain a summary of what
goes before; but only in a preliminary way. The question
was about the wappnoia on the day of judgment: if we
would know whether that will be ours or not, we must judge
ourselves according to our works. If on such a judgment
our heart does not condemn us, we have already now, and
already here, the parrhesia: that is the substance of ver, 21.
But if—and this is the other possibility—our hearts con-
demn us, we being not as yet conscious of the Swcaioctvn,
what then ? is the question of ver. 20. The confidence or
parrhesia of a perfect and secure trust we assuredly cannot
in any case have; but something less than this is possible,
—-we may be joyful in hope if we have only made a good
beginning, as evideuced by the required outward practice
corresponding to the divine gift within. And this good
beginning is brotherly love. It is the first and easiest
commandment : for how can he who closes his heart against
his brother (ver. 17) love his God? It is the first stage
and first test of the love of God. He who has this év
épye xai dAnfeia will be able to conclude from his having
it that there is the commencement of that love in him,
as the evidence of his fellowship with God; and even

1 JOHN. P
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supposing him to be not for the moment conscious of
it, God is greater and sees deeper : He kmows this very
beginning that may be concealed from ourselves. True,
that in the absolute judgment of eternity no mere beginning
will avail ; there must be an entire and perfected holiness:
thinking on this, we must evermore say that we have not
yet attained. But it is, nevertheless, a great thing to know
that we have at least made a beginning; for from that
springs the confidence that o évapfduevos év sulv Epyov
dyabov, émireNéaer dypis nuépas ' Inaod Xpiarob (Phil. i. 6).
And this very passage demands for the day of Christ the
same that St. John demands in our Epistle, ch. ii. 28 : the
perfection of religion. But it may be repeated, that the
beginning of the good work itself inspires the hope that its
completion will not be wanting at the last. Thus our
verse (20) contains the counterpart of that fearfully solemn
doctrine of the judgment to which the apostle had led up
in the previous verse; and, indeed, a necessary counter-
part, since, unless we bring this also into prominence, the
solemnity of the judgment might well lead us to despair.
But, that the consolation which the apostle now admini-
sters to those whom he had previously smitten is not sought,
as in ch. ii. 1, in the remembrance of the propitiatory death
and intercession of the Lord, has its reason in the bearing
and motive of the whole section. The question in it is
only of the confirmation of fellowship with the Lord,—a
fellowship the existence of which must always and only be
known by its fruits. As to the reality of my faith, the
depth of my devotion to Him, I may deceive myself; I
dare not base my security on my feeling; the energies and
actings of faith alone give me a sufficient guarantee for my
confidence. If these are found in an absolute degree,
so that my heart no longer condemns me, then I have
the perfect parrhesia; but if they are present in their
beginnings only, in vigorous brotherly love, that affords me
the consolation of knowing that as to my relation to God
the way is fairly open before me. And the inference which
I only thus deduce is naked and open before the eyes of
Him who wdvra ywdoke.. Thus our verse takes its place
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'in the unity of the chapter as a perfectly homogeneous
constituent; and at the same time gives us additional
security for the correctness of our interpretation of what
goes before.

In conclusion, we may turn our attention for a moment
to the word xapdla. In express terms and by inference
this word has been accepted as interchangeable with avvei-
dnows. This latter word is, as we are aware, unknown to
the Johannaean phraseology; for ch. viii. 9 must not come
into consideration, on account of its suspected genuineness.
It might therefore be regarded as possible or probable that
the apostle expressed the more special idea of the conscience
by the more general one of the heart. DBut xapdle itself
occurs comparatively seldom in St. John’s writings; in no
case, however, with the meaning of conscience. It rather
signifies, especially in those passages which are closely
dependent on the Old Testament,—that is, in the Apoca-
lypse (ch. ii. 25, xvii. 17, xviii. 7), and in the citation of
John xii. 40 seq.,—the entire inner man, the interior of the
nature, corresponding to the quite general 2 In other
instances of his use, it signifies particularly the life of
feeling and sentiment, John xiv. 1, 27, xvi. 6, 22. The
only question then is, whether we may take it here in the
latter of the senses just mentioned, or must needs limit it
to the express idea of oguweidnois. This term ouveldnais
itself occurs in the New Testament with a double applica-
tion. One is in harmony with the classical ocuredds, as the
knowledge of anything, especially of an action past: asin
Heb. x. 2, where ovreidnois v dpapridy is simply the con-
sciousness that my sin is a certain fact of the past, as is made
quite clear by the parallel dvduvnass of ver. 3. Similarly
the ayafy auveldnais of Acts xxiil. 11, which is simply the
consciousness of the dyafov elva: of the past conversation.
In this and similar passages ovveidnais defines the moral
judgment concerning the ethical position of a person, whether
he is good or whether he is evil. On the other hand, St. Paul
attaches to cuvreldnots a more abstract notion : it means the
measure of moral discernment which is peculiar to any man,
—that is, the consciousness of what 45 good and evil, not the
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consciousness of my being good or evil. So, for example,
in Rom. ii. 15: the cuwreldnois of the Gentiles is not the
judgment or verdict which they pronounce on their own
conduct, but the moral consciousness, the moral discern-
ment which belonged to them, out of which that verdict
sprang. For, not until after the apostle had first ascribed
to them generally such a theoretical knowledge does he in
the clause T@v Aoyiopdy xatyyopolvTwy 1) dmoloyovuévwy
declare the sentence which they themselves pronounce upon
their own concrete actions in virtue of that moral conscious-
ness. So, too, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians it is
plain we are not to understand by the cwelbnois TV
dafevodvrov, who would eat no sacrificed flesh, that they
considered this particular thing as sin; the phrase indicates
in general the weakness of their moral perception, which
allowed them to detect sin, as in other things so in this.
To be brief, cuveldnois signifies first the abstract moral
consciousness, which is quite independent of my own moral
conduct, which may be very strong even in ethical wicked-
ness and very weak even in great moral earnestness; and,
secondly, the judgment which I pronounce on my own deport-
ment as the result of this my moral discernment. It fol-
lows that, if we would make the word xapdia in our passage
strictly parallel with cvveidnois, we must hang to the latter
of the two meanings above, for the xataywweorew is cer-
tainly an actus forensis. But it is also made plain how little
the Johannaean ideas induce such a strict parallelization
with those of St. Paul. They do not entirely coincide
or cover each other; hence we do well to consider the
xapdia as meant simply and generally of the inner man,
in which inner man St. John does not so rigorously as St.
Paul distinguish between the vois, the Aoyiouof, and the
guveidnos.
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After the apostle has thus illustrated the one presupposi-
tion that we are in many ways conscious of sin, and has
laid emphasis in connection with that upon brotherly love
as token of a life of faith at least germinal in us, he now
passes over to the second presupposition, éav 79 xapdia Hudv
pun kataywdory nuov. Ile obviously regards this case to
be possible, as is plain not only from the conditional clause
itself, but also from his proceeding at once to base upon it
the most important practical consequences. And in this
he is found in accordance with St. Paul, who certainly and
unconditionally gives himself the testimony, ol8év éuavrd
otvoda (1 Cor. iv. 4). It is indeed a noteworthy psycho-
logical fact, that in the hours of the most vivid consciousness
of sin all former faith and love will seem to us no more
than delusion; but, on the other hand, it is also in hours
of more than ordinary elevated faith that we regard sin
as under our feet. Of such hours as these last St. John
here speaks. At such hours the wagpnoia as towards God
appears in force. What we mentioned preliminarily in the
explanation of the previous verse must again be brought to
remembrance, that the point of view under which in ch,
ii. 28 the parrhesia is assumed is not regarded here: it is
not the final judgment that is now concerned. Accordingly,
it is clear that the section begun with ch. ii. 28 has not
here reached its absolute, but only its relative end. That
is to say, when the apostle was speaking of the judgment,
which we in a certain sense are supposed to anticipate in
ourselves after a preliminary and typical manner, the first
effect was the question, what results to us as to our condi-
tion here below from a course of conduct thus or thus
ordered : first, in the case of the imperfect (ver. 20), a
consolation springing from the consciousness of God’s near-
ness, at least affecting happily the present time (ver. 2),—
that is to say, a feeling of elevation, the mappnoia. The
having our prayers heard is exhibited as a result of this.
It is clear from this, first, that the idea of confident speaking
is prominent to St. John in the wappneia; as, finally, before
the Judge, so now before the Father we have the conscious-
ness of artless and perfect simplicity and freedom. Even
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at the last judgment we may conceive of a real mwappnoia
as a joyous request: of such supplication as that which
Christ once preferred on leaving the world, viv 86fagdy pe
watep mwapd ceavrd. The remembrance of this word is
here all the more appropriate, because not only shall we on
that day ask to be transfigured into the glory of Christ, as
He asked to be transfigured into the glory of the Father,
but He also in the same way as we attained the wagpnoia of
His supplication,—that is, through the confirmation of His
divine Sonship by the work of perfected obedience (John
xiv. 31), and of perfected love to man (John xiii. 1).
That which was then the matter of Christ’s prayer offered
év mappnoia, that which will be the matter of our prayer
at the end of the days, the Sofdfecfar, the full and absolute
fellowship with our Lord, will naturally in some degree be
the matter of our prayer even here.

But, on the other hand, the expression & éar alrduer
points by its generality to a manifold supplication. Had
St. John anything definite in his eye? When we bethink
ourselves that in the last discourses of Christ to the dis-
ciples He reminded them of the confident prayer assured of
its answer, and that in two ways, first, when He exhorted
them both before and after to brotherly love (John xv.
12-17); and, secondly, when He promised to them the
Paraclete (John xvi. 23 seq.), thus showing that He referred
to prayer for perfect brotherly love and perfect fellowship
with the Father; moreover, that the high-priestly prayer of
Jesus Himself partly referred to His own glorification and
partly to that of his disciples; again, that in our Epistle,
ch. v. 14, the certain assurance of prayer is again men-
tioned in connection with intercession for erring brethren,—
remembering all this, we shall think it probable that in
this passage also the apostle had in his mind these two
sorts of petition, for the accomplishment of our own salva-
tion and that of our brethren. Thus viewed, our verse
assumes a position of definite and necessary importance in
the whole section. To him that hath it shall be given: if
you have once obtained this parrhesia, you will by virtue
of it urge ever renewed supplications for the fulfilment of
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our salvation and the consummation of the kingdom of
God, and so urge them that you will always obtain what
you ask. The wowiv v Sikatooctvyy, that is, fellowship
with God, and the dydwn, fellowship with the brethren,
were the conditions of the wappnoia ; and this again leads
to an increased and deeper possession of those two elements
of religious experience. The parrhesia and the answer of
prayer are strictly correlative ideas. For the former rests
upon the knowledge of my fellowship with God ; the latter
upon the fact that my will is one with the divine: essen-
tially, therefore, they have the same foundation. Hence
it becomes probable that the clause with v, which gives
the reason, will refer not only to the AauBdvew & éav
ailt@uev, but to the two co-ordinated propositions of the
former half of the verse. If we remember that Tnpeiv Tas
évtohas @eod was a main idea of the first part of the
Epistle, and that mocelv is made prominent in the second,
but that the two parts are related as the internal to the
external presentation, then we have perceived the relation
of the two clauses in our verse.

VERSE 23.

Kal abmy éotiv 4 évToNy abvrod, lva mioTelowpey T¢
ovopate Tov viov adrod 'Incod Xpiorod, rai ayamdpev
aANGAovs, kalos Edwrey évToAny Hulv.

The commandments which the apostle is discoursing of
and commending are now exhibited by him again with
reference to their meaning and aim. Two things strike us
on a superficial glance: the precepts we must obey are
described in their unity (the singular évrol7), then being
again described as twofold; and the import of the second
is specified by the word moTedew, which now for the first
time enters the Epistle. As to the former of these points,
the two commandments of faith and brotherly love are in
the same sense one commandment, as the two tables of
the law are in the issue one table and one law: they
enforce simply and only this, I am the Lord thy God, walk
before me and be thou perfect. The other question is more
difficult, how it is that faith is here so suddenly mentioned,
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coming in unintroduced by anything that precedes, and
without any bearing on anything that follows. Whenever
Christ has been before alluded to, the objective value of His
work has been specified as an {Aaouds securing the forgive-
ness of sins, without any reference to the method of subjective
appropriation ; and whenever the subjective position of man
before God has been spoken of, the confirmation of it in act
and deed has alone been made prominent, without any side
clance at the root and spring of this action. Similarly in
the fourth chapter the mioredew recedes into the background
in comparison of the ouoloyetv: obviously for the same
reason again, because the Epistle has for its aim the con-
firmation and consummation of the joy of faith by means
of the active work of religion, the external expressions of
faith. It is not until the fifth chapter that the idea of
mriaTis begins to lead the development of the thought. All
this makes it more urgent to ask why the migrederr enters
precisely in our passage, where the word évroA7 itself points
to a course of action and not a state of being, while, on
the other hand, it forms the conclusion of a section that
professedly treats of works and of works alone.

If we now look at the other ideas brought forward
in these verses, it becomes evident that they also are mnot
the same with those which have ruled the contents of the
third chapter, but that they have reverted back again to
the thoughts and phraseology of the first two chapters, It
has been already remarked that Tnpeiv Tas évrolds, ver. 22,
has in the first part of the second chapter its own dis-
tinctive position; and similarly, the combination of the
various évTolai @eod into the unity of one single command-
ment, just as we have it here, is observable in the same
earlier part of the second chapter. In ver. 24 we find the
reciprocal abiding of God in us and our abiding also in
God which was already present in the second chapter; and
not only so, its juxtaposition or co-ordination with the
T7peiv Tds €vTohas adTod is substantially to be discerned in
that chapter, though not expressed in precisely the same
words. On the other hand, any such emphasis on the
works as we find pervading the whole of the second
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chapter is altogether wanting in our vers. 23 and 24.
The first and second chapters contain, as has been fully
shown, an exhibition of fellowship with God and the
brethren as belonging to the internal character of Christians ;
and this is met in the third chapter by a requirement of
the outward confirmation of that sentiment in act. From
this it appears why at the close of this final exposition the
apostle falls back again into the tone of the first chapters.
The former is supposed to be only the superstructure upon
the foundation of the latter. If I approve my fellowship
with God, then must I Zave it already ; and on this having,
this internal characteristic of the Christian, rests here in
conclusion the apostle’s eye. By the works of love to God
and man we discern that we keep the commandment of
God ; but this commandment itself points first and directly,
not to the external demonstration of an internal character,
but to that internal character itself: not to show that we
are, but to be. Thus, therefore, in the requirement of the
moTevew and the dyamay, the internal state of the heart is
made prominent, of which we all should be and must be
partakers.

But all this has only served to vindicate the substance
of the mioredew év 76 ovépare "Inaod Xpiorod as appro-
priate in this place; it is the évroAq in its interior spirit
and tone ; but the expression or phrase itself is not accounted
for. Would it not seem more obvious that the apostle
should have used the phrase wepimatelv év pwti, or some-
thing like that? But we must remember how emphatically
the writer has in ch. iii. 2 seq. laid it down that the one
essential thing on earth as the indispensable earnest of
eternal glory is the following of Christ ; that he has, further,
from the beginning onwards shown that the manifestation
of Christ is the principle of our entire Christian new life
(uévew év T vig, ch. ii. 3, 6). Accordingly, throughout
the whole process of his discussion it must have been
natural to the apostle to lay emphasis upon fellowship with
Christ in particular when meaning fellowship with God.
That His self-manifestation (év 7 ovduate) as the Son of
God (700 viod avTov) and as the Saviour of the world
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(Inoob Xpiorod) at the same time and especially, has
passed into our being and inmost consciousness as a fact
determining our life (mioTedowuer): that is the will of God
on one side. And that this self-revelation of Christ should
determine us in the obedience of His commandments
(kabos Edwrev évrormw fuiv) to love the brethren (dyarduey
aAMjhovs) : that is the will of God on another side. Thus
is explained also the aorist wioTedowuer : brotherly love
presupposes faith, and this preterite form of the verb serves
to indicate that very presupposition. And this shows that
in é8wrer évroriv, at the close of the verse, Christ is the
subject, which is to be assumed also for other reasons,
specially because the addition, after the already preceding
avTy éaTiv ¥ évToM) adToD, that is, Oeod, would otherwise
be perfectly pleonastic. Moreover, brotherly love is through-
out the Iipistle exhibited by preference as the command-
ment of Christ; and, further, His person is formally
alluded to at the close, and that with a specific emphasis
on its two aspects, the divine and the human natures.
Taith also is defined as a commandment, though not of
Christ but of the Father ; and in presence of the fact that
precisely in St. John’s Gospel the awakening of such a
faith is represented as the final goal of the entire work
of Christ among men, we need not seek for specific passages
that demand from man this faith. Yet these are not
entirely wanting. First, John vi. 40 comes at once into
consideration : ToiT éaTi 76 BéNqua Tod wéuravtis pe, va
wis 6 mioTebwy els TOV vidv éyn Cwyy aldviov. For it is
plain that these words declare not only that in the divine
will the believer shall have eternal life, but also that faith
is the commeanded condition of this life, and therefore
equally and in the first instance the matter of the divine
will.  So again in John xiv. 1 : wioTedere els Tov Oedv val
els éué miaretere, where faith in the Lord enters not as a
second requirement by the side of faith in God, but is
introduced as the way to the latter, and is really therefore
the first requirement of all,
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VERSE 24a.

Kal o Typdv tas evrolds abrod, év adrd pével, kal adrods
év adTd.

As generally throughout the Epistle, so especially in the
passage before us, from ver. 22 to ver. 24, the apostle
recurs again and again to the Lord’s last discourses. The
fundamental ideas are the same in both: the observance
of the divine commands, specifically those of faith and
brotherly love ; the answers to prayer ; the abiding in God;
and, finally, if we include ver. 245, the mission of the Holy
Ghost. 'We may compare, moreover, John xiv. 11, the
requirement of the faith that God is in Christ, corresponding
here to faith in Him as the Son of God; and then as the
result of that faith, John xiv. 14, 15, 67 &v aitanTe
TobT0 Worjow, corresponding here to ch. iii. 22, 6 éav
altdper NapfBdvoper. And again, John xiv. 15, éav
dyamaTé pe, Tas évToNas TAS éuds TnphoaTe Kai éyw épw-
Tiow Tov watépa, kali dNNov TapdkhyTov Swaer Uiy,
corresponding here to ver. 24, the mention of the gift of
the Spirit in connection with the Tnpeiv Tas évrords. And
the péverw, finally, is really the fundamental idea, as of the
last discourses of Jesus, so also of the Epistle before us.
In John xiv. 16 the Spirit is sent va wpévy ped’ Huédv; in
ch. xv. the pévew év dumérp is the centre of the whole
parabolical discourse ; compare, in proof, ver. 4, ueivate év
éuol xayw év Tulv; ver. 7, éav pelvnre év cuoi, kai Ta
pripatd pov év Vuiv ueivy, 0 éav Oényre almicesbe kT ;
ver. 10, éav Tas évTohds wov TnprianTE peveiTe €v TN dryamy
pov. And as here, at the end of the section, the uévew év
avrd xal avTos év Hutv is made prominent, so it forms the
conclusion of the last discourses of our Lord, the theme of
the second part of the high-priestly prayer, that the relation
between God and Christ, as it is expressed in the words
éyw év ool xai av év éuol, is, as it were, to be the pattern
of our relation to God, and to find its reflection in us.
These simple citations testify abundantly that there and
here the thoughts in detail and as a whole correspond.

For the furtherance of a definite view of the spirit of the
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passage, we have yet to decide whether the pronouns in
ver. 24 refer to the Father or to Christ. If, as we have
established, the last words of ver. 23 have Christ for their
subject, it seems obvious that in this verse also He is the
subject. But Christ had come into consideration in what
precedes only as the giver of one commandment, that of
brotherly love ; on the other hand, at the beginning of ver.
23 the Father was mentioned as the proper vouoférys, and
therefore the trpelv 7ds évtods may well refer to the
latter ; and it is in favour of this that in ch. iv. 13, where
a part of our verse is repeated almost literally, the pronouns
decidedly must, according to the connection, point to the
Father, while certainly the Son, on the other hand, is often
in the second chapter the subject of the uévew, as He
almost always is in the Gospel. In ch. xv. this is abso-
lutely the case; comp. ver. 4, ueivare év époi, and the
often-repeated pévere év T aydmy pov. In ch xvii, it is
true, it begins to be common to the Father and the Son,
ver. 21, tva alrol év Huiv dae; but afterwards, in ver. 23,
the Son alone comes forward as the subject: éyw év adrols
xal o év éuol,

Thus we have once more reached the end of a division.
The thesis with which the apostle set out in ch. ii. 28 seq.
was, that our abiding in God, or, more definitely, our son-
ship to God, must be made manifest in works in order that
we may be capable of confidence at the day of judgment.
Has this thesis been now actually demonstrated 2 It has
been shown that the idea of the eiva: éx Tod Ocod, as well
as the requirements of the judgment day, must lead to most
scrupulous and complete works of righteousness, to full and
perfect deeds of love ; and thus that every one who would
profess to be of God must exhibit these deeds. But the
converse has not been established, though this is quite
necessary, namely, that he who doeth these works is neces-
sarily a child of God. It might, indeed, be thought that
there could be such a practice of righteousness without the
divine sonship ; this latter having been rightly defined as
not a mere ethical deportment of man, but as a substantial
change in his nature preceding and laying the foundation
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for that deportment. If I am therefore to enjoy the full
parrhesia at the final bar, I must have exhibited not merely
a thus and thus well-ordered deportment, but must have
the assurance that this deportment could be the result only
of a divine sonship or regeneration ; and thus the one must
help the assurance of the other. And this demonstration,
that the rocely T dikatoavvny is not only necessary, but
also the certain evidence of the yeyevvijofas éx Tob Ocod, it
was the apostle’s purpose to establish; for otherwise he
would, in ch. ii. 29, have been obliged to write mds o
yeyevnuévos ék Tod Oeod Toel Ty Sikatocvyny, but not
Tas o Twoudy THv SikatocUvny €€ alTod ryeyévvpras. It is
plain from what has been said that the thesis of ch. ii.
28 seq. has not been fully established, but only in its first
principle ; we yet want the argument that the wowiv Tov
Sixatoavvny, dyamdv Tods adelgods, which have been seen
in ch. iii. to be so necessary, are also a certain testimony of
regeneration from above. The close of the section now
ended points in a preliminary and preparatory way to this
internal change of sentiment, of which the works give cer-
tain testimony ; for, instead of expressions which describe the
external conduet, it chooses simply those, as we have seen,
which refer to the inner mind. 7%at we, in the conscious-
ness of upright walking before God (wouetv v Sikatocivny)
and before the brethren (dyawady), attain to confidence, and
the more perfect that consciousness is to all the more
perfect confidence, has been already shown; but how fur
and in what sense this our conduct lays the foundation of
confidence, how far it is the absolutely sure evidence of
fellowship with God, has yet to be shown. When the
apostle enters upon this question, and gives us to Anow
(vw@oxew) that we in this way are united with God, he
furnishes the complement of the third chapter. The new
section, whose theme is contained in ver. 245, will be, so
far as we can now perceive, co-ordinated with the third
chapter, but only as subordinate to the theme announced

in ch. ii. 28 seq.
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VERSE 24b,

Kai & robre ywdorouev 8t péver év fulv, ék Tob
Tvevpatos ob Nuly Edwxe,

The contents of the new section are preliminarily deter-
mined by two points in ver. 24, the mention of the
mvebua at the close, and the ywoorere 61e péver év Huiv.
This latter niust be compared at once with the beginning
of the second main division, ch. ii. 28, where we read, xal
viv rexvia pévere év adrd, thus the precise converse of our
present passage. This is of importance for the whole
matter of the section. For we have already become per-
suaded that these two phrases are not identical, but that
the pévew év e makes prominent the human relation in
the Christian estate, and the pévewr Ocov éy juiv the divine,
Now, at the close of the second chapter it was strictly in
keeping that we should hear the exhortation to abide in
God, for there the apostle’s aim was to show that it was
our duty to approve our fellowship with God by works;
therefore the question was of the human relation. But our
new section begins with God’s abiding in us, because the
apostle is about to point to the fact that our works make
it evident that we are born of God,—that is, that God had
begun and was carrying on His work within us. Thus the
very expression leads us at once to the subject which our
study of the previous train of thought in the Epistle gave
us reason to expect in the new section. The second element
is the mention of the mvedua. That this will be a leading
idea in the new part is shown by this, that in ver. 13, at
the close, namely, of the development here beginning, the
clause is repeated : it must therefore have been reckoned
by the writer as containing its substance. And this is all
the more striking as the idea mvedua, not failing, indeed, in
the detailed discussion, is nevertheless only found at the
beginning of it, and afterwards altogether retreats from view.

Let us, in order to harmonize these facts, take a pre-
liminary glance at the sequel. It is obvious at once that
the two main themes which we have hitherto found in each
section of the Epistle recur here also: vers, 1-6 treat of
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our relation to the Lord ; vers. 7-12, of our relation to the
brethren ; vers. 13—16 then give us a supplementary
summary from one point of view, or, more strictly speaking,
the essence of the two discussions. It is of the nature of
such a resumé that the thoughts which are summed up
should be reduced to the briefest expression ; in it, there-
fore, we shall be able most easily to perceive the substance
of the two preceding sections. The former is comprehended
in this, that God has sent His Son, and the confession of
this divine act guarantees fellowship with God ; the second
is comprehended in this, that God is love, and he who hath
this love must, again, have fellowship with God. Thus
fellowship with God and consciousness of it—for our verse
shows that the yiyvdoreiy 67e péver v Juiv is the apostle’s
point—rests upon the acknowledgment and appropriation
of a divine act and of the divine nature of love. But
where the acknowledgment of the divine act in the incar-
nation of Christ exists, there, as vers. 1—6 show, must the
Holy Ghost have wrought it; similarly, where love to the
brethren exists, there, according to vers. 7-12, it must have
resulted from the love of God, and thus again have been
produced by the same Holy Spirit. Accordingly, the
argument of the apostle is generally this : where there is a
true confession of the incarnate Son of God, it is the effect
of the operation of the Holy Spirit; where love exists, it is
the outflowing of a divine love imparted first, and conse-
quently is wrought of God : he, therefore, who is the subject
of this confession and this love is in fellowship with
God, and hath the Holy Ghost, who is the sole agent of all
the operations of God in man. This, therefore, perfectly
establishes the thesis laid down in ch. ii. 28 seq. According
to ch. iii. 3, the apostle requires that our mowely Ty Sixaso-
atvny should spring from the example of Christ the incar-
nate (ch. iii. 5, épavepwfn), and now exalted (ch. iii. 2), Son
of God. But where the true acknowledgment of the Son
of God exists, it must be of the operation of the Holy Spirit
(ch. iv. 1-6) ; if, therefore, in this confession, and urged by
it, we practise righteousness, we have in ourselves the
evidence that we are in God, and God in us, Similarly,
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brotherly love shows, inasmuch as it can be only the
expression of a divinely-wrought love (ch. iv. 7-12) if it
demonstrates its reality by works (ch. iii. 11-18), that we
are of God. Chapters iii. and iv. thus together contain, in
fact, the effectual demonstration of ch. ii. 28, 29. Their
relation to each other is also, as we have already seen, this:
that ch. iii. shows the necessity of deeds, ch. iv. the security
of the confident argument based upon them. The exposi-
tion of the details will abundantly confirm all this.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

VERSE 1.

"AyamnTol, uy mwavri mwrepati mioTebeTe, AAMNG Sokipd-
ete Ta mreduata, el éx Tod Ocod o &TL WOANOL Yrevdo-
wpodiTal éfeAqiifacw els Tov Kéauov.

The first six verses of the fourth chapter give evidence
of the conclusion that the confession of the incarnate Son
of God is the assurance of the energy of the Holy Ghost
within us. This demonstration is so conducted as to set
over against the Holy Spirit, who testifies of Christ and for
Christ, the spirit of the world and of Antichrist, which not
only opposes this witness, but diffuses the opposite lie.
Thus it is an argument ¢ contrario. The exhortation of the
first verse is thus not the main thing to the apostle ; but
the emphasis lies on ver. 2b: mav mwvebpa 6 opoloyel K.T.\,
ée Tov Oecob éomw. The Holy Spirit, indeed, is the sure
token of divine sonship, but there are many spirits; hence
a test is mecessary, a standard must be found, to distinguish
the divine Spirit from lying spirits. Now assuredly there
are only two mvedparta, that of God and that of the dark-
ness; but since each of these assumes a different character
in individual men, there must be as great a variety of
spirits as there is of individuals, while yet they fall into
two classes, according as they bear the signature in them-
selves of the divine or the anti-Christian spirit. Now the
necessity of such a testing the apostle grounds on this
(67), that lying spirits are not only possible, but also in
oreat numbers actually emerge. The +yrevdompodiTar are
not here alone, but everywhere in the New Testament,
wherever they are spoken of, connected most intimately
with the Antichrist; and as the token of this here and
everywhere, there is only one thing adduced, that is, the

1 JOIIN. Q
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denial of the mission of Christ. In Matt. xxiv. and the
parallels the yrevddypioTor are named together with the
false prophets; the former are false Christs, and the latter
bear testimony to them as if they were true Christs. In
Acts xiii. 6, Bar-jesus announces himself as a false prophet,
in that he opposes the preaching of St. Paul concerning
Christ. In 2 Pet. ii. 2 we have the sign of false prophets,
that they Tov dyopdoavta adTods Seomwdrny dpvobvras; and
in the Apocalypse it is the false prophet who seduces men
to the beast,—that is, to apostasy from Christ. Thus there
is literally everywhere the connection with anti-Christianity.

Yet it is not to be overlooked that the name false
prophet is more comprehensive in St. John than in the
Synoptists.  For as he understands by the avriypioros
something more general than they understand by their
yrevdoypioTos,—that is, not only those who give themselves
out for Christ, but all who are opposed to Iim, who belong
to the host of the arch-Antichrist,—so also the false prophets
are in his estimation not only those who bear testimony to
a false Christ, but all who do not give due honour to the
true One. Thus it comes to pass that in the Synoptists
the false prophets are only servants and helpers of the
Antichrist ; in St. John they appear as antichrists them-
selves. Further, it is not accidental that here yrevSompodiiTar
is used, and not Yrevdodiddaxaros. In the former word, to
wit, prominence is given to their dependence on a higher
spirit working in the souls of men; but this token is
wanting in the latter word. Since in our passage the
question is of that very higher principle energizing in men’s
souls, the former word, and not the latter, is appropriate.
And these prophets of the lie els Tov xoopov éEeAqrivbac .
The words may bear two interpretations: either we may
take the éEcAqAdfacw here in the same sense as &£ Hudw
€&i\bov in ch. ii. 19, of the origination of the false teachers
1n the bosom of the congregation, in which case xdoumos is
the world as the enemy of the church; or we may under-
stand the éfean\ubévar quite generally as prodire, without
referring the éf to the bosom of the church, and then
xoowos i the world in its widest meaning, as the scene of
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their activity. This latter is recommended, not only by
the circumstance that the éf sudv of ch. ii. 19 is wanting
here, and that without any hint that could supplement it
in the connection, but also by some more urgent reasons.
For the clause containing the statement that many false
teachers had gone out from the congregation into the world,
and given in their adhesion to the kingdom of darkness, is
by no means a foundation for the requirement Sowxipdfew
T8 Tvevpata € éx Tod Ocod éorw. Such spirits would not
have needed to be tested; they had become manifest by
their very severance from the church. If it was a plain
and palpable fact, and this is presupposed by the ér¢ which
assigns a reason, that they had gone out into the ungodly
x6apos, then in this fact there could be no inducement to
the Soxipdalew, for itself was the accomplishment of the
Soxipacia. Therefore we take the wxdopmos in the wider
meaning of the scene of the activity of these liars, and the
éEépyeaBas as their appearing. That, in fact, they had gone
from the midst of the Christian community is not indeed
denied, it is simply not asserted here; that it was so is to
be assumed from the fact that the false prophets of this
passage must be identified with the antichrists of the second
chapter (compare especially, ch. iv. 3). If we must find
an express allusion in the éfépyecfar, we must think of
the kingdom of darkness generally from which they sprang,
and into which they in due time will be thrust out as being
their {Stos Téros.

This trying of the spirits, which the presence of the
lying prophets thus alluded to so urgently required, must
all Christians discharge; for the exhortation is addressed
to the entire community. Indeed, there was, according to
1 Cor. xil. 10, a proper ydpiopa tis Siakploews mrevudrwy,
which was related to the charism of the prophets as the
épunreia was related to the yAwooais Aakeiv; but as every
charism was potentially the property of every Christian,
the apostle might well enforce, nevertheless, this testing
duty upon all. In the very presupposition that all had
the Holy Spirit, lay the possibility that every one might
detect the spirit opposed.
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VERsE 2.

*Ev Tobre ywdokere o mredua Tob Ocod’ wav mvelpa b
sporoyel "Inooty Xpiotov év capkl éxprvbora, éx Tob Oeov
éaTe.

St. John mentions and commends the standard of judg-
ment in ver. 2: we must take yvioxere in the imperative
sensc ; that elsewhere the indicative ywakouer so often
occurs, cannot affect the application of the second person
here. These few words must be all the more carefully
studied, because their meaning is so important: the deci-
sion concerning others, yea, the decision concerning my
own relation to God. An ocpoloyeiv is demanded: the
question is not here of wiomws, for that is an act of my
inmost and most secret life; visible to no other, often un-
known to myself while often I am conscious of it, it cannot
be a standard or mark for judgment upon others. It is
something that must show itself, and be confirmed, and
that in act (ch. iii.); but the act must be judged by its
motive and spring, and this judgment is measured by the
confession that I make concerning my motive. But thus
it is not the confession of itself which is laid down as a
standard, as if it were opposed to the fear of confession ;
the emphasis rests upon the matter of the confession or its
object. In general, it is made plain by a comparison of ver. 3,
where the right reading comprehends the full contents of the
confession in the one word ’Ingois, that the question here
is of the historical person of Jesus of Nazareth.

But in what sense, we must again more closely ask, is
this to be the matter of my confession? What concerning
it am I to confess? Here, first of all, the words must be
grammatically arranged in their due order. Much depends
on the grammatical place of the word Xpiorov. Is it to
be immediately combined with *Incoty, so that Jesus Christ
is the definition of the person concerning whom something
—that is, the éApAv8évar év capri—Iis to be confessed ? cor
is it to stand as an attributive, so that I am to confess
Jesus as the Christ, and that He appeared as such in the
flesh? 1In the former case, the apostle presupposes that
Jesus 1s the Christ; and his requirement is only this, that
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I avow this Jesus Christ to have become incarnate; in the
other case, the presupposition is that there must be a con-
fession concerning Jesus, and the requirement is that I avow
concerning Him Messiahship and incarnation, The ques-
tion is not an irrelevant one, nor one of mere logomachy.
If we take the former view, we suppose that the confession
demanded was in opposition to Docetism, which acknow-
ledged Jesus as the Christ, as sent of God, as the dvwfer
épxopevov, but not as real man, who had become flesh; if
we take the latter view, we suppose it demanded in opposi-
tion to Ebionism, which would not acknowledge Jesus as
the incarnate Christ, but denied His higher nature. For
it is quite certain that XpioTos here does not define Jesus
as the promised Messiah of the Jews, but expresses His
higher and divine pature. It is true that the former is
the meaning in all those passages of the Gospels where by
Jews, or in opposition to Jews, Jesus is described as the
Christ. But wherever "Incofs XpiaTos is used as a proper
name, the former word expresses His human nature, the
latter His divine; and in a series of places XpioTés simply
is interchangeable with vios 700 Oeod. Thus it is in John
i 17, where the words o wovoyerns vios .71 define the
meaning of the Xpioros; thus it is in John iii. 28, for the
subsequent words in ver. 31, o éx Tob olpavod épyduevos,
define the substance of the name. In our Epistle we must
hold fast this significance in every passage where XpiaTos
occurs: in ch. i 5 it is clear from the added clause that
Jesus Christ is introduced as the Son of God; in ch. ii. 22
the denial of Jesus as the Christ is more closely defined by
the words of ver. 23, ¢ dpvovuevos Tov viov ; the close of the
ninth verse of the second Epistle confinns this meaning of
the name. And finally, as it concerns our present passage,
it may be most absolutely proved that Christ is interchange-
able with Son of God. First, the sum of Christian doctrine
which the apostle here lays down is identical with that
which he utters in John i. 14, 6 Adyos capf éyévero, and
therefore the Xpiaros here corresponds to the idea of Adyos
there. Secondly, in the resumé of our section in ver. 14
the apostle sums up what he here says thus, that God sent



246 TIE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

His Son as Saviour into the world : thus the Xpwo7os here
is equivalent to vids Tob Ocod there ; just as similarly in ver.
15 he demands the confession that Jesus is the Son of God.

After having established the full significance of the word
Christ, let us turn back to the original question: does the
apostle demand the confession that the Son of God, who is
acknowledged Jesus by the supposition, became flesh and
a true man; or does he demand that the man Jesus be
acknowledged as the Son of God? 1In other words: Is
the divinity of Jesus the thing acknowledged, the humanity
in its full meaning the thing doubted,—-that is to say, the
thing denied; or is it precisely the converse of this?
Tinally, in the grammatical ferminds, does Xpioror belong
to the subject or to the predicate 2 In favour of the former,
it may be urged that the combination 'Ingols XpioTds is
so common, that if the apostle had meant to divide them,
he must have shown his intention by his specific arrange-
ment ; and this he might easily have done by simply
putting the "Incoiy before the ouoroyeiv. Not the less on
that account must we decide for the separation of the
Xpworov from the ’Incotv. For the recapitulation in
ver. 14, and especially that of ver. 15, shows that the
matter of primary importance to the apostle here was the
recognition of Jesus as the Son of God: he sums up the
confession introduced before to this effect, that "Incods éaTw
o vids Tod Oeod. Now if, as we have seen, Xpiords here
is equivalent with vios Tob Oeod there, it cannot belong to
the subject, but must be separated as the predicate of the
confession demanded. Thus the question which should
serve for the Soxtpacia mrevudtov was the old one: What
think ye of Jesus? The right answer to the question was
the common confession of the church concerning His divine-
human person as the God-man; but this introduced in such
a way that the emphasis rests upon the divinity, while the
humanity is here, as everywhere else in the New Testament,
simply taken for granted or not open to any suspicion.

In making the divinity prominent, the apostle does not
say that Christ became flesh, but that He came into the
flesh. Concerning IIis birth as the physical entrance into
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the world, St. John neither here nor anywhere else uses
épxeabas els Tov roopov and the like; it is always rather
with him the coming as the result of a higher divine
causality., All the three Johannaean documents agree in
representing the coming of Jesus as essentially a coming
from heaven. *Hv épyopevov 16 ¢ds 70 dAnfwov is the
announcement of the gospel, coming, that is, from the
Father into the world; the Saviour promises to His disciples
His own coming from the Father, to whom He returns
as the Paraclete; the entire Apocalypse revolves around
the val &pyov Kvpie "Inood, His final coming from heaven.
Accordingly, it is not the intention of the apostle to aver
here primarily that the Son of God became truly man,—
that follows only from the words used,—but by the &pyecfas
to indicate plainly that the man Jesus was nevertheless
the Son of God, that He came into this humanity from
heaven, and therefore entered it as the eternal Logos.

We are then to regard Christ in our thoughts as év
capkt éapvbora. The phrase expresses something different
from els odpra, and something more than els Tov xéopov.
Something different from els odpka, for this would mean
only that He descended into the sphere of the odpf, of
humanity as infected by sin and guilt, without expressing
in what sense He personally became odpf. Something
higher than els Tov xéopov; for we have already seen on
ch. ii. 16 that xdouos is a much more comprehensive idea
than odpE: all potencies opposed to God which are found
in the xdopos are condensed in the odpf, in human nature
sold under sin, as in a focus. SdpE means human nature
not in itself, nor as exclusively in its corporeal relation,
but that human nature as having sin lodged in it. Sin
does not originate indeed in the cdua of man; but all
that man is and does makes for itself an organ in the body,
makes indeed the body its organ. Not only does the body
of man participate in the dissolution of the human constitu-
tion which entered as the effect of sim, sickness, suffering,
and death itself included, but every sinful psychical impulse
conditions or determines man’s bodily nature, inasmuch as,
in consequence of sinful impulses, the body is adapted to the
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service of sin, and unfitted for the service of righteousness.
Thus, while we cannot indeed say that the flesh, that is, the
body infected with sin, is itself sin, for sin can be predicated
only of that which is psychical or spiritual, it is neverthe-
less pervaded through and through by the results of sin.
As nature cannot be evil, though no longer by any means
responding to the original design of the Creator, not being
any longer the representative and organ of pure, divine
thoughts, so also is it with the body of man. And this
corporeity thus perverted is the odpf in which Christ
must appear if He would and should approve Himself the
cwTnp Tob koopov (ver. 14). He must thus be manifested
in it as the Reconciler or Atonement, thus also as the
Redecmer. As the former, for in taking upon Himself the
odpf, He bore all the consequences of sin; not even His
body was the adequate and hoinogeneous organ of His spirit,
as St. Paul declares in the averment of His do@éveca (2 Cor.
xiit.); He tasted thoroughly the sorrow which sin has
poured out upon the whole human estate and life. But
by this very fact He has redeemed us from the odpf; for
in that He, by virtue of the power of the Spirit indwelling
in Him, gradually overcame, blessed and glorified the adpk,
that is, the corporeity deteriorated and bound by sin, it has
become a odua Tis S6fns, or cdua mrevuaTikéy, that is to
say, a body which is the absolutely perfect organ of the
spirit ; and thereby He has opened the way for us also on
our part to undergo this process of glorification with our adpé.

Now he who confesses to this Son of God, who was
manifested in the flesh, gives witness that he has the mvebua
Ths arnlelas, for no man can call Jesus Lord but by His
Holy Spirit; thus also, in his case, the moweiv T™v Siraro-
cvvny is the glorifying process upon the flesh wrought
through Christ’s Spirit, and after His pattern. His works
are therefore the full pledge of His divine sonship, which
fact the apostle aims here to corroborate with force. Thus
this section concurs with the former to make one whole.
And the confession here demanded is not alone an uncon-
ditional token of my estate of grace; for, while it does
indeed prove that the Holy Spirit is operating within e,
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it does not prove that my whole personal life is brought
under His power; again, the testimony of works demanded
in ch. iii. is then only efficient when it is certain that these
works have the right principle as their source, that is, the
Holy Ghost. Both these elements taken together, however,
establish an unassailable security.

VERSE 3.

Kai mav mwvedpa 6 pn opoloyel Tov Incotv XpioTov ép
aapkt EMAvOoTa, ék Tob Ocod otk €aTi Kal ToDTO éoTL TG TOD
dvtixpioTov, & denréaTe 6T Epyetar, kal viv év TH Ko
éotiv 707

Over against this true mvedua the apostle now introduces
the false one: to the Spirit of Christ is opposed that of anti-
christ. But we have first to establish the genuine reading.
It is generally admitted that the object denied is defined
as simply 7Tov ’Incodv, and that the Xpiorov év acapxl
éxgavlota of the Textus receptus is an addition. If, now,
the right reading is wav mwvedua & un opoloyel Tov
Ingoty, this must be so explained as to show that the
apostle connects with the name Jesus the whole matter
that he had announced in the previous verse. And, in
fact, a confession of Jesus is impossible without the full
substance of that: if I do not hold Him to be the Son of
God, I may speak of Him and know, but I have then
nothing to confess. To confess to a MAN is a thing without
meaning: it is nothing. But it is to me doubtful whether
the reading given above is the genuine ome. The old
reading, mav wredua 6 Adew Tov 'Inaoly, appears to me to
have more value than is mostly conceded to it. That it
was quoted by Socrates as an ancient one is indeed un-
questionable. The words referred to are these: [Nestorius]
Hyvénaev 8t év T xabolxh Twdvwov éyéypamro év Tois
mahatols dvTiypdpors, 61 wav mvebpa b New Tov 'Inoodv
amd Tob Ocod ovx EoTw. Taivrny yap Ty Sudvoiav éx TOV
Takaiy avTiypddpev mepieldov ol ywpllew amo Tod Tis
olxovoulas avlpdmov Bovhduevor Ty Bectnra kTN (Hist.
Eeeles. vii. 32). Diisterdieck supposes that it does not follow
from these words that the verse so ram, as Nestorius quoted
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them ; he thinks that the phrase mepieihov T9v Sidvoiav
snows rather that he was only giving the sense of the text.
But in this he is wrong. We cannot see what end the
mention of the malawd dvriypapa would serve if there was
not in them something different fromn what the Nestorians
read in these texts. If the heretics only by exegetical
manipulation made the smeaning of the passage favourable
to their views, nothing was to be gained by a reference to
the old manuscripts, and the word 8idvoia thus receives its
rights. While the heretics changed the words, they did
also in the judgment of Socrates change the sense of them.
It cannot therefore be denied that we have the testimony
of Socrates that 6 Ades was the original reading. For the
rest, indeed, the words are not to be pressed; in spite of
the repeated 7a malaia dvrtiypaa, we may mnot believe
that all the manuscripts were collated by Socrates and
found to give evidence of his reading. Further, it is
to be observed that in the time of this Father even the
manuscript Ade: was no longer common, since, opposing
Nestorius, he in a certain sense introduces the old reading
as a novelty : 7yvénoer. In itself, therefore, the testimony
of Socrates to a reading no longer found in any manuscript
would have no great weight; but we have other witnesses.
Among these we reckon Tertullian first. It is true that
his citation in De carne Christi, ch. xxiv. (“ certe qui negat
Christum in carne venisse, hic antichristus est”), seems on
the first glance to support the Textus receptus. But it is
so only in appearance; for we have not here an exact
quotation of our verse, but a blending of it with part of
the preceding; the idea of the in carne wenire was the
chief thing with Tertullian, and must therefore be made
prominent whether his copy read w7 opoloyel or Adeu
This passage, therefore, is decisive on neither side. But it
is otherwise with the citation, adv. Marcion. v. 16. Ter-
tullian agitates the question as to whom St. Paul meant in
2 Thess. ii. 3, 4, and answers: “secundum nos quidem anti-
christus . . . ut docet Joannes apostolus, qui jam antichristos
dicit processisse in mundum praecursores antichristi spiritus,
negantes Christum in carne venisse et solventes Jesum,
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scilicet in Deo creatore” In these words he gives an
extract from the first three verses of our chapter: the
processisse in mundum Tefers to the first verse; the in carne
venisse to the second; the solventes to the third. As the
second verse specifies as a sign of the reception of the
Holy Ghost, the ouohoyeiv ’Incoly Xpistov év capki
éxp\vbéra, he simply inverts this; the Antichrist denies
that fact and confession. So, too, the change of Christ in
the second, of Jesus in the third member, points to the
fact that the former was to be the second, and the latter
the third verse. Tertullian, therefore, had not, as some
suppose, the true readings of the third verse before his
eyes; but only the one, & Ade;, and what precedes was
derived from the second verse. Nor is the solventes Jesum
to be regarded as a gloss or addition of Tertullian, for the
construction of the sentence, dicit processisse megantes et
solventes, manifestly indicates that the latter words also
belong to his citation:.it is only in the following scilicet
that the gloss of the expositor eunters. If we add to all
this the quotation from adv. Psych. 1., “ quod Jesum Christum
solvant,” and further, that Irenaeus, somewhat earlier than
Tertullian, has the same reading (adv. Haer. iii. 18), we
shall find it impossible to doubt the existence of this
reading. It will hardly be thought necessary to go further,
and examine the testimonies of Leo and Augustine, the
latter of whom does not certainly unite the two readings,
as is thought, when he says, solvit Jesum et ncgat in carne
venisse: rather does he mark the meaning of the obscure
and difficult solvere by adding the clause derived from the
previous verse, which alone makes it intelligible. If in
this citation of Augustine the solvere did not rest upon a
reading in the text, but was inserted merely as an inter-
pretation, it would have been more appropriately inserted,
not before the megare, but after it. Against the genuine-
ness of this reading as the original one—its early existence
cannot be contended against after what has been said—
we have the fact of that earliest citation of our Epistle and
of this passage of it in Polycarp, Phil. 7: was bs v py
opohoyh "Ingody Xpiarov év gapii éAphvlévar dvriypiaris



252 TIIE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOIIN.

éorw. When we weigh this narrowly, however, we find
that even this citation says nothing against the existence
of the & Ades: were it mnot so, it would be of great signi-
ficance against the reading, for Polycarp certainly was older
than the 7malaid dvriypada of Socrates. We bave, in fact,
here no actual literal citation, but a paraphrastic inter-
pretation of the passage: there is hardly a word of the
third verse which is distinctly reproduced in the passage
of Polycarp. The reason was the same which actuated
Augustine and the others: the expression Aew Tov "Incodv
was found too difficult to make a clear sense as standing
alone. To me, therefore, it seems highly probable that
in fact the reading in dispute was in the original text, and
that it was very early lost. But how? that question
cannot well be answered of course: probably through the
intrusion of an explanatory gloss. Certainly the Oriental
manuscripts must at the time of the Nestorian controversies
have contained the text of the Catholic manuscripts on the
whole as we read them now; for otherwise they would
assuredly not have forgotten to cast their falsification of
the Scripture in the teeth of the heretics. Moreover,
internal reasons strongly recommend the reading & Ade
7ov "Ingodw. The phrase w3 cuoloyel 7ov Inoody seems
always to my feeling something harsh; one involun-
tarily expects an attributive definition of the object to be
confessed. On the other hand, Adew Tov 'Incodv is an
expression which, after the preceding verse, is as intelligible
as it is pregnant: it signifies to rend asunder those two
sides of the person of Jesus as they had been united in the
phrase XpiosTor é\pavlora év capii, which referred pre-
eminently, as we find in the explanation of ver. 2, to the
denial of the divinity of Christ. Lastly, it is more in
harmony with St. John's manner not to make the two
points in an antithesis simply contradictory of each other:
he would scarcely write ouoloyetv and w7 cuoloyelv, but
place in the second member something positive.

The second half of the verse now declares that such a
denial of the incarnation is not only a token that one is
not of God, but a stamp also of positive anti-Christianity.
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As it respects the meaning, it is comparatively matter of
indifference whether with each of the neuters, Tof70 and
T0 7ol évTixploTou, the myeipa is supplied; or whether
we regard To u7 opoloyelv (AUew) as the contents of Todro,
and translate 76 Tod avTiypioTov as the nature or charac-
teristic of the Antichrist. Both are grammatically possible,
though the former seems on the whole the more obvious.
The Antichrist, concerning whom ye have heard that he
will appear as the highest and most fearful error, and as the
most bitter enemy of Jesus, has manifested himself in this
denying of the divine-human nature of Jesus. He who was
to come is already in the world: in the future he will be
the final, perfected, and personal exhibition of the principle ;
now he is present in the first beginnings of the principle.

VERSES 46,

‘“Pueis éx Tod Oeod éote, Tenvia, xal vevkijxare alTovs
0T pellov éoTiv o év Vuiv, ) 6 év TG kooup. AlTol éx Tod
Koo pov e€lot Sua TodTo éx Tov KoTHOU AaloDo, Kal 0 KOTHOS
abTdv drxovel. nuels éc Tob Oeol éopev o ywodoKwY TOV
Ocov, dxover Nudv bs otk éoTiw éx Tol Oeol, olx dxoler
qudv. Ex TobTov ywdakouer T0 Tyvebua Tiis dAnbelas xai
70 Trelpa THS TALVIS.

The opposite principles which animate Christians and the
antichrists have their reflection also in the relation of both
to the world : the antichrists are in full friendship with it;
0 kéopos avTdv drover; Christians are at enmity with it,
and that a victorious enmity. From the principle the
apostle passes to the effects of it; and thus connects and
combines his discussion of the mwefua as operating in the
Christian with that upon his practical life as given in the
third chapter. For, widv Tov xozpov and wowly Ty
Siwkaroodvmy are interchangeable ideas. Already in the
second chapter the dyamdv Tov kdopov is placed in
opposition to the mepirately év T¢ ¢wti; in the third it
was exhibited as the work of Christ, as His mowelv Tov
Swearocvvny, that He vanquished the devil: then the deeds
of His members will consist in this, that, as their Head
overcame the head, so they, the members, shall overcome
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the members of the kingdom of darkness; that is to say,
vanquish the xéouos. There is here below no mere positive
construction, no mere negative destruction: all doing of good
is at once building up and pulling down. For this correlative
arrangement of the vixdv Tov xoopov and mowelv T Suweato-
ovnr, we may compare, in particular, ch. v. 3, 4, where the
évrohas Ocod Tnpelv and Tov xéopov wikdv are equivalent
terms and ideas.

What our section contains as to the trying of the spirits,
and the relation between the Christian and the anti-Christian
spirit, is accordingly only the means used by the apostle to
bring out his subject, not the absolute end he has in view:
his sole end is the sign that the Holy Ghost is the energy
and spring of all holy action. That the testing the spirits
is only the means in his exposition appears at once from
the beginning of the fourth verse. For there it is declared
as a fact, the reality of which is simply presupposed, that
the readers have the Holy Gliost and are therefore of God:
this is the main proposition of the apostle, to which all the
rest leads up. But this, of course, implies at the same
time that the victory over the antichrists is achieved.
That victory is accomplished (perfect); for, in that the
church has turned away from all error, and witnessed the
good confession laid down in the preceding words, it has
already been successful in the conflict and overcome the
anti-Christianity : yet not indeed in its own power, but
through the power of the Holy Ghost ruling in it. The
carrying back of all human activity for good to a divine
influence is quite characteristic of this section. ‘O é&v 7juiv
is the God who hath given us His Spirit, and thereby be-
gotten us of Himself. ‘O év & xooue is he who elsewhere
is called the dpywr Tob xdapov TovTov (John xii. 31). The
prince of the world has his work in the false prophets, for
—thus it is in ver. 5—these belong to the world, to the
kingdom of darkness pervaded and governed by sinful
powers; and therefore the world acknowledges them as
flesh of its flesh, and hears them. ’Ex 7od xdouov
AaXovoe: that is, all their words are moulded and ordered
by the spirit ruling in the world, and thereforc have a
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well-known and familiar sound to the children of the world.
Compare John xv. 19 : € éx 70D xooguov 7te, 0 Kdopos dv
70 {Seov épiker. It is obvious that the converse must also
be true (ver. 6): we who are of God must be understood
by him who himself knows the divine. The pronouns
refer, according to the connection, not to the apostles alone,
but the whole Christian fellowship; for they cannot
possibly have another subject than the wwworouer in
the second half of the verse, and that this refers to all
Christians is perfectly obvious. The oupohoyelv of ver. 2
indeed referred not to any individual, but to all who would
belong to the Christian community: they all witness the
same confession, and they all understand that confession
when it is borne by others. FEach is at once the speaker
and hearer of th: confession.

The second period brings in the eund of the discussion.
By this we may know the Spirit of the truth and the spirit
of error. But what is meant by the éx TovTov? Is it the
substance of the entire six verses; or only the last, the
dxoverv on the part of the world or of the children of God ?
Certainly the former, and pre-eminently the confession of
the incarnate Son ; for the last three verses have, in fact,
only laid down the effect which such a confession pro-
duces: enmity of the world, friendship of the children of
God, in other words, incorporation into the whole organism
of the divine kingdom.

VERSE 7.

AyarnTol, dyamduer dAMhovs' 8Ti 7 dydmn éx Tob
Ocob éoTe, kal mas 6 dyamwdv, éx Tov Ocod yeyévnTal, Kal
ytvoare, Tov Oedv.

Hitherto St. John has exhibited the confession of the
Son of God manifested in the flesh as the principle of the
divine life in man : the foundation he lays, therefore, is not
anything that is in us, but something that God has done
for us. Similarly, he places—this is the meaning of the
paragraph from ver. 7 to ver. 12—the ground of our love
to the brethren not in ourselves; he makes it only the
reflection of the divine love to us, therefore the result
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again of what has been wrought for and upon us. Thus,
when he begins with the hortatory dyamduer dAMjdovs,
we are to regard this only as the introductory form, the
sentence of transition; the essence of the section is not an
exhortation, but, so to speak, a physiology of love. We
ought to love, for 5 dydmn ée Tob Oeol éoTi: it has its
home, its primal dwelling-place, in God ; thus where there is
love, there is somewhat that must have come from Him.
Hence, therefore, he who loveth is born of God, and he is
a partaker of the divine nature; to him God hath revealed
Himself, and he on his part knoweth God. Ieyevvijofac éx
To0 Oeot and ywookew Tov Oecv are related as principle
to result, as gift and appropriation of the gift. We have
here once more the same fundamental principle which in
ch. iii. 2 is so clearly prominent, that all knowing pre-
supposes a spiritual likeness to the person known; and
that knowledge of the divine rests upon a possession of the
divine. If, accordingly, the knowledge of God is a result
of divine regeneration, and this again is discernible by the
evidence of love, it follows that the absence of this token
allows the conclusion to be drawn, that there is a lack of
the knowledge of God.

But here it is also shown clearly that to the apostle the
ywwokew is something very different from a thinking based
upon merely logical categories. It is indeed perfectly
possible that a man may understand all the teaching of
Scripture concerning God, and receive it into his mental
being, without having any real love. But such a fact
as that does not contradict the apostle’s assertion, For he
who knows all plants by their scientific names, classes, and
orders, but has never seen any of them, must be held to be
far from knowing the plants. In like manner, he who
professes to know God without love has no spiritual per-
ception, no experience of Him ; because his ideas are only
constituent elements out of whieh he seeks to produce a
living unity. He therefore proves that his idea of God is
a false one, since God is not a substance compounded of
marks and attributes. Only from experience, that is, from
devotion, can there spring any yw@okewr Tov Oedv; since



CHAP. IV, 8, 257

love, which is here represented as the token of a divine
birth, is supposed to be the pure copy or mere effluence of
the divine love, we, of course, must not limit it to the love of
the brethren, but must understand it in its widest meaning.

VERSE 8.

‘O uy ayawdv, odx &yw Tov Oecdv, b1t 6 Ocos dydmy
éoriv.

As if it was impossible for the apostle with too much
formality to draw out a contrast, he employs here also
another antithesis which ver. 8 presents to ver. 7, in order
to add an impressive enlargement to the thought. Before,
he had taught that % daydwn éx Ocob éariv; now, he teaches
that 0 @eos dydmn éoriv. But what does this import ? Love
is primarily under all circumstances a reciprocal idea, or idea
of relation : it necessarily requires a loving subject and an
object loved. Even in self-love this maintains its truth;
for that ean exist only where the subject is conscious of
itself as an object, and has differenced a self from the self.
In love the subject goes out of itself; and this takes place
more particularly in that it opens itself towards another,
and communicates itself. Moreover, it lies in the nature of
love that what it imparts is something good ; is, in fact, a
good: communication of what is evil as such is the opposite
of love ; it can only take place at all under the supposition
that I regard the evil erroneously as something good. To
wish to communicate what is known to be evil is Satanic,
and therefore the precise opposite of loving. Accordingly,
there are in the idea of love two things: one, the pre-
supposition that I have a good, or, more particularly,.since
good if ethically considered cannot be an accident, that I
am good ; another, that I refer this good not to myself, but
to another, or am conscious of the tendency to impart it.
If, now, it is said that God not only has love, but is love,
that means His being altogether and only love, love and
nothing but love; and in that again appears the second
thing, that He not only has good in itself, but that He is
altogether good, has all perfection, and absolutely refers
nothing to Himself, but all to others.

1 JOHN. B
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By means of this it is possible to determine the rela-
tion which exists between the definition of the divine
nature given here and that of ch. i 5, God is light. That
given in our passage presupposes, as we have seen, that
goodness is the essential quality of God which in virtue
of His dydmn elvar He communicates. This essential
quality is in ch. i. 5 described by the term ¢as. We
found ¢ds to be the compendium of all His perfections,
the mvjpwpa of His nature; it is, in fact, the definition of
the metaphysical essence of God, as dydmn is of that of
His ethical nature; the former is the immanent side of the
divine essence, the latter the transitive which presupposes
the former; and the two together express nothing buf
this, that God at no moment and in no measure ever has,
or ever can, or ever does refer the perfect fulness of His
being to Himself. The unfathomable and inconceivable
fulness of life which is named as ¢és is from eternity to
eternity existent under only the modality of love. Against
the unlimited force of the @eds dydmn is dashed to pieces
every notion which represents God as in any way or at any
time living a life turned toward self or folded within self.

If we take the two definitions Ocos ¢pés and Oeds dydmy
together, we reach the result that no action of God is con-
ceivable which has not for its aim the demonstration of
love ; and that there is no evidence of love which has not
for its substance the communication of the divine nature
of light, of the divine 8ofa. If this self-communication of
perfect love is conceived as in a literally absolute sense
consummate, as a ray of light passing unbroken from one
point to another, then we have the eternal amaidyaocua xai
xapaxtyp s Soffs Tob Oeod, the Son. If it is conceived
as dispersing itself in all possible gradations of colour,
which in their combination and sum, however, are again
like the colourless indifference of pure light, without image,
—consummate in time and space,—then we have the
world, or, as it is called in its final reference to God, the
divine kingdom. Thus it is plain how not only Christ,
but the éxwAnoia, that is, the church, the perfected king-
dom of God, with its body, the earthly creation, may be
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called the mAjpwpa of God. If, then, light and love are
as inseparably the nature divine as form and matter make
up any material thing, then it follows that every one who
is born of God must be a partaker of this light and of
this love. But as, according to ver. 7, the birth from God
is the presupposition of the ywdorew alrdv, the conclusion
reached in our eighth verse is perfectly clear, that he who
loves not cannot know God,—that is, because he is not
born of Him.

VERSE 9.

"Ev Tobte ébavepwln i dydmn Tob Ocod év Huiv, d1i Tov
vioy adrod Tov poveyevi) dméoralker o Ocos els TV koG oY,
Wa Giowper 8. alrob.

That love, which God is in His inmost essence, has now
become manifest, and that through the mission of His Son.
But the proposition is not here laid down in this wide
generality. Certainly it is true that herein the love of
God has been demonstrated in its broadest comprehensive-
ness (comp. John iii. 16, odrws jyamnoey ¢ Oeds .7\, SO
that it might have been said that 5 dydmn, this very per-
fect love itself, was first manifested in the Son; but when
we mark that the conclusion is, {va {Howuer 8" adrod, and
that it runs in the beginning épavepdln 7 dydmn év Huiv,
we feel that both these circumscribe the comprehensiveness
of the statement above : it is not that all the love of God
generally was manifested in the sending of His Son; but
the apostle would say that His love fowards us was in this
way approved. In order to obtain a more distinct idea, we
must determine whether év #uir belongs to dydmn or to
épavepddn, and how it is more particularly to be under-
stood. The former might require the article before év fuiv;
but that is not an absolute argument against it, for, though
we find no instance in our apostle, yet we have one in Col.
i, 4 of its absence in a similar or parallel case, % aydmy
Sudv év Xpiord "Ingod. But since this construction must
under any circumstances be harsher than the reference to
épavepwldn, we must needs prefer this latter.

But, this granted, even then the €év 7uiy may be variously
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understood. The most obvicus interpretation would be
that of “among us;” but this is opposed by the form of
the resumed thought in ver. 16, where it is 5§ dydmn v
xet 6 Ocos év fuiv. If this were to be translated “ among
us,” the whole phrase might easily be reduced to mean the
love which God finds existing among us, that is, our love to
Him. But this is rendered impossible by the preceding
memioTevraper; for my love to God can be no object of
faith to me. Therefore it must be that 9 aydmy v éxer o
@eos, ver. 16, defines the love which God bas or feels; and
év can by no means be translated “ among.” But then, as
éy sjuiv in ver. 16 and in ver. 9 stand or fall together, we
cannot admit the interpretation “among” in our present
verse also. It may be added that throughout the entire
context év never occurs in any other than its proper mean-
ing of “in.” What this apostle meant to express by the
phrase épavepdddn 4 aydmn év fuiv may be best illustrated
by comparing a similar Pauline passage. The ¢avepoiofar
év fuiv, that is, must be understood precisely in the same
sense as St. Paul's amoxaivmrrew év éuol, Gal. i 16. This
is something different from the simple dmoxarimrew po.
St. Paul would make it emphatic that not only Jesus Christ
had been revealed to him, and that he himself had been the
receiver of the revelation, but that the revealed Christ had
become an element of his own being and life. The expres-
sion presupposes a change which had passed within the
apostle’s own nature, a renewal of his being; without this
we can form no conception of an dmwoxaiimwrew 'Incoiy &
avrg. And here also the épavepdbn 5 dydmn Tob Ocod év
7puity implies much more than if the ending of it had been
fuiv simply. It means to say that not only had the love
of God become known to us through the mission of His
Son, but that in virtue of that mission it had fixed a per-
manent dwelling-place in us. The matter is so simple,
both in phrase and meaning, that we could hardly wish it
more so: if I say o Xpioros édpavepiln év 76 rboue, I
define the world as His dwelling; if I say épavepdfn év
futv, we ourselves then become His dwelling.  Similarly,
when it is said that % dydmy 10D Ocod épavepdln év Hui,
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we ourselves are the sphere in which the love of God has
pitched its visible tent. The love of God, of which the
verse preceding spoke, has become manifest, has been clearly
made known to us; and that—for here is the second point
connected with the former—in such a manner that it has
made for itself a dwelling-place in us.

The correctness of this interpretation must be confirmed
abundantly when it is shown how in that mission of the
Son here spoken of this dwelling of love in wus or that
épavepdbn év fuiv is verified. Let us look more closely at
the declaration of the apostle. The revelation of the divine
love of which St. John speaks did not consist in the fact
that the Son was manifested, that He as dmadyacua Tod
mm'pés‘, in whom we see the Father, has through His life of
love also made known the Father's love; nor will St. John
make it emphatic, that the mission of the Som, or more
strictly the Son sent, shows us in His person the divine
love : that love is manifested in the mission of the Son.
The former thought is true, indeed, but is not here im-
pressed. That God sends Tov vidv adTof, Him in whom
He beholds Himself, who possesses the whole fulness of
His own divine essence, yea, Tov viov Tov povoryevij, Him
who alone has this place in deity,—sent Him, dwéoraxey,
so that He has not that Son for Himself, for Himself loves
Him not nor will enjoy Him, but sent Him to enter into
the living agitation, the sinful agitation, of the human
world, els Tov xéopov, that human world which deserved
not love but wrath,—this is the act of love which has
brought the divine nature of love in God to full develop-
ment, in which it épavepdfn.

And now for the év guiv. All other acts of God in
history and nature manifest also His love, though not in
the same degree as this ; but when we discern in these the
tokens of love, our knowledge is, so to speak, at second
hand : of all this we might say only 4 dydmn Tob Oeod
pavepoirar év TG réopup fuiv. But it is otherwise in the
mission of the Son. This had for its purpose and result,
va Oiowuev 8.’ avTod,—that is, we ourselves are to be trans-
formed by it, the divine life is to be implanted in us, and
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thus most assuredly the love of God is to be manifested in
us because we are to be ourselves drawn into the fulness of
this divine nature of love. In this, as we have seen, con-
sisted the love of God generally, that He refers not His
whole being to Himself, but to others, and in such a manner
that He communicates it to others; He not only works
with its energy for the world, but commits it into our own
very being. And under both aspects His nature of love
has been most perfectly revealed in the mission of His Son:
by it He has surrendered the whole fulness of His divine
nature, all that He has; and so surrendered it that He
communicates it to us as a free gift; it is not merely a
power working for us and in us, but the power energizing
within us has become part of our own personality. Only
when the Christ for us is really the Christ in us, do we
exhaust the meaning of the word Oeos dydmy.

VERsE 10.

"Ev ToUTe éoTiv 1) drydmy, ody 6Ti fpels jyamicapey Tov
Ocov, AN’ 870 adTos Arydmnoey Huas, kai dwéoreke ToV viow
adTol INACuOV TEPL TAV GuapTidY Hudv.

The love of God has become in the mission of His Son
a power of love working in us,—that is, it infers the
thought that in this way only can we ourselves love in the
manner and after the standard of the évroAy xawsj (comp.
ch. ii. 8): this is the idea of the ninth verse, which the
tenth more fully expands. It begins with év Todre éoriv
7 dydmy. This cannot mean the love of God, for an adrod
would in that case hardly have been left out; rather the
subject of the loving must be derived from the following
clause with 67¢. That, however, contains two of them, Hueis
and @eds, and thus we must take the dydmy quite generally,
as it might be plainly expressed in the infinitive expression
“loving.” The topic is the nature of love generally, all
love which may be found in God or man: neither the love
of God to us alone, nor our love to God alone. The év
T0UT@ éoTiv suggests an unfolding of the nature of love ;
“1it consists in this, that ;” the & Jyamiocauey, ér¢ dméo-
Tethev point through the very temse up to the causality of
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love, the principle of its origination. The two, however,
are in fact inseparably united. This let us try to make
clear by an example. Concerning the publicans, whom
the Lord in Matt. v. 46 introduces, the very converse of
the proposition before us might have been said, év TovTe
éoTiv 7 dydmn TV TEAwrdy, oy 6T éué fydmnoav AN
874 éyw adTovs sydmnoa. The ground of their love to me
lies not in them, but in me ; if I cease to love them, they
cease to love me ; thus their love to me is essentially no
other than my love to them. Therefore, as the publican’s
love to me consists of or may be resolved into my love to
him, the apostle says here that all loving on earth and in
heaven has its originating cause and consists (thus are the
two forms of the proposition to be united) in God’s loving.
All human loving is a flame from the divine Flame, having
in itself no independent existence: “I love” means no
other than that the divine love has become in me an over-
mastering and all-pervading power of life. Accordingly, it
is not the apostle’s design here to make prominent the
priority of the divine love, to exhibit it as causa sui, as we
find it in Rom. v. 8. Had that been his intention, to show
that love in us has been enkindled by an anticipation on
the part of God, he would have used the perfect instead of
the aorist, in order to express the finished action and ex-
pression of it. DBut the explanation we have given is in
precise harmony with the aorist. The historical fact of the
mission of the Son s love: it is the demonstration and
substance of divine love, and it is the germ and ground and
substance of our love. If we introduce the priority of
the divine love, that it is the divine manner of love to
take precedence and anticipate, and that we must follow
and copy it, we derange the whole thought of the apostle.
The mwpdTos, which the Vulgate interpolates here, and which
actually occurs in ch. iv. 19, would on such a supposition
not have been wanting. To repeat what we have said: the
apostle does mot say that God loves first, and we then in
the second order; true as that is, he says something more
comprehensive and much higher, including the former, to
wit, that the divine love dwells in us. And this must regu-
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late our view of the standard aimed at in the last words of
the clause, dméoreihe Tov vioy adTod (Aacuov wepl TOV
duapridv. They do not, like similar words in Rom. v. 8,
6re &t duaproréy Svrwy judv Xpiotos dméfaver Umrép
fudv, indicate the anticipating love of God ; but they point
to the means by whieh God has made us capable of being
the recipients and representatives of His love. They are
altogether parallel, therefore, with the concluding words of
the previous verse, va Gjowuev 80 adrod, and lay down
only the negative condition for the positive awakening of a
new life,

VERSE 11.

*Aryamyrol, € obtes o Oeos fydmnoev Huds, Kal fueis
opeiropey dANGAoVS dyaTay.

From ver. 8 till now the apostle has been exhibiting how
the love to the brethren, which he enforces, comes to reality
in us; purely on the ground of a divine operation. God is
love, and has through the central act of the mission of His
Son established this His love as an efficient power in us.
Now in ver. 11 comes forward the application: the exhor-
tation to suffer the germ thus deposited in us to come to its
full development. The words as they run show in the
most beautiful manner the aecuracy of the above explana-
tion of the previous verses. For, if the current exposition
were true, according to which the anticipating love of God
is arguinent to us that we all should love our brethren in
the same anticipating manner, the conclusion of the pro-
position ought to have the ofrws of its beginning repeated ;
for then the apostle would not be commending brotherly
love in general, but a definite kind of brotherly love
(ofrws). But the apostle has not inserted this, and we
must seek another explanation. The emphasis lies upon
the ogeihoper : it is explained that, in virtue of the mission
of the Son of God, love év 7juiv is manifested, that is, is
implanted in us as an energizing power. Let then your
light shine, trade with the pound given, is the apostle’s
exhortation. This trading with the pound, the evidencing
of brotherly love, is your most solemn duty: every gift,
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like that of the infusion of divine love, makes us responsible
for its use. And now the interpretation of the olitws in
the beginning suggests itself at once: it is our duty if God
has so loved us: how ? in that He hath revealed His love
év nuiv, implanted the germ of it in our hearts. The
ayamntot, which introduces the verse, resumes that of
ver. 7: the former one was only the foundation for this
superstructure of exhortation. And, when he has come to
this, the apostle brings it home to his readers by an affec-
tionate appeal to the heart of each.

VERSE 12.
€

Ocov oldels momoTe Tebéarar éav dyamduev dAMjAovs, 6
Ocos &v Nuiv péver, kal 5 dydmn adrob Terehewwuéyn éaTiv
év Huiv.

The following verse brings in the close of the discussion:
attributing to brotherly love the uévew év @ed. It is true
that, on the first glance, the words Oeov oldels mdmoTe
Teféatar seem to stand in the text without any mediating
link. The first thing we have to ask is, whether the
emphasis rests on the Oedr or on the teféarar. The
arrangement suggests the former. In that case we shounld
have an antithesis between God as the invisible and the
brother as seen; but then there would arise only one sense,
that we could love the unseen God only in our brethren,
and that this brotherly love would have the same blessed
result (uéveww év fuiv) as if we could have seen God. But
where do we find in the Bible the faintest trace of the
thought that we can love God only in our brethren? Not
indeed in ver. 20, where the subject is only the confirma-
tion of brotherly love. Love in its direction and impulse
takes no account of the visibility or invisibility of the
object beloved. It has indeed the tendency to desire sight
of the object; but that is by no means necessary to its
existence or strength. Moreover, if the apostle had wished
to speak of the contrast between loving the invisible God
and the visible brethren, of the ease or the difficulty of
loving the unseen and the seen, he might have by one
word indicated that contrast.
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Thus we are driven to the second possibility, that of
laying the stress on the 7eféarar. The meaning then is,
that no man hath indeed seen God; any visible fellowship
with Him is out of the question; but a spiritual fellowship
of another kind is possible, and becomes actual if we love
the brethren. It is plain that this meaning is unexcep-
tionably suitable; and, for the rest, it may be easily
explained why, notwithstanding the emphasis, the object
comes before the verb. For, to look closely, while it is
true that inside the verse itself, as we have just seen, there
is an antithesis between the invisibility of God and the
spiritual union with Him which is nevertheless necessary,
it is still true that the verse as a whole lays the stress on
that fellowship with God into which we through love of the
brethren enter, and of which ver. 11 had spoken. Hence
the Oeby, as the point around which the whole revolves, is
placed at the outset. That, instead of the direct phrase
o0 Svvduela @eaobar Tov Oedv, the more limited oldeis
momore tebéartar is used, rests on the thought that we
certainly need not hope to attain what has been inaccessible
to all before us. The promise which is here in a certain
sense given to brotherly love as the equivalent for not
being able to see God, is at a first glance twofold : first,
that God will abide in us; secondly, that %) éydmn alTod
TeTeNetwpérn éoTiv év Huiv. But let us ascertain whether
these two are really distinct. That would be the case only
if 9 dydmn avrod meant “our love to God.” Then the
two clauses would issue in what we commonly find dis-
tinguished as 6 ©cos év Huiv xal Huels év adrd. But this
translation is impossible. For, throughout the section we
have heard of our love to our neighbour, but never once of
our love to God ; and this latter idea would be a new one
entering without any bond of connection, and furthermore
at the close of the section. But it is equally out of the
question to translate dydmn adtod of the love of God to us;
for it would be quite out of harmony with the tenor of a
section which exhibits our love as the reflection and effluence
of divine love to turn round and inversely represent the
divine love as the result of our love to the brethren, There
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remains only, therefore, the solution which we found it
needful to adopt in ch. ii. 5,—that is, to exclude from the
expression every objective or subjective reference of the
aryarn, and to take it simply as the love which God has,
and which He is. Brotherly love shows that love which
is in God is also in us: a thought which obviously is the
most striking conclusion for the whole discussion of the
section before us.

Moreover, the apostle inserts a Tereéhetwuévy, an idea
which from this point plays a conspicuous part; compare
ver. 17 and ver. 18 (dis). By this last fact we may note
at once that the writer is approaching the end of his dis-
cussion. Thus also is explained the relation between the
two members of the leading clause, o Ocos péver év Huiv and
7 aydmn adrob xrh In the latter the emphasis lies on
TeTéletouévn, and the two are related as general to parti-
cular : that God abideth in wus, on this or that condition or
supposition, the apostle had more than once said ; but here
at the end he adds expressly, that the divine nature of love
in its whole fulness and glory takes up its dwelling in us.
This is the highest perfection in God, that His love neither
excludes any nor ever suffers interruption; and this is
therefore the image and ideal for love among Christians, so
that all individuals should love one another without ex-
ception (@ANgMovs), and that with uninterrupted energy (the
present ayamduev).

VERsEs 13-16.

'Ev TolTe ywdbdokopey, 8TL év alTe uévouev, xal avTos év
Nuly, 871 éx Tod TyveluaTos avTod Sédwwey fHuiv. Kal nuels
Tefedpeba xal papTupobuev, 8tv 6 mwaTnp améoTahke TOV
vidy cwotipa Tob koopov. “Os av opohoyiay 6t Incods
éoTw o vios Tob Oeod, 6 Ocos v alrdp pével, kai adTos v
¢ Oep. Kai Aucis éyvoxauev kal memioTelraper Tiw
arydmny, Ay &xe 6 Ocds év uiv. o Oeos dydmn éaTi, Kai
0 wévwv év ) dydmy, év Td Oed péver, rai o Oeds év
avTo.,

It has been shown already that the following four verses
give a recapitulation : ver. 13 summing up the substance
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of the whole section ch. iv. 1-12, parallel with ch. iii. 24,
while the two particular sub-sections, vers. 1-6 and vers.
7—-12, are taken up again by vers. 14-16. But it will be
plain, on the other hand, if we examine carefully, that we
have by no means a mere 7esumé; though what is found
to be added may be explained by the consideration that
the apostle is here in the act of gathering up the threads of
his whole discussion from ch. ii. 28 downwards. Hence at
the very beginning of ver. 13 we have the double expres-
sion év alT@ pévwuev kai adTos év nuiv, while in the last
section, and in the theme of eb. iii. 24 corresponding to it,
only the latter part of it comes forward. But if it is
remembered that the last section is only the substructure
or pendant of the third chapter, which treats of our abiding
in God, we shall perceive how fitly the apostle, in his
recapitulation here, combines the two thoughts, and that in
each of the three resuming clauses. Even the ywworew
enters here again very appropriately ; for the whole of the
second part of the Epistle treats of no other than the tokens
by which the sonship of Christians may be discerned.

The thing here adduced is &7t éx Tob mreduatos adrod
Sébwrev nuiv : the same words as in ch. iii. 24, That this
is in fact the matter contained in vers. 1-12 can, after the
exposition we have given, be no longer questionable. For,
to set out from the last sub-section, vers. 7-12, where it is
said that all human loving rests upon the infusion of the
divine fire of love, what does that mean but that it rests
upon the Holy Spirit? And in vers. 1-6 the subject is
expressly the confessing of the God-man as a sign of possess-
ing the Holy Ghost. What ver. 14 brings in as new, as
also in ver. 16, are the two introductory clauses each
emphasized by xai juels. That these aim to exhibit the
contents of the section as the experience of Christian life,
1s clear enough; but it is not so evident to what end
the experience is here introduced. 1Is it alleged as the
guarantee of the truth of what St. John had said, just as the
apostles collectively, and St. John in particular, elsewhere
adduce the experience of Christ's resurrection as the
demonstration of the truth? But that would suit only the
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first xal 7pels, and not the second; for, as to the love
which God has in me, my faith in that love gives me no
certain assurance, since it might be an erroneous faith.
Nor does there seem any absolute necessity for a pledge of
the truth of the assurance, ¢ @eos dydmy. Rather are the
clauses xal 7uels #.7.\. necessary, and absolutely necessary,
to show that the theme of ch. iii. 24, iv. 13 has been
demonstrated. We read there, 8édwkev 7juty ¢ Oeds éx Tod
mvedpaTos, which expresses an experience that the readers
had known. Now in the development of ch. iv. 1-12
nothing is said of this actual gift and experience; only
abstract and no concrete relations are treated of: he who
confesses Jesus has the Holy Ghost; he in whom the love
of God is manifested must love the brethren. Whether
this was actually the case with the readers is certainly not
said here ; if, therefore, the 8édwxer nuiv was really to be
established, there must be at least a single word to express
the evidence of this fact. Now that we find in the clauses
before us : confession of Jesus is necessary, and we have it ;
love is necessary, and it is found in us,—therefore we have
received the Holy Ghost.

Granted that we have now come to a general under-
standing as to our verses, we are far from understanding
them yet in detail. The first question is, to whom the
nuets emphatically standing at the outset refers. Primarily,
it appears, to the apostles; for in ch. i. 1 these are made
prominent as feaoduevor and uaprvpoivres; and, even if
we took the fedoflar in a figurative semse, yet the uap-
Tupety demands ever a personal eye-witness. Equally clear
is it that the second xai nueis refers to the whole congre-
gation inclusive of the apostles; for what would be the
meaning of saying that the apostle or the apostles had
known by living experience of faith the divine love ruling
within them ? Certainly the object with St. John is not
to show that he had received the Holy Ghost, but that all,
even the whole church, had received Him. But here again
there is a difficulty; as it seems to be asserted that the
first xal 7uels refers to the apostles without including the
church, while the second refers to both: in each case the
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xal 7fuels is so emphatic, and they are both put in the
beginning as so manifestly corresponding to each other, that
it is almost matter of necessity to take them in the same
meaning. To this must be added, that even in ver. 14,
and equally in ver. 15, as we have perceived also in
ver. 16, the apostle aims not to show that %e has the
Spirit, but that the church has: that is, the emphasis
cannot rest on the fewpia of the apostles, but only upon
the opohoyla (ver. 15) of the congregation. The former is
brought forward only for the sake of the latter. Our con-
fession of Jesus as the Son of God rests indeed in the first
instance on the paprupia of the apostles, their uaprvpia
again on their being eye-witnesses: by this they became
pdpTupes, mot merely announcers, but trustworthy an-
nouncers, of the truth. Thus, by means of their testimony
we obtain a participation in what they had first per-
sonally beleld and spiritually apprehended. This observa-
tion makes it plain that the two xai nuels are perfectly
parallel, and how they are so. For, in the first, the apostles
are not regarded in contradistinction to the church, but
as the principle of the church’s cuohoyia ; their feaaBas kai
pnapTupeiy was the ground and essence of that confession;
in their personal experience concerning the mission of the
Son of Giod, the experience of the church was as it were
involved, Thus, as the xai rueis in ver. 16 refers to the
apostles and the church, so essentially it is in ver. 14,
although that verse formally embraces the apostles alone.
So the meaning of vers. 14, 15 is: we have the Holy
Ghost ; for we have the token of this, the confession of the
mission of the Son as Saviour of the world,! on the ground
of apostolical testimony ; and consequently we have perfect
mutual fellowship with God. As if he would make evident
at once the reciprocity of the connection between God and

' It must not be unnoted that St. John has the expression swrip only
twice (John iv. 42, in the mouth of the Samaritans), but each time with the
addition rov zésuou. Elsewhere the word occurs always as connected with
#uay (that is, Christians) or absolutely ; St. Paul alone speaks of the Father
ouce as swrip wdvrwv dvfpurev (1 Tim. iv. 10), Even in this otherwise

insignificant peculiarity St. John shows his predominant tendency to give
prominence to the universality of the divine purpose of redemption,
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man, the apostle changes the arrangement of the words in
vers. 13, 15, 16: now the pévouer év adr® comes first,
now the altds év 7uiv. The historical fact of the mani-
festation of Christ, belonging to the domain of the visible
world, could be established only by the experience of testi-
mony ; the internal fact, on the contrary, of the love of
God ruling in us can only be inwardly experienced : hence
here the éyva')/ca,u.ev Kal TEmTTEVKQMED.

That which is known and believed is love, the love #v
éxe. o Oecds év uiv. The expression has already been
dealt with on ver. 9: it is the divine love, which is in
God, but which He, by virtue of the mission of His Son,
implants in our hearts, so that it now is also év Juiv. It
must first be known and then believed: for I can believe
in the biblical sense, that is, enter, with all the soul and
perfect trust, only into that the existence of which I
know. So St. John says: we have known, it has become
plain to us, that divine love has taken up its dwelling
in us; and, after we came to know this, we have also
believingly apprehended it. Let it not be wondered at that
we are said to believe in what is after all év #piv. As
certainly as I must believe in the power of God which is
mighty in the weak,—this, however, being in myself,—so
certainly must I believe in the love of God which abides in
me. Without such faith neither can that power nor this
love approve itself mighty within me. The following clause,
0. Ocos ayamn éoTiv, is quite necessary for the conclusion
that we, in virtue of this love, have perfect fellowship with
God. It might, indeed, be conceived that he who loves, he
who has the divine love in himself, may in some degree
enter into communion with God; but not on that account
into a full and complete fellowship. This argument, how-
ever, is very plain, when it is said that God is love, and
only love, and altogether love. For, if the whole nature of
God is love, it follows that he who has this love participates
in the whole nature of God; he who possesses the love of
God has God entire. This we may establish also in other
ways. If the apostle’s proposition, that by means of love
we have absolute fellowship with God, is correct, it may
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equally be averred that we also have everything else which
may be said concerning Him : for instance, the light-nature
of God may assuredly become the portion of him who loves.
This also is quite true; for we have seen in ver. 8 that
love in its nature is diffusion of good, this latter being
presupposed ; and, as the love of God presupposes His light-
nature, so does loving on our part presuppose that we
participate in this nature of light. Similarly, it follows
from the declaration that both the confession of Christ and
the love of the brethren exhibit full and complete fellow-
ship with God, that both these are perfectly involved in
each other. And so indeed it is. For the confession of
Christ rests, according to the exposition in vers. 1-6, on
the impartation of the Divine Spirit, or, more strictly, of the
Spirit of the incarnate Son of God; and love rests upon
the communication of the same Spirit,—that is, as He is
the Spirit of love. Confession and love are therefore only
the outbeamings of one and the selfsame Spirit; each of
the two pledges the perfect unity with God. Neither is a
true avowal of Christ possible without brotherly love, nor
is this latter possible without the former; either bnth are
wanting or both are present: at least, that is, in their
germ.

Let us now look at the position of the track in which
we now find ourselves. The theme of this division of the
Epistle was said to be, in ch. ii. 28 seq., pévew & adrg,
a wappnaiay Eywpev év TH mapovoig avrod. This par-
rhesia, according to ver. 29, was to spring from the con-
sciousness of divine birth, or being born out of God, and
this consciousness to rest upon the sign of works. The
concluding proposition in ver. 29, was ¢ wotdv T Sikaio-
oy €E abrod qeyévynras, is thus the argument of proof
for the main proposition in ver. 28. This last-adduced
proposition is now developed in two directions: first, in
ch. iii,, that he who is born of God must practise righteous-
ness ; secondly, in ch. iv., that this practice of righteousness
(especially brotherly love) can only proceed from a divine
new birth. For, as ch. iv. expounds, all vekdy Tov Koo oY,
and thus all opposition to sin, as also all love, depends
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upon the infusion of the Divine Spirit. Thus we may say
that in ch. iii. it is demonstrated 67¢ o yeyevvmuévos €€ adrod
v Sikatootvny moiel; in ch. iv., ére was ¢ mwody THY
Suxavosivny € alrod weyévwyrar, TFinally, it is shown,
especially in the resumé of vers. 13-16, how, in this com-
munication of the Holy Ghost, that pévew év adrd comes
to perfection which was spoken of in ch. ii. 28. It remains
now that the apostle should disentangle the knot he created,
by showing that thus the wappnoia is attained in the final
judgment. He does this in the following verses. They
are the quod erat demonstrandum.

VERSE 17.

*Ev TobTe TerehelwTar 1 dydmy ued fudv, va wappnoiay
Exoper v 1 Nuépa Ths Kploews, 8T kabos éxelvos éori, Kal
nuels éopcy év T KéopY TOUTE.

But this ver. 17 has its difficulties, by no means insig-
nificant.  First, as to the direct meaning of the particles év
ToUTe, iva, 61i. The év TodTe which leads off in the verse
may refer either to what follows or to what precedes. In
the former case it must receive its specification of contents
by a clause in the sequel; and this it might first receive
through the sentence with {va, which must in that case have
its telic meaning modified, or, secondly, through that with
ore. This latter, however, is rendered intolerable by the
extremely hard trajection which it wonld assume. How
could the apostle have in such a way rent asunder the év
TovTe b7e so strictly united 2 Much better than that would
it be to accept the former, which makes the clause with {va
the substance or matter that the év ToUTep refers to. This
would follow the analogy of ¢h. iii. 11, 23, where the means
through which love is brought to perfection are at the same
time the end to be attained. We should have then presented
to us two thoughts interpenetrating each other: the confi-
dence as to the end is the highest consummation of actual
love; but it is at the same time the goal to which that love
aspires, and at which it aims, But with regard to this we
must observe, in the first place, that St. John, while he
uses the combination airy Wa, TolTo dva, Taita iva, gives

1 JOHN. S
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us no other example than this of év Tod7e {a: John xv. 8 has
it, but it is obvious that the sense there decidedly requires
the & TodTew to be referred to what precedes.  Again,
we certainly find the combination év TodTe 87 . . . édv,
ch. ii. 3, but never once that of év 7Tolrey Wa &m. All
this of course does not prove that St. John could not have
written thus. Proof, however, that he did not, may be
gathered from the connection of the passage. If we refer
év TodTe to what follows,—that is, to the clause with iva,
—we absolutely take away the bridge between what has
gone before and the new section. The apostle had just
been saying (ver. 12), that in brotherly love % dydmy Tete-
Aetwpévn éotiv v uiv; again, he here suddenly announces
that it is perfected in parrhesia or assurance: but as to how
these two are related he suggests not a word of explanation.
Again, if we translate it to the effect that love is fulfilled
in this, that we have confidence in the day of judgment, we
obviously defer its perfection to the future; but how does
that accord with the fundamental éouév év 7@ xdoup
TovTY ?

Now we escape from all these difficulties, and place our
passage where it both gives and receives light, if we refer
the év TovTe to what precedes, following examples which
abound in St. John; compare, for example, ch. ii. 6, John
iv. 37, xv. 8, xvi. 30. What év TodTe means is then the
pévew év Oed rai Oedv év fuiv of ver. 16,—that is, the
“this” points to the conclusion of the entire preceding
development of the thought. The first half of our verse is
therefore to be translated to this effect: in the reciprocal
relation of fellowship betwixt God and us, love is—pue6’
nu@y may wait awhile for its examination—perfected, to
the end that—the goal which this earthly perfection arrives
at—we may have confidence in the day of judgment. This
verse is thus, in fact, the precise close or pendant of that
beginning in ch. ii. 28 : there we have pévere év airg, iva
éav davepwdy, éxywper mwappnolav ; here, by the help of év
ToUTe, we have again the abiding in God corresponding
with that; to the ¢avepwdfj there the juépa Tis rpiloews
answers here ; while the éyew wagpnoiav is common to the



CHAP, IV. 17, 275

two passages in the very letter, and, similarly, the refer-
ence to the end in the pévew év adrg. But, as befits the
closing idea of a section, the abiding in God is no longer
here an exhortation as in ch. ii. 28, but something assumed
already to exist as a consummated reality (év TovTe TeTe-
AeiwTar). The words Terehelwrar 7 dydmn ped fudv are
new in this passage; they are wanting in ch.ii. 28; in
them lies the whole argument in nuce which the apostle
has been conducting. Why is the uévwr év Oeg full of
confidence and joy? Answer: because this uéverr contains
in itself the perfecting of love, and thus of itself renders
possible and actually produces a free uplifting of the eyes
and a free opening of the mouth even in the presence of
God the Judge of all

That which is perfected, which has reached perfection, is
love. For the ued’ Hudv which follows must not be com-
bined with the drydmn : not only on account of the absence
of the article, but, as we have seen in the similar combina-
tion of ver. 9, on account of the sense. What can dydmn
pel’ Hudv be supposed to mean? Love between us,—that
is, God and men? But it need not be again observed that
God and men cannot be conjoined by nuels. Is it our own
mutual love ? That would require the GAMjAwr. Or is it
the love, scilicet, of God with us,—that is, again, the rclation
of love between God and men? Apart from the harshness
of such a contorted sentence, we should then expect, of
necessity, ayamn adrod. The only thing possible, and that
which is of itself the most probable, is to take dydwn in the
same meaning which, since ver. 9, has been demanded: as
the divine love, the love which God has, and which He
sends down into the spirit of man. The ued’ Hudv is to be
connected with the verb,—that is, with the TereelwTai—
and testifies that the love among Christians, within the
church, has reached this perfection: the apostle does not,
indeed, write to any individuals as individuals, but to the
members of the congregation as such. In the midst of
the church alone, but certainly there, is to be found such
a consummation of love, such a perfection of fellowship
with God. Two things are inseparably bound up in the



276 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

text. The infusion of divine love in the heart of man
establishes the principle of this fellowship; the develop-
ment of this principle or germ in continued brotherly love
brings this germinal fellowship with God to its perfection ;
and this perfected fellowship with Him is again the per-
fecting of love. Communion with God and love are
reciprocal ideas; they require each other, and are each the
other's condition ; and the growth of the one carries with it
ever the growth of the other.

It being now clear in general, that perfected love must
produce confidence or parrhesia in the day of judgment,
the apostle proceeds to unfold this connection between the
two in detail; first setting out with the clause which has
its argument of proof in the §7.. The passage runs, kabfws
éreivos éai, kal rpels éopev v TO xbopg TovTe. The-
words are obscure. Their explanation must start from the
sure basis that the concluding words év 79 xéopw TolTe
cannot refer to both parts of the comparison, but only to
the latter part. Otherwise, that is, the éor{ would have
been found altogether absent; and, moreover, we cannot
see then how either generally orin the present connection it
can be asserted that Christ still is (for the éoiv is certainly
not equivalent to #v) in this world in the same manner
as we are. Precisely the converse of this is the truth.
Thus the apostle will affirm, as we gather at once, an
equality between Christ as He now is, that is, the glorified
Christ, or as He has ever been and still is—this is also
possible—the Son of God, and us in our condition below
not yet made perfect. But how may we now more pre-
cisely apprehend the fertium comparationis? The expression
itself is so general, that it can be understood only from the
whole system of the apostle’s thinking, and not from itself
alone. Now, as there is hardly an important phrase in the
whole Epistle which does not rest upon the Gospel, and as,
in particular, the matter of the thought in the section just
studied, ver. 9 seq., is based upon John iii. 16, so we shall
find it in the present passage. The explanatory text in the
Gospel is John xvii. 21 seq.; the Lord declares there that
He is no more in the world, but that the disciples are in
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the world,—the same antithesis which we have now before
us,—and He asks the Father, who had hitherto kept them
in fellowship with Him, to keep them still, and with them
all who should believe on Him through their ministry : not
taking them out of the world, but so ordering it that
(ver. 21) kabws o wdTep év éuol rdyw év aol, kai alrol év
Hutv & @ow. Compare, further, ver. 26, va 4 dydmwy Hy
Rydamnods pe év alTols 7} kdyw év alrols, and ver. 23, xdyw
év alrols kai av év éuoi. These passages throw on our
present one a clear and steady light: as Christ is one with
the Father, in inseparable fellowship with Him, so we
are to be indissolubly united with Him, although we
are still in this world and while we are still in this world.
And this takes place, as in our passage through the
Teelwais of the dydmn, so according to John xvii. 26
through the love wherewith God loves Christ dwelling in
us. In this perfect fellowship with the Father consisted
the whole life, essence, and being of the Lord upon earth,
and in that it exists from everlasting to everlasting: hence
the absolute xafds éorev. And as in this fellowship with
God (év Totre) our Lord becomes TeTeheiwuérn, so in virtue
of the same the Lord’s love also was perfected (Telerwfeis
éyévero, Heb. v. 9). As He in Gethsemane subordinated
all His own thinking, feeling, and willing to that of the
Father, as thereby His péverw év 7 Oep had reached its
highest degree, thereby was His own love and His work of
love brought to perfection ; thus was the dydmn eis Téhos,
which was at the same time the Terelewpuérn dydmn,
conquered and won by Him. Thus the apostle’s train of
thought in our passage is this: If we have perfect fellow-
ship with God (év TotTe), then have we already upon earth
become like, or conformed to, the being and nature of
Christ; and when the day of judgment, that is, the day of
His manifestation (ch. ii. 28), comes, we shall on the
ground of this conformity freely and openly look Him in
the face (wappnoiav &youev). Fellowship with God is
at the same time the perfected indwelling of the divine
love in us; both these, however, make us like Christ;
according to this conformity to Him shall we be finally
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judged; and if we have it, we have also confidence at the
last day.

Let it be further observed how affectingly our verse,
thus understood, concurs and coincides with ch. iii. 1-4.
There it was said that full and entire conformity to Christ,
which we saw to be comprehended in the idea of brother-
hood, lay before us still as the issue of the judgment; but
that in order to attain it (ver. 3) we must have attained
even here another kind of likeness or equality to Him—we
must have become ayvol like Him. Then the following
exposition showed that this dyvela consists in righteousness
and love, which on their part also again depended on the
infusion of the Divine Spirit. Comprehending all in one,
we must abide in God and He in us. Now the apostle
returns back to the beginning: this fellowship with God,
this perfected love in us, is the likeness to Christ above
indicated as necessary in the judgment; in virtue of it we
pass through the terrors of the judgment unappalled, and
then press onward to that higher thing, the xaios Bafuds
of perfect equality with Christ. In the dydmn TeTeletwuéry
we have attained all that we may hope to attain év 7@
kooue ToUTe ; if, then, we have entered through the 7juépa
Tis kploews into the alwy pé\hwy, the further development
will not be found in arrear: ¢avepwliiceras v{ éoopefa.

VERSE 18,

D605 odk EaTww év T dydmy, ANN" 7 Tekela dydmwn EEw
BdAhe: Tov ¢pofBov, 1L 6 PpofBos kéracw éxer o 8¢ ¢oBov-
pevos ov TeTehelwTar év TH dydwn.

The apostle’s exposition in ver. 17 has shown that we
have in the dydmy TeTehetwpérn, which involves in it the
pévew év Ocd, the parrhesia, because we are thus conformed
to Christ the standard of the judgment. But he has now
another method of exhibiting the connection between love
and confidence, that is, by reference to the nature of love
itself. To the parrhesia, he says, fear is utterly opposed,
as this is incompatible with love: where love is, there is
not fear, but confidence. This is generally the substance of
ver. 18, That confidence and fear are opposed is a pre-
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supposition of the verse which is not further demonstrated ;
the emphasis rests upon the evidence that fear and love
are not reconcilable with each other, “Fear is not in
love:” love is the feeling of internal union with another,
the opening out my person to that other; fear is the sense
of wanting harmony, and therefore the separation and
shutting up of my person as it respects him. TLove springs
from the feeling that God is for us; fear, from the feeling
that He is against us, Thus it is plain that the two
ideas exclude each other. Yea, so little do they agree
together, that, on the contrary (@AAd), love, where it exists,
has the power and tendency to drive out fear. But
certainly it can do that only where it is Tehela, that is,
penetrates and fills the whole life and being of man.

That love must cast out fear, however, appears from this
(6my), that fear kohaow &ye. For the explanation of this
idea we are directed to Matt. xxv. 46. There it is said
that the ungodly dmeheloovrar els xohacw aldviov, ol 8¢
Slrator els Lwnw aldviov. We therefore perceive that
x0\acis is the punishment, the condemnation itself, not
merely the feeling of it; the objective condition, not the
subjective sense of it or pain. As this is required by the
verb dmépyeabas eis itself, so still more is it demanded by
the antithesis to {wy) aldvios : as it would be highly forced
to speak of going away or entering into a feeling, so the
state of eternal life is not the description of a subjective
feeling, but of a condition appointed. Similarly, in our
passage «ohaages cannot be understood of a mere painful
feeling ; for it was surely not necessary to emphasize that
fear is in itself a sentiment of distress. ~ Rather, the preg-
nant thought of St. John is this, that in fear, which has
been shown to be fear of punishment, the punishment itself
is already included and involved. If we remember the
saying of the Gospel, that he who believeth not is con-
demned already ; that the condemnation consists simply in
this, that light shineth into the darkness and declares it
to be darkness,—it will appear plain that in St. John's
thought condemnation is consummate in separation from
God. Now, as we have seen that fear has its ground in
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the feeling of being sundered from God, while this separa-
tion from Him is in St. John’s doctrine already the state of
judgment or condemnation, it is evident that fear contains
in itself the element of judgment: ¢éBos xohacw éxet.
The last clause of ver. 18, which is linked by &, does not
intend to introduce the antithesis of 6 ¢éBos kohaow éxet,
that is, does not carry further the argument brought in by
d7e, but contains the inverse of the clause 7 Terela dydmn
&Ew BdMer Tov Pp6Bov. It is perfectly clear that St. John
might have exhibited this proposition, that where fear is,
love cannot be perfected, as the conclusion of the first
clause itself; but it is clear, at the same time, that the form
of the antithesis is justified as it is, and is more appro-
priate to the Johannaean genus dicendi.

Thus, then, the proposition which was laid down as a
theme in ch. ii. 28 has been argued out on all sides and
justified ; while, at the same time, the end has been reached
which St. John, according to ch. i 4, set before himself in
this Epistle, that the Christian church should attain the
perfection of that joy, which, according to ch. i 13, consists
in fellowship with God and with the brethren. For the
TeTeAciwpévn O memAnpwuévy xdpa is nothing but the
mappnoia, the feeling of perfect unity and harmony with
God, which will approve itself even before the rigours of
the final judgment. How, in fact, this consummate joy
Tests upon the two things which ch. i. 3 lays down, com-
munion with God and communion with the brethren, it has
been St. John’s object throughout the whole Epistle to
show. Every section of it is based upon this double rela-
tion. But there is one thing yet wanting that had to be
evinced ; and that St. John introduces supernumerarily in
the paragraph from ch. iv. 19 to ch. v. 5: the exposition,
namely, how these two aspects, which had been hitherto
viewed always as co-ordinate, the relation to God and the
relation to the brethren, form an internal and indissoluble
organic unity, so that neither of them can be conceived
without the other. Our relation to God has been presented
by the apostle under various phrases: sometimes in act, as
mowely Ty Sukaiocyny positively, and negatively as wixdy
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Tov xdopov; sometimes as the energizing potency lying at
the root of the act, the confession to Christ. In this last
section, which is to exhibit the unity of all these aspects by
the dyamév Tov d8eddv, we accordingly find all these
expressions gathered up again: the actual side by Tzpeiv
Tas évtohds, ch. v. 2 seq., as also by wkdv Tov xéopov,
ch. v. 4, 5; the principle by mosTevew ot 'Inaois éoTw o
Xpiotos. In what preceded, the relation to God has been
based upon the acknowledgment of the mission of the Son
of God ; the relation to the brethren upon the divine love
infused into us. In order now to show the internal unity
of the two relations, the apostle begins by deriving both
first from the idea of love, and then from that of faith in
the God-man. The former occupies ch. iv, 19-21, the
latter ch. v. 1 seq.

VERSE 19.

‘Huels dyawduey, 61i adros mpdTos jydmnoey Huds.

The nineteenth verse resumes what was said in ch. iv.
8 seq. From this it at once follows that we must not read
Huels dyamduey avTéy, but only juels dyamouev. Here
primarily love is demanded in its universality: that we
generally must love follows from the anticipating love of
God ; that this our love must have two directions, towards
God and towards the brethren, is then explained in what
follows. Similarly, it is plain from the point of view in
which we have sought to place what follows, that dyamduey
is not in the indicative, but in the conjunctive. The sense
is: I bhave told you that we, as the result of the love of
God manifested to us, must ourselves also love,

VERSE 20.

Edv Tis elmy, "O7 dyawd Tov Oedv, xal tov dSehdoy
adrod piaf, Yevorns éoTiv 0 yap ui dyawdv Tov dSehpov
adrod dv éwpake, Tov Ocov Sv oly éwpake wds Svwatas
ayamgv ;

It is now unfolded that the love of God without the love
of the brethren is a thing impossible. Of love to God not
a word had been hitherto said; only of the divine love
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which is infused into us, and which must approve itself as
brotherly love. That we must love God enters here as a
new thought, which, however, is so self-understood that it
is introduced simply as a matter taken for granted. The
emphasis lies only on the evidence that the love of God is
not conceivable without love of our brother. The form
of the exposition has been made familiar to us by ch. i
and ii.: here we have édv Tis elmy, there it was éav elmow-
wev or 6 AMéywv; we may compare also the @A\’ épel Tis
of Jas. ii. 15, 1 Cor. xv. 35 ; only that in this last passage
we have objections introduced, while here there is no theo-
retical denial of the apostolical doctrine, but a delusive
assertion of being in the true state. Similarly the yredorys
éoriv has been familiarized by the first division of the
Epistle, and this severe sentence the apostle justifies by the
clause with wydp.

The question now arises, how far the invisibility of God
as such, for on it the stress is evidently laid, demonstrates
that we cannot love Him without loving the brethren. It
is not to be thought that the apostle should mean to deny
the possibility of loving generally what is invisible. This
would not only contradict our experience that we are
capable of loving with all our hearts persons whom
we have never seen, but the consciousness of all true
Christians who know that they love God notwithstanding
that He is unseen. If it be said that we at least know
something of the men whom we love without having seen
them, and that this knowledge is the ground of the love,
then we say in reply that such a knowledge of God also
we may have in the fullest degree. The error of this
explanation lies here, that w&s is taken too hastily as
rhetorically used; so that the clause is made to express
the simple affirmation ol Svvara: w7\, as, indeed, some
codices have actually substituted this od. But the fact is
that the wds has the emphasis in the sentence. “ In what
way can he love God who loves not his brother 2” Obviously
the love of which St. John speaks is the same of which he
had said in ch. iii. 18, that it consists not in words, but év
éyp. Love in mere words is no love; all genuine love



CIIAP. 1V. 21. 283

presses to its demonstration in act. But the act requires,
as we have been reminded in another connection, a material
on which it may exert itself. God, as in His nature and
being withdrawn from visibility, does not present in Him-
self absolutely such a material on which we may work ; but
He has given Himself a body, st verbis audacia detur, in
man who is made after His image: that is then the only
material on which my love to God may show its energy
and reality, If I scorn that, was, in what other way, in
what other sense, can I then love God, scilicet, év Epye ?
But all this has not done full justice to the tense édpaxe;
if the matter were of visibility or invisibility in general, we
should expect rather the present, or simply opdv Sdvaras.
But the point of view from which all is regarded indicates
the right sense: if the matter here is the demonstration of
love in any way whatever (mwas), it is clear that I can
approve my love to my brother only if I know the precise
point in which he needs it ; in short, love requires for its
exhibition a specific opportunity. Hence I must iave seen,
if he is to present such an opportunity to me; without
having seen him, I cannot approve my love to him in act;
whence naturally the opdv is to be taken in so wide a sense
that the hearing about him is involved in it also. Such
occasion for the expression of love, however, such stimulant
to testify love to God as if to His own person, is not pos-
sible without the medium of the brethren. My deeds of
charity to my neighbour may indeed and must spring from
love to God ; but there are no means (was) of testifying
our love to Him in act, to Him as invisible, or to Him in
and for Himself, without such a mediating element.

VERSE 21,

Kal tabmqy v évronqy Exopev am’ alrod, va 6 dyamwdv
Tov Ocov, dyamd kai Tov ddeAdov adrol.

There is nevertheless one way, it might be thought, of
loving God directly, that, namely, of keeping His com-
mandments—the way of obedience. But ver. 21 explains
that this method of loving God év &pye is not really a
second one; for it is God’s express commandment that
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we love the brethren. Certainly the words do not indicate
that this is the only commandment which we have received ;
for if the apostle says Tavrgy Tyv évrohy éxouey, that does
not hinder us from supposing that, besides the one in ques-
tion, we have many others. But yet, strictly speaking, the
precept of brotherly love is actually the mhjpwpa véuov.
If, for example, we would reckon the wikdv Tov woo o,
the suppression of self, the subjection of pride, and so forth,
as other commandments, yet it is plain that every victory
over the evil is utterly impossible save through the might
of the one principle opposed to them all, that of love. If
love consists in this, that I refer my life absolutely not to
myself, but altogether to others, then there can be no other
commandment like unto this; and this laying down or
throwing away of our own life, as Christ terms it, is pos-
sible as an act only in relation to man, not in relation to
God : or it is possible as towards God only through the
mediation of brotherly love. A passage literally expressing
the commandment here given we certainly nowhere find.
Yet we need not fall back upon the fundamental text of
the Old Testament, “ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God,
and thy neighbour as thyself;” the apostle himself will
give us what we want. In John xiv. 15 we read, éav
dyamdté pe xal Tas évrohds pov Tnpricarte. The plurality
of the precepts here mentioned is reduced again, according
to the context, to the unity of the one commandment given
in ch. xiil. 34: évroAy wawyy Si8wpt duiv va dyamrdre
dM\jhovs.  That in the Gospel the love of Christ is spoken
of, while here it is the love of God, is of no moment ; since
the apostle knows no love to Christ which is not love to
God, and no love to God which is not love to Christ,
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CHAPTER V.

VERSE 1.

ITés o moredov, &7’ Incods éoriv ¢ Xpiotds, ek Tob
Ocob yeyévrnrar: kai mis 6 dyawdv Tov yevvicavra, dyamd
ral Tov yeyevymuévoy €€ alrol,

The synthesis of our relation to God and to the brethren,
which the apostle here perfectly sets forth, he has thus
educed primarily from the love of God supposed to exist in
us: the right relation to God is confirmed and corroborated
only by the right relation to the brethren. He now seizes
the matter from the opposite side : brotherly love is to be
measured by the reality of our fellowship with God. This
thought, expressed in ch. v. 2, is the fundamental note of
the verses which follow, the first verse of the chapter form-
ing only a transition to it. Several new ideas enter here.
First, instead of the ddehgpds, as the hitherto usual desig-
nation of the neighbour, the phrases yeyevwnuévos éx Tob
©cob and Téxvor Oeod (ver. 2) are selected to be reproduced.
This is done in the service of the synthesis here brought
out perfectly : because we are to love our neighbour as the
child of God, the genuineness of our love to him is proved,
as ver. 2 declares, by the genuineness of our love to God;
if this love to God is absent, I cannot love my neighbour
as a child of God, and therefore do not regard him with the
right kind of sentiment. For since, according to ch. iv,,
charity to the neighbour depends upon the infusion of
divine love, that is, of the divine Spirit, such charity must
be always absent where the right relation to God is not
sustained. The first verse of our new chapter asserts
generally, that between our relation to God and our relation
to the brethren there must be a reciprocal influence;
ver. 2 seq. then explains, as we have seen, how the approval
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of our relation to God is a sure token of our right relation
to the brethren.

Similarly significant is the introduction of the idea
morevew. It had twice before occurred, ch. iii. 23 and
iv. 186, but on both occasions only in a certain sense as
signals for the future, without taking any definite place in
the organic train of thought in the Epistle. It does not
take that place until this fifth chapter. In other respects
the beginning of the first verse is based upon ch. iv. 2 and
iv. 15 ; the question therefore arises, why in those passages
ouohoyelv is the subject, while here it is mworedew. It is
clear that ouohoyelv presupposes migrevew and includes it.
In the fourth chapter, as our investigation has shown us,
faith in Christ does not appear as a characteristic in man
himself, or a property of his own; but as the token by
which he may be known to be a child of God, a partaker
of the Divine Spirit. DBut what is in man may be known
ouly so far as it takes outward expression; and the out-
ward expression of faith is simply and only the ouoloryeiv.
Here, however, the question is not of an external, but of an
internal token of divine sonship; hence the word rioTes is
introduced.  That miworedew in this place and generally
expresses primarily the acknowledgment of a truth is suffi-
ciently obvious: as here, the proposition that Jesus is the
Christ is to be acknowledged. So, when we read of 7icTedery
Twi, we acknowledge the trustworthiness of the person
generally. But this does not exhaust the idea: for, when
in John v. 44 the moTevew is opposed to the dofav map’
aMi v NapBavew, that is, to the egoism which seeks Ta
idwa, such a view of faith as that is seen to be insufficient ;
and when in John xx. 31 the end of the whole Gospel
is laid down as being wa moTedortes Lwny Eymre, it is
impossible to suppose that a mere acknowledgment as truth
could include the whole w7, which is the state of the
whole man as thinking, feeling, and willing. In very deed,
there lies in mioTeders the idea of the wunio mystica ; more
strictly, the union and conjunction of the human with the
divine, which is effected fundamentally in the acknowledg-
ment of the central fact of salvation ('Incods éorww ¢
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Xpioros). Now it is certainly true that the wloTis is not
in itself the sonship; for to this belongs another element,
the gift of God. Compare as to this two passages of the
Gospel, in which, as here, faith and sonship are placed in
juxtaposition. The first is in John i. 12 : §ooc odr éxaBov
abTov Edwkev alrols éfovoiav Téxkva Ocod yevéolai, Tols
TioTeVovaw els TO dvopa adTod. If to believers the power
is given to become sons of God, then they are not such in
virtue of their faith: there is necessary beyond this a
special gift of God (&8wxevy). And as, in the immediately
following words, this divine sonship is explained as a
yeyevviigOar éx Tob Beldjuatos Tob ©Oeod, it cannot be
regarded as simply equivalent to the human acting of faith ;
but the divine causality is there brought prominently forward
which makes us the children of God. The second passage
is in John iii. In the fourth verse the yeyerviofar dvwler
is described as a weyevviioOar éx Tol Udatos rai Tveduartos;
it is therefore marked out as an act of God, or rather
as the communication of the Divine Spirit. But then
Christ answers the question of Nicodemus, 7ds Sivvatas
Tabra ryevéobar—which was by no means an exclamation
in the wondering rhetorical form of interrogation, but
literally a simple question : “In what way, through what
means, is such a total renewal possible ? "—Christ answers
it, we affirm, summarily by the requirement of faith:
“Dost thou, the celebrated teacher of the law, so little
know the law?” As, in the Old Testament, the people
stung by serpents were saved by believing on the sign
divinely lifted up, so in the New Testament men are saved
by faith in the divine sign of the Son of man lifted up,
Thus through faith Sfwara: Tratra yevéobar; and still this
TavTa is, according to vers. 2 and 3, a divine act, the
yeyevviiclar éx wvelparos. DBetween these two, the human
faith and the divine act, there is no contrariety, but a
synthesis is necessary. 1In order to the yeyerviigbas éx Tob
Ocod there must be, first of all, an infusion of the emépua
©cod, the divine germ of life, and this represents the one
element. As, however, the qeyervijofar is not a new
creation, but rather a renewal or transformation, the new life
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can come to realization only as it stamps its impress on the
original elements of man’s nature, and makes that its organ ;
or, in other words, as the subject under the operation unites
himself and is conjoined with the divine omépua. Now this
latter element is the wréoris. When, then, our passage says
that every one who believeth is born of God, the ideas of
subject and predicate are not in themselves of equal com-
prehension, that of the subject is narrower than that of the
predicate ; and it is only established that where faith, the
act demanded on the part of man, is present, there certainly
also the divine act, the impartation of the Spirit, may be
found also; and thus the existence of the former is a
sufficient and satisfactory sign of the reality of sonship.
Where, however, a yeyevviiofac éx Tod Ocod is experienced,
—this is the further meaning of the verse,—a relation is
proved not only to Him who begets, but also to those
begotten of Him, that is, to the brethren,

VERSE 2.

"Ev Tovre ywdokouer §To dyamduey ta tékva Tod Ocod,
8rav Tov Ocov ayamdper kal Tas évtoras alTod Tnpduev.

But it is not the apostle’s purpose to show that love to
God and love to the brethren must go hand in hand ; this
is only the basis of the subsequent exposition, that our
relation to God must lay down the standard for our love to
the brethren. The two verses, therefore, are connected as the
more general and the more particular. The thought pre-
sented by the new verse is, however, in itself very striking.
If it said that brotherly love rests upon the divine love,
and that the latter is the cousa essendi of the former, this
would be perfectly clear. But what of the causa cogno-
scende?  Has not St. John at the close of the former
explained simply that brotherly love is the token of the
love of God, indeed the only evidence of it 2  First, it is to
be observed that not the love of God in itself is the ap-
proving mark of brotherly love, but as connected with the
addition xai Tas évrolds adrod Tnpduev, while the relation
between this love to Good and obedience to His command-
ments is laid down in the first clause of the third verse:
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herein consists the love of God ; there is no other than that
which approves itself in obedience. The same relation
between love and practical obedience we find in John
xiv. 31: fva ywp o wxoopos, 6TL ayamd Tov mwatépa, Kal,
xafws éverelaTo pot o matip, oitw moud, where certainly
the clause with &7¢ shovrs how the world is to recognise
the love of Christ to His Father. Compare also John
xiv. 15: dav dyamwdté pe, kai Tds évTohds pov THproaTe.
But what does this mean, what the commandments
which are here spoken of ? Do they mean brotherly love ?
Impossible, for then the sense would be pure tautology: we
know our brotherly love by this, that we keep the com-
mandment of loving the brethren; or, in other words, he
that hath brotherly love hath it. It is the following verse,
rather, which specifies the contents of the évtoral Oecod,
that is, in the wicdv 7ov xéopov. As the world is van-
quished, the kingdom of God is built up; these two are
not separate and distinet factors; they are inseparably
bound up with each other. Accordingly, the évrorai Oeod
are no other than what St. John had laid down in ch. iii.
as the mowty T)v Sucawoivny. And now we may take a
complete survey of the apostle’s thought. Besides the
genuine Christian brotherly love there is another, a purely
patural love, which, however, is in fact only a sublimated
egoism, and concerning which in its various forms the word
of St. James holds good, that it is in its gradation émlyetos,
Jruxicr, Saipoviddns. These may in their most amiable
and seductive aspects easily enough suggest the erroneous
idea that in them the commandment of the apostle is ful-
filled. Now, whether the love is a thoroughly Christian
sentiment, a love towards the 7éxkva @eod, flowing from the
veyevvijalar éx Tod Oeod, we may surely judge by the answer
to the question whether we practise the Sucatooivy, or,
negatively, whether we overcome the world. Every imagin-
able exhibition of brotherly love approves itself as Christian,
and therefore genuine, by this, that it is a stone contributed
to the house or kingdom of God, a blow dealt to the king-
dom of darkness; only as we are the performers of the
divine will and conscious of divine ends, can we recognise
1 JOHN. T
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ourselves as dyamavres Td Téxva Tod Oeol; for only then
has our deportment any reference to men as they are chil-
dren of God. At the close of the previous chapter it was
said that brotherly love alone was the test by which we
must try our love to God; because, as we saw in ver. 21,
there is no obedience towards God possible which should
not be at the same time and equally a working and striving
and living for the brethren. Here we have the converse.
If we build up the kingdom of God, the same thing as lay-
ing low the kingdom of the world, then we give a plain
token of true brotherly love; for there is no genuine love
to (God’s children which has not in itself this mark or this
tendency. In sum, the love of God and charity to our
fellow-Christians confirm, corroborate, and approve each
other reciprocally: the one idea cannot be considered per-
fect without the supplement of the other. And here, then,
we have found the most absolute synthesis between the two
leading thoughts or aspects of truth which govern the whole
Epistle, the xowowvia pera To0 Ocoi and the rowwvia perd
Tov aehddv. As objects of thought, or ideas in the mind,
we may hold these apart; but in the reality of life they
cannot be disjoined. And, looked at from this point of
view, our exposition of ch. ii. 3 seq. receives a confirmatory
light. 'We perceived there, regarding only the context, that
all the commandments of God in the end are gathered up
in that one focus of brotherly love ; and the point we have
just been establishing must make that appear perfectly
natural : in fact, all other precepts are summed up in this;
as, on the other hand, the presence of obedience towards
God in any other supposable respects must in the long
run react upon or lead up to brotherly love.

But the form of the sentence in our verse demands some
further consideration. The construction év TovTe wyivw-
oxopev . . . édv is common enough both in the Gospel and in
our Epistle ; but we never find év TovTe ywwoKouer GTav
save in this place. That érav is never elsewhere used by
St. John with a conditional meaning, will make us hesitate
about taking it so here. “Orav is primarily, just as &re, a
particle of time; the &v added to this certainly introduces
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a conditional element, without interfering with the idea of
time in it: either its force is to define the action as in-
definite and often recurring, on each recurrence, however,
having a specific result (whenever); or it means that the
time of its recurrence is to be expected in the future (when
once). Here the former is the case: in every such sup-
posed case (dv) there must concur simultaneously (G7e)
with brotherly love obedience also; and it is precisely in
the fact of the latter (év 7oire) that we are confident in
discerning the former. Whether we are to read at the
close of the verb woiduer or Typduer is essentially matter
of indifference ; yet the circumstance that Cod. A omits the
next line down to the second Tnpduev, seems to indicate
that the eye of the transcriber might easily go astray and
wander to the following clause, and thus the Tnpduev of the
third verse was wrongly brought forward into the second,
in which originally the unusual évrohds mocelv stood.

VERSE 3.

Afty ydp éoTw %) aydmn Tob Oecod, iva Tas évrolas.
adTob Tnpduer: kai ai évrohai avTtot Bapeial ovk elaiv.

The first clause of the third verse has been made clear
so far as its meaning goes: the strict connection between
love of God and obedience, introduced before in passing, is
here expressly established. This is the substance (aiiTn
éativ), and this is, at the same time, the tendency ({va) of
love to fulfil the commandments of God. And that follows,
not only from the idea of love, but also from the way in
which it was brought into our hearts. If love is the
reference of my I to another I, love to God is the reference
and subjection of my will to the will divine; and if the
genesis of love to God is the fact that His prevenient love
has been infused into my nature, then, again, the will of
God must have become my will. And this obedience to
the divine precept, thus demanded, the apostle proceeds to
say, is easy; comp. Matt. xi. 30. Assuredly, the expression
Bapeiar means, primarily, pressing or hard, not “easy to be
fulfilled ;” but as the commandments are pressing or hard
only from the fact that we cannot fulfil them, or fulfil them
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only with pains, the two meanings come to one and the same
thing. God’s laws are not termed light in themselves, as if,
that is, they did not require anything heavy or difficult;
for, strictly speaking, nothing is easy and nothing difficult
of itself; all difficulty lies simply in the relation between
the thing concerned and the power of the person concerned.
Only to the Christian are the divine commandments easy ;
because, in the power of faith, of that faith which links him
with Christ, there is the strength of union between his will
and the divine will But in the spiritual domain the
measure of the will is also ever the measure of the power.
Every sin rests not only on a deficiency of power, but also
on a deficiency of will.

VERSE 4.

"O7i wév 1O yeyevvnuévoy éx Tob Ocod vied TOV Kdapov,
kal abry éaTiv 9} vikn 7 vikijoaca Tov KogpOV, 1) TWIOTLS
NV

The reason which makes the law of God become easy is
given in ver. 4a. The commandments are hard only through
a certain opposition which thwarts them and hinders their
being obeyed. This depends upon the power of the world,
the xoopos. The world, as the kingdom of darkness, per-
vaded through and through with powers of evil (compare on
ch. ii. 15), has evermore the tendency to act in opposition
to the divine will; and inasmuch as all that is earthly has
in and for itself this tendency, so all obedience towards
God must be wrested, so to speak, out of the power of the
world. The manifold temptations which issue from the
émifupia and the ahafovela ; that dependence on the visible
which is inborn in all men; the sins also which predominate
at any period and throw thefr influence on all things accord-
ingly, an influence purely of this earth: all these are the
issues and outgoings of the xoopos which is by us to be
renounced and vanquished. But what is the power which
shall gain the abiding victory in a war like this, which shall
in fact permanently conquer (present mixd) ? What is the
might that is equal to this? mdv 1o yeyevwnuévov éc Tod
©cod, This phrase in the neuter, after the manner of St.
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John in some other applications where persons are really
meant (comp. John iii. 16, vi. 37, xvii. 2), is, however, not
to be at once regarded as identical with wdvres of yeyervy-
pévos.  The distinction makes itself easily felt on considera-
tion : this latter phrase would make the person prominent;
such and such men, so furnished, conquer; but St. John’s
expression places in the foreground the power by which
they conquer, the divine cause, working in the personality,
which carries away the victory. The divine energy, the
power of light, wherever it truly works (wav), does without
exception (vixd) win the cause and triumph over the world
as the seat of all darkness. Now, because this victory is so
absolutely a thing of necessity, therefore the divine com-
mandments which require and enforce this victory cannot
be grievous.

What power is there that can successfully oppose the
world, which is the sphere of the transitory (comp. ch.
il. 17, 0 xoocpos mapdryerar) because it is the sphere of the
visible (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 18, Ta B\eroueva mpocraipa, T6 6¢
w7 Bhemopeva aldvia), save that power the nature of which
is, according to Heb. xi. 1, to have commerce with the
invisible (o0 BAemopeva), that is, the virtue of faith? The
three clauses, vers. 4a, 4b, 5, are so related to each other
that this victorious energy is in each case brought into
clearer definition. First, we have it in general that this
victory depends upon regeneration; then, more distinctly,
it is so far as the divine birth evokes faith; finally, in
ver. 5, that this faith is, more particularly viewed, a faith
in Jesus as the Son of God. In the words viky vcijoaca,
two elements of thought are combined,—that is to say,
while the perfect vucjoaca leads us to think of the armour
and stress of the combat that wins the fight, viky gives
simply the result of the contest. There is no need to ex-
plain away one in order to make the other clearer: both
should have their full expression. In believing itself, the
world is already virtually overcome; and faith has ever
vanquished from the beginning, being the armour or the
means to which victory is always attached. On the other
hand, faith is also the victory itself, for it is the result of
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the conflict: through believing I vanquish the world, and
win for myself as a prize the same faith; so that it can
now, as the result, unfold without fatal opposition all its
force. But inasmuch as faith involves in itself, germinally,
a victory over the world, its development takes place in
actual life through a series of crises or stages; it becomes
gradually manifest in all its character. Even as Christ
Himself %ad already conquered and slain the world and its
prince, while yet this victory has to be brought out into
external manifestation gradually in the history of the king-
dom of God, and through that history, which is no other
than the more and more perfect dying out of Satan’s power
and the more and more nearly approaching death-struggle
of Satan himself: so also is our faith, as reflecting the whole
work of its Lord in itself, essentially and in germ the com-
pleted victory, while yet this victory must find its external
and full expression only through a series of stages and
processes. The qeyevvijolar éx Tol Oecob—that is, the
indwelling of the Divine Spirit in us-—is the principle of the
victory, faith ; as the union and conjunction of our own I
with this Divine Spirit, this principle becomes energetic and
effectual in individual acts.

VERSE 5.

Tis éotw o vidv Tov Kéopov, € uv 6 moTeboy o1t
*Incois éoTw 6 vios Tob Oeol;

And that faith is no other than faith in Jesus as the Son
of God: according to ch. iii. 8, it was the work of Christ
to destroy or undo the works of Satan; and His work
specifically as the Son of God. He could say fapoeire éy®
vevirnka tov koocpov (John xvi. 33); and faith in Him, full
fellowship with Him, reflects all His work even in us.
Thus the close of our section, ver. 5, most exactly returns
again to its beginning, ver. 1. Birth of God, faith, and the
accomplishment of the divine will, which constitute the
victory over the world, are exhibited in their combination

and interdependence, and at the same time as evidence of
brotherly love.
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VERsEs 6-11,

£

Odrés éomw o eNBov 8° U8atos wkal aluaros, Inaods 6

XpioTos, olx év T¢ Udati povov, dAN' év Td Udati kal TG
alpaT’ kal TO Tvebud éoTi TO papTupody 6TL TO Mwebud
éoTiw 7 a\jfeta. &L Tpels elow of paptupodvres [év TG
odpavd, 0 maTnp, 6 Noyos, kai TO dywov Twredua. Kal odTo
oi Tpeis €v elow.  Kal Tpels eiow of paprTupodvtes év T i),
76 mredpa, kal To Ddwp, kal 7o atua’ xal of Tpeis els TO v
elow. Ei v paprvpiay Tdv alpdmrwv NapBdvouer, 7
paptupia 100 Ocod pellwy éotiv: oTL alry éoTiv 7 papTupia
700 Oeod, v peuaptipnre mepl Tob vioh alrod. ‘O M-
Tebwy els Tov viov Tob Ocod, Eyer THy papruplay év éavrd:
o pn moteboy 7¢ Od, YreloTny memolnkey alrov, §7i ob
wewioTevKey €ls TV papTupiav, iy pepaptipnrer o Ocos mepl
Tob wviot avrod. Kal ailry éoTiv 9 paptuvpla, 67 Lwyy
atdvioy E8wrev Huiv o Ocds, xal airy 5 Loy év T vip
avTot éoTuw,

Thus, then, it appears that the section we have just been
considering forms one whole with that of ch. iv. 19-21;
but we observe that there is in it one distinct element, which
carries us back again to the beginning of the Epistle. In
the middle of its first sentence it was declared that the
Aoyos Tis Cwijs would form the contents of it; that St.
John’s purpose was to give an annunciation concerning
Christ ; and if not to exhibit His person, yet to exhibit His
work in us, He had then in his first main division described
the interior religious character of the Christian life in its
relation to God and to the brethren; in the second, the
external confirmation of this as a token of a right posture
towards God and man, and as therefore a condition of true
Christian joy. But all this is subsumed under a higher
aim : not for its own sake, but for the sake of an annuncia-
tion arepi Tod Noyov Tis Lwhs. The relation to Him—that
is, to Christ the Son of God—it was to which his final aim
was directed. But this relation is in the New Testament
phraseology embraced and expressed by the idea of mioTes;
and in here introducing this, the apostle rounds off the
Epistle into unity ; he seems to declare that the design laid
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down in ch. i. 1 seq. was in this at length fulfilled. But
there is one element in the Introduction which has not yet
had justice dome to it, having only once, ch. iv. 14, been
touched upon in passing: the idea of papTupia. What other
was the purport of the copious sentence of ch. i. 1 seq.,with
its so emphatic development of one idea, but the guarantee
and witness of the truth of the apostolic tendency ? This
element is now, in the section ch. v. 6-12, taken up again,
although in another form than what it assumed in ch. i. 1.
All that the apostle had aimed to teach he had now taught:
luminous and distinct, complete and self-contained, lies the
full development of his thought before us. He has estab-
lished the true relation towards God and the brethren; the
mwappmaia, as the result even in relation to the X3 S oiv;
the yapa TeTehewwpérn is guaranteed and secured ; while all
this rests nwpon the outgoings of wioTes in the divine Son of
God. On this last, therefore, rests the superstructure of the
whole. This faith must accordingly in itself be a spiritual
possession, absolute and unconquerable; its object must
have the strongest possible confirmation and assurance. To
show that this is so remains now the apostle’s final problem.

The idea of maprvpia, which, apart from these explana-
tions, must appear to the most superficial and external
observation the centre of all that follows, is one that has a
remarkable prominence throughout the Johannaean writings.
This idea appears at the beginning, and recurs at the end
of all the three greater documents which we have received
from St. John. In the Apocalypse he commences, ch. i. 2,
with the vindication of his trustworthiness: ds éuapripnoe
Tov Néyov Tob Ocob kai Ty papTvpiav "Inced XpioTod boa
Te eidev. It is matter of indifference whether the éuap-
TUpnaev referred to the work itself which he was beginning,
or to the earlier written Gospel, or to his general and ordinary
oral ministry: in any case, it is the drift of the apostle to
introduce a guarantee of his veracity by the mention of his
eye-witness-ship (6oa Te €l8e). So, again, at the close of
the book, ch. xxii, its contents are summed up again and
again as a paptvpia of our Lord. The Gospel, in its turn,
goes on, after the prologue, with the paprvpla of the Baptist,
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ch. i. 18 seq., and ends with that of the evangelist himself,
ch. xxi. 24. And, finally, our Epistle begins with the
personal testimony of the apostle, while it ends with that of
God Himself. But to return, the body of the Gospel gives
the same prominent part to the idea of the paprupeiv: the
valid and sufficient witness which the Lord has to appeal
to in His controversies with the Jews is a thought which
is constantly on His lips. In particular, He appeals in His
own behalf again and again—compare John v. 32, viii. 18,
Xv. 26 (strictly speaking, it is the Holy Ghost who is
referred to in this last)—to the witness of His God to His
mission. Now it is precisely this, as we have seen, which
is spoken of in our present passage. It is true that in
ver. 6 the witness is that of the Spirit; in ver. 8, that of
water, and blood, and the Spirit ; but as from ver. 9 onwards
THE witness of God is spoken of (mark the article) without
any kind of specification as to the manner or the medium
in which this testimony reaches us, it follows from this last
circumstance, as well as from the definite article, that the
water, and the blood, and the Spirit have no independent
meaning of their own, but are only the mediating repre-
sentations of the divine testimony. They together form, in
fact, the paprvpia Tob Ocod.

We have here, however, two things sharply to distinguish.
First comes the question as to the substance of the witness
of God: what does it testify ? This question is fully and
clearly answered in ver. 11, aiiry éativ 7 paptvpia, 610 wiw
alovioy Edwkey Huiv o Ocos kal airn 1 fwy) év 76 vig adTod
éaTw; but it is also, in a more condensed form, contained
in ver. 6. TIowever, if we are content for a time with the
perfectly clear answer in ver. 11, we perceive that the
object of the divine testimony is the eternal life sealed for
us in the Son of God: He is the possessor (év adtd éame),
and He is the mediator, of this life. The second question
is this: by what means does God bear His witness? And
its answer: by water, blood, Spirit. Now we have in the
substance of the divine testimony, given to usin ver. 11,
a standard by which we may measure and ascertain the
correctness of our interpretation of these three witnesses.
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They must-be such as can testify concerning Jesus as the
possessor of eternal life, and as the giver of eternal life to
us. In what sense, then, do the water, the blood, the Spirit
furnish this witness for Christ ?

In order to explain the water and the blood, we must
consider the twofold relation which they here assume.
First, they are witnesses, or media of the testimony, #»
pepapTipnrer 6 Oeos mepl ToD viod: the water and the
blood must therefore represent some divine act, some divine
institution, in virtue of which God appears in behalf of
Christ. Secondly, it is to be observed that Christ Himself
is said to have come &/ Udatos kai aipatos. Now, as St
John uses always the word “ come,” or the épyecfas, con-
cerning Christ, as a vox solemnis which refers to the coming
of Jesus as the Messiah,—not to His being born generally,
but to His manifestation as Saviour of the world,—the pro-
position before us must needs signify that Jesus attained
His Messianic position through water and blood. These
two are therefore not only the pledge of His divine sonship,
but at the same time the powers through which He was
constituted the Saviour: the water and the blood must,
accordingly, be pointed to as constitutive factors in the life
of the Redeemer. Before, however, we look more closely
at the sense in which this is true, we must first justify the
phraseology we have just used. We have, that is, described
the testimony here concerned, now as witnessing His divine
sonship, and now as witnessing His Messianic activity,—that
is, as at once testimony to His person and as testimony
also to His work. For this double way of describing it we
have the apostle’s own warranty ; for in ver. 11 he refers
both to the gift of life and to the bringer of life as the
object of the divine witness. And, in fact, the one is
involved in the other: He who is to give the life must first
have it in Himself; and He who has it in Himself is
thereby declared to be the Son of God, according to John
V. 26, domep 6 watnp Exer Lwny év éavrg, olrws EBwke Kkal
76 vip Lwiy Eyew év éavrg.  He who éyer & éavrdd life is
thereby demonstrated to be the Son of God; and He who
shall give life to others must &y éavré Eyew that life.
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Thus in reality the divine sonship and the Messiahship of
Jesus are bound up together.

But what manner of water is that, concerning which so
great things are said ? Primarily, we are led to think of
the baptism which Christ received at the hands of John
the Baptist. In truth, He was by that baptism inaugurated
into His Messianic function: the three Synoptists make this
point of view abundantly prominent; and at the first glance
it szems therefore perfectly intelligible, when it is said &/
¥8aTos, that He came as the Messiah by this baptismal
water, that this event was the medium of His introduction
to His Christly function, and fitted Him to enter on it.
But we must bethink ourselves to examine this closely.
‘What prepared Jesus for His office was not the baptismal
water, but the communication of the Spirit connected
with His baptism. In our sacramental Christian baptisin,
indeed, the water and the impartation of the Spirit through
the rite are so inseparably united, that the one word water
may well be used to signify the whole, including the
heavenly blessing: the earthly sign and the heavenly
reality are in the sacrament indissolubly one. But it was
quite otherwise in the baptism of John. That was assuredly
no sacramental act, and certainly did not of itself confer
the Holy Ghost: whence, indeed, John himself could say,
that, in contrast with his own baptism, Clrist would
baptize with the Holy Ghost: compare John i 33, o
méuras pe Bamrilew év U8ati, éxeivos pou elmer é¢’ dv dv
1dns T mvedpa xaraBaivov . .. 00Tés éaTiv 0 BamwTilwv év
mrveduaTe dyin. The communication of the Spirit, of which
our Lord at His baptism was the object, was not itself
connected by any means with that baptism as such; but
it was an extraordinary event, which was attached to it.
John’s baptism and Christian baptism are in antithesis to
each other : in the former, man is, primarily, the giver; in
the latter, he is the receiver. He who submitted to John’s
rite laid down this confession: as the water cleanses my
body, so will T henceforth dedicate my soul to God in pure
service. Anything like an extraordinary supernatural gift
of God to man was not by any means connected with this
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act. Thus, if the question here is of the inauguration of
Christ to His office, the designation of baptism by Jéwp
would be altogether unsuitable ; since the introduction to
His function was not by baptism in itself, but by the gift
of the Spirit’ not necessarily connected with that rite.
Moreover, the water of Christ’s baptism cannot by any
means be exhibited as a witness of His divine mission:
this external rite was in fact one common to the Lord and
many besides, which therefore did not involve of itself any
such virtue of special testimony. The voice which sounded
from heaven, or the Spirit who woei meptaTepd descended
on Jesus, might indeed have this virtue; but they would
not be designated by ¥8wp, because, as we have seen, the
baptism of John did not necessarily include the gift of the
Spirit.

‘We must therefore look about for another interpretation
of the ¥8wp. Does it signify Christian baptism? It is
clear that this, in contradistinction to that of John, may
well be described by Jdwp ; since that essential and neces-
sary interpretation of water and Spirit, form and matter, is
found in it which is absent from John’s baptism. And the
phrase o é\fav &' Tdaros is thus perfectly intelligible.
The Baptist himself comprises the whole work of Christ in
this, that He would baptize with the Holy Ghost and with
fire. Even the fact that the baptismal sacrament was in-
stituted only at the end of our Lord’s ministry would not
stand obstinately in the way of this explanation ; for the
proper unfolding of the Messianic activity of Christ, to
which the épyecfar refers, actually attained its consumma-
tion only at the end of His course upon earth. We should

1 It may seem strange that, according to the consentient narratives of the
evangelists, Jesus first received the Holy Ghost in connection with His
baptism, whereas He was filled with the Spirit in His mother’s womb., The
solution of the difficulty lies in the distinction between the Spirit as a prin-
ciple filling His personal life, and the Spirit as an official gift for communica-
tion to others. This distinction finds a more distant analogy in the fact that
among men the knowledge of a matter does not involve either the vocation
or.the gift to appear as a witness and teacher concerning it, which latter is
wont to be matured by definite experiences. A nearer analogy lies in the
double impartation of the Spirit to the disciples on the evening of the resur-
rection and on the morning of Pentecost.
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indeed expect to read épyouevos; since the historically
completed fact of the manifestation of the Messiah in the
world was not consummated by means of the baptismal
sacrament ; rather in it He continuously comes as the
Saviour and Redeemer of men. Another reason for reject-
ing this view is suggested by the way in which the #8wp
and the alua are here placed in correlation or opposition :
for Christian baptism itself includes a reference to the
death, and therefore to the bloed of Christ, according to the
Pauline declaration of Rom. vi. 3, els Tov Odvator adtod
éBamticOnuev. Now, where it is said that Christ came not
by water alone, but by water ard blood, there is ascribed to
each of these elements a specific matter : there is somewhat
in the blood which is not found in the water. But, as we
have seen that in the baptismal sacrament water and blood
are together efficient, the interpretation which makes the
water the sacrament of baptism is not altogether suitable.
And this objection is strengthened when we consider the
peculiar position which St. John assumes to the sacraments
generally. 'We certainly find in his Gospel passages which
must be referred incidentally to the sacraments, having in
them their highest fulfilment and truth; but we find no
reference to the institution of these rites, nor indeed any
mention of them as such, In John vi. our Lord speaks of
the eating of His flesh and drinking IHis blood, and the
words in question doubtless allude also to the holy supper;
but the explanation of eating by the idea of faith itself
shows that the paragraph is primarily to be understood as
a symbolic way of teaching the full and living appropria-
tion of Christ Himself (éyd o dpros 7is {wijs) and of His
atonement (alua). Similarly, when John iii. speaks of
regeneration of water and the Spirit, the words certainly
allude to the water of baptism ; indeed they cannot be read
by Christian people without bringing this allusion to their
consciousness. But the very fact that there existed at the
time no sacrament of baptism, that therefore Nicodemus, to
whom the words were applied, could not, if this were their
only meaning, have understood them, indicates that the
water also must primarily be accepted in its symbolical
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sense. Now, as we have seen that our Epistle never in any
passage goes beyond the circle of thought prescribed by the
Gospel, this of itself must make us suspicious of accepting
a reference to the sacraments as the direct and exclusive
meaning of our present passage.

Thus we are led to make the experiment, whether the
same interpretation of #8wp which applies everywhere to
the Gospel may not be here also applicable—that is, in
effect, the symbolical. A test of this method of interpreta-
tion we have in the fact that the meaning of the water in
our text must be different from that of the blood: this
latter must involve an element which the former has not;
while both must be available and equally valid as witnesses
for Christ. Now at the outset we find the symbolical use
of the ¥8wp in John iv, “he that drinketh of the water
that T shall give shall never thirst ;” and, further, in John
vil. 38, “he that believeth on me, out of his body shall
flow rivers of living water” In these passages we must
understand by the water the new and saving life, which
springs up fresh and clear as from a fountain: compare the
ampyai Tob cetnpiov of Isa. xii 3, and Ps. xxiii. 2. On the
other hand, the washing with water is in the Old Testa-
ment ritual the means of purification ; and the water very
frequently elsewhere occurs with this meaning, apart from
the legal observances. The two symbolical applications
must not be sundered, for they rest on the same funda-
mental ideas: water is the symbol, not only of the attain-
ment of purification, that is, of holiness, but of the possession
of it as the result. Thus we find it in the passage, John
iii. 5, which is fundamental for the meaning of our present
text : the new birth of water and of the Spirit describes
the production of new and pure and saving life, Udwp,
through the Holy Ghost, mvebua. Thus the relation of the
water and the blood is clear, at least clear in general : in
the Llood lies the element of propitiation; this is wanting
in the water, which points rather to redemption. Regenera-
tion is, in fact, primarily not so much the expiation of the
past, as the implanting of a new nature, the establishing of
salvation. That negative aspect, according to which the
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NolTpov maliyyeveoias becomes at the same time Bamriouos
els adeaw dpaptidv (Acts il 38),is introduced fivst by the
above-mentioned reference to the death of Christ. Accord-
ingly, the D8wp would here be the symbol of the new
divine life, filled and replenished with pwrifying energies,
which the Redeemer has brought. In virtue (8id) of this
power existing in Himself, as the source of the fountain
(John iv.), He came as the Messiah (j\fev): only because
He had this life of salvation and could impart it to us was
He fitted to be the Messiah. And, at the same time, the
fact that the pewers of a new and saving life came from
Clurist, is the witness that legitimates Him as the Son of
God. For, as we unfolded at the outset of our discussion,
He who can impart life is thereby guaranteed as the pos-
sessor of it, and, moreover, therefore attested to be the Son
of God. So far we are led by the principle of a purely
symbolical interpretation ; it must be admitted, however,
as the exegetical feeling of every one will suggest, that the
interpretation of #8wp thus arrived at is not at all points
satisfactory and sufficient. But before we penetrate further,
we must deal in a similar way with the alua for its
preliminary symbolical exposition.

That the afua is not to be understood, primarily at least,
of the sacrament of the altar, is shown—apart from what
has been already said, which partly applies here also— by
the fact that there is in the New Testament no allusion to
the Lord’s Supper, which mentions only the blood. But
we have in our Epistle itself one passage which expresses
to us the significance of the blood of Christ, and from
which, therefore, we must not in our interpretation of the
present text without strong necessity depart: it is in ch.
ii. 2 (also ch. iv. 10), where the iAacués, the propitiation,
is described as the result of the death of the Redeemer.
And to this we must add ch. 1. 7, 76 alua ’Incod XpioTod
kabapiler Huds dmwd wdons apaptias. Accordingly St. John
says here that Christ, by means of His propitiatory death,
came forward as the Messiah; that in this lay the realiza-
tion of His work as the Saviour. And this atoning power,
which proceeds from Him and fills His being (jAfev év



304 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

aluaty), is the second witness which God bears to Him. Tt
demonstrates that He in whom such power dwells is the
Son of God.

This symbolical interpretation of the #8wp and alua by
no means excludes the possibility that the sacraments are
also included in these expressions. It is, in fact, not
fortuitous that in baptism the water, in the Eucharist the
blood, assume so prominent a place; it was so appointed,
because in the former the renewal of the power of life, the
purifying and saving energy of the Spirit, is the main
point ; in the latter, the appropriation of the atonement
lying in the blood of Jesus. Indeed, with baptism also is
connected the forgiveness of sins, and therefore expiation,
and with the Eucharist renewal to pure life; but still in
such a way that with baptism the element of the implanting
of new life comes into the foreground, with the Eucharist
the suppression of the sin indwelling in the flesh by the
diffusion and penetration of the glorified body of Christ.
‘While, therefore, the reasons already alleged forbid our
thinking of the sacraments primarily and exclusively, they
are so far included as the symbolical meaning of the water
and the blood finds in them its application, indeed its
culminating application. Our passage, accordingly, ranks
side by side with the third and sixth chapters of the
Gospel. It is even probable that the thought of the
sacraments, and the order in which they are received by
Christians, prescribed the order of the words #8wp wai
alua.

But, as we said before, the interpretation thus reached
does not perfectly satisfy. For, though #6wp and alua
often occur in St. John symbolically, or rather tropically,
this does not explain how this tropical expression finds its
way here. Instead of saying that the powers of the new
life which Christ has brought testify for Him, to say that
the water testifies for Him,—is and must ever be thought
inexpressibly hard. In addition to this: granted that the
blood is here a symbol of expiation, yet it is not as a mere
trope, or figurative style of speaking ; actual and true blood
was shed and effected the propitiation, and therefore the
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expression alpa is perfectly intelligible in this connection.
The blood, that is, the expiating blood of Christ poured out
on the cross, witnesses to His divine sonship, But is not
this precise background of reality altogether wanting in the
U8wp 7 Is it not merely a purely figurative expression, and
one that in this passage has no foundation for it assigned ?
It would indeed be altogether different, if in the life of
Christ—apart from His baptism, which we have found to
be inapplicable for our purpose—there could be specified
any point at which actual water appears in the higher
symbolical sense we have indicated, thus giving our passage
just such a concrete historical foundation as the blood has
in it : such an event as we now contemplate would assume
in the mind of the apostle and of his readers a place of
peculiar prominence, so that the mention of the water
would at once and necessarily suggest it. Now such an
event is found; and our whole passage would receive a
rich illumination if it could be shown that it refers to
John xix. 34: a passage the reference to which is so
obvious that it is difficult not to point to it at once. It is
not simply that in these two passages of Scripture alone
blood and water are thus placed in juxtaposition ; in both
cases they are conjoined in an equally marked manner, with
manifest emphasis ; and in both cases paptuperv is the idea
under the light of which the afua and ¥8wp are introduced.
Now, if it can be shown that that water and that blood
which are spoken of in the history of the passion are to be
typically understood, that is, that there an external fact
occurred which bore in it a deeper meaning; that, further,
the interpretation of the type, or rather of the typical ideas
#8wp and alpa, is there the same as we have discerned to be
true in our present passage : then shall we be constrained to
regard the passage in the Gospel as the foundation of this;
and similarly, the relation of these symbolical expressions,
as well as the meaning we have discovered in them, will
be demonstrated afresh and more fully illustrated. The
only external reason which can be adduced in opposition
to our reference to John xix. is this, that the blood comes
first in the Gospel, while here the water has preccdence.
1 JOHN, U
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But the force of this objection is altogether neutralized by
a consideration of two things. First, in the Gospel the
apostle observes the order in which the elements issued
from the Lord’s side, while here the water comes first on
account of the reference, mentioned above, to the sacraments.
Secondly, the difference urged has the less significance,
because (presupposing the symbolical meaning of the water
and the blood in the Gospel, which we shall confirm pre-
sently) the difference between redemption and propitiation
is generally a fleeting one, the two ideas being involved in
each other.

Now let us examine John xix. 34 seq. more carefully.
First of all, it is an altogether wrong view of the incident, that
blood and water issued from the Redeemer, which sees in
it only a demonstration that Jesus had actually died. It is
not only the fact—often remarked—that Christian antiquity
never had doubts about the reality of Christ’s death, and
that therefore so emphatic a demonstration of it might
appear quite without reason ; but to attain such an end the
apostle is supposed to have adopted the worst possible
means. At any rate, it would have been much simpler to
say that the soldier pierced the heart of our Lord. More-
over, we can scarcely attribute to the evangelist so much
physiological knowledge as to be aware that the dissolution
of the blood into placenta and serum was a sure sign of
consummated death: even granting that this can be proved,
which we do not believe. How could a fact of such special
peculiarity that its physiological explanation has not to the
present day been arrived at, have been used as a decisive
evidence of the death of Jesus ?  Since these elements do not
usually flow from a corpse any more than from a living body,
the conclusion might have drawn with equal truth and un-
truth to the life of Christ, or His death not comnsummate.
But the main point is this: the Old Testament citations
introduced by vydp in vers. 36, 37 must, if it had been the
apostle’s design to confirm the fact of Christ’s death, stand
In some connection with that design. But we see no trace
of such a connection. The quotations are no more linked
with the flowing of blood and water than they are with the
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certainty of our Lord’s death. They furnish evidence that
the plercing with the lance, and the pretermission of the
breaking the legs, were predicted in the Old Testament:
not, however, to establish the reality of these facts them-
selves, but to point out that He, as to whom that took
place and this did not take place, was the Messiah. No
bone of the paschal Lamb was to be broken ; Jesus there-
fore, by the circumstance that the crurifragium could not
befall Him, was marked out as the paschal Lamb. They
were to look on Him as Jehovah whom they pierced: the
piercing of the lance, therefore, marked out Jesus as
Jehovah, as the Son of God. Thus all else that is recorded
in this section was to demonstrate Jesus to be the Messiah
and the Son of God: the flowing of blood and water from
His side must be regarded from the same point of view.
And that this is the only right one, appears from ver. 35 :
0 éwparws pepapTipnue, kal aAnbur éoTw aldrod 1 paprvpla,
raketvos oidev 6Te A Néyel, lva Duels mioTElYTE BTUL 6
*Incois éorw 6 Xpuotos, o vids Tob Oeod. St. John says,
0 éwpaxes: in this he includes in one whole all that he
had related, the pouring out, therefore, of blood and water
included ; and he declares all to be testimony that Jesus
was the Son of God. If, indeed, the words quoted in ver. 35
produce the impression that they record something inira-
culous, something so wonderful that it might appear
incredible to the readers, this cannot refer so much to the
piercing itself, which was not such a matter of wonder, bnt
to-the water and blood which flowed from the side of Jesus.
For the fact of the piercing, and the pretermitted cruri-
Jragtwm, the apostle can appeal to other witnesses, those of
the Old Testament, which also explain the facts as indicat-
ing the divine sonship of our Lord. But he has no other
witness for the water and the blood ; instead, therefore, of
that, he must himself give the most confident assertion
of his exact and true observation ; and he must himself
explain what he saw. Accordingly, the facts adduced by
the evangelist receive a twofold illustration : first, the truth
of each is attested by the apostle’s eye-witness, with that of
the Old Testament superadded ; secondly, their significance
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is confirmed, and this significance is declared to be the
same in all three, that is, the vindication of Christ as the
Son of God.

But it is clear that the flowing of blood and water could
not of itself attest this truth; this it could do only if the
two ideas are symbolically understood. These symbols we
must interpret according to the general usage of Scripture,
and especially that of St. John, and thus obtain for the
passage in the Gospel the same results which we have
arrived at in the case of our text in the Epistle. As the
prophecy of Hosea, “ Out of Egypt have I called my Son,”
would maintain its applicability to Christ even if He had
never set His foot in Egypt, though He was carried to
Egypt that the prophecy might be set in a clearer light;
as the word of Zechariah concerning the meek King sitting
on an ass would maintain its truth even without its external
fulfilment in the history of Palm Sunday: so would the
significance of the death of Jesus naturally be the same if
it had not been symbolically exhibited in the flowing forth
of the blood and water. But God so ordered it that the
internal should become external; and the apostle’s wonder
approved and attested this divine and altogether miraculous
order of Providence. If we revert to our passage in the
Epistle, this now receives its most satisfactory and final
elucidation.  First, it is plain how the powers of purifying
renewal and reconciliation might be here expressed by #8wp
and alua: they are used on the ground of the fact in the
Gospel, which is by St. John made prominent with .such
emphasis, and in which water and blood occur with so
symbolical a meaning. Whenever one acquainted with the
Gospel read this passage, and noted that the question was
concerning a witness borne, he must have recalled to his
mind that historical event. Secondly, it is clear how water
and blood could be adduced as witnesses appointed of God :
for in a most marvellous way God had so ordered it that
blood and water should flow from the side of the Crucified,
and thus symbolically seal His vocation as a Saviour.

But there is yet a third witness given by God, the
Spirit; and the matter of His testimony is guaranteed (67v),
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because the Spirit is the truth. This clause must ke con-
sidered well on all sides. It needs no argument that
Tvebua is the Spirit of God, the Holy Ghost, without whom
no man can call Jesus Lord, and who bears witness to Jesus
as the Christ in our hearts; but we must note the accord-
ance with John xv. 26, where in like manner the paprvpeiv
mept XpioTob is exhibited as the function of the Paraclete.
In the paraphrase we have given, the clause with ¢ is not
regarded as the substance of the testimony, but as the
ground of its truth. If it is taken as the substance of it,
and translated, “ The Spirit beareth witness that the Spirit
is truth,” thus making the Spirit bear witness to Himself,
we have only to observe that He is certainly introduced
here only as a witness for Christ. Moreover, it would be a
poor specification of the matter of His testimony, that He
witnesses His own truth, that is Himself: the main idea,
His testimony that His witness to Christ is true, would te
‘wanting. Or we should be obliged to understand the first
mvevpa of the Spirit as the third Person in the Godhead,
and the second of the Spirit as dwelling in man, or of the
Spirit of Christ as blended with the human spirit. But,
apart from the question whether we may establish such
a severance at all, we know nothing generally of a testi-
mony of the Holy Spirit of the Trinity <n His dustinciion
from the Spirit of God as ruling in man. Finally, if we
should understand the second wvetua of the human spirit,
and explain it after the analogy of Rom. viii. 16, ad7o 70
Tvebpa ovppapTupel TG TrevpaTe fHudv, we should then
miss this precise judv in our passage.

On the other hand, the thought is perfectly clear and
truly Johannaean if we take 67+ as the causal particle: the
Spirit of God, who enters into man, is in Himself a mvedpua
7fs dAnbelas (John xv. 26), and therefore the testimony
which He bears for Christ in our experience is true. But
there yet remains ome difficulty, and that is the article
before waprupotv. The proposition, 70 mvelud éote TO
paptupovy, by means of this article produces the impression
that the Spirit is the only witness, while, nevertheless, the
apostle goes on, 97¢ Tpels elow oi papTupoivres. In this
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last clause the Spirit is mentioned co-ordinately with the
water and the blood: the three have all one office of
witness. On the other hand, our proposition in its formal
construction exhibits the Spirit not as conjoined with the
water and the blood, but as conjoined with Christ. That
is to say, ver. 6a, od7és (scil. 'Inoods 6 XpioTis) éoTw o
éxOov 8¢ Udatos x.7.\., manifestly corresponds with ver. 6¢,
T0 mvebpd éoTiw TO paprtupody. Accordingly, the Spirit
assumes a twofold position : one as parallel with Christ, who
came by water and blood, and another as parallel with this
same water and blood themselves. As to the former, Christ
came as the Messiah by water and blood, He brought salva-
tion and propitiation; the Spirit’s office is to witness for
this, and then to appropriate and be the means of im-
parting in detail what was once accomplished as a whole
by the Redeemer. Thus we can explain the article in our
text, 70 wvebud éaTe To paprtupodv: the Lord is the bringer
(6 é\bav &z x.T.\.), the Spirit is the attester. The article
does not therefore refer to the fact that the Spirit and no
other attests, but to the fact that He in relation to Christ’s
work has the function only of witnessing, not that of any
fundamental work of His own. Thus, in a certain sense,
Christ and the Spirit have their distinct offices in the
accomplishment of our salvation. As to the latter, the
Spirit has also a function running parallel with the water
and the blood. If these last, to wit, are the actual
demonstrations that Ie is the Saviour, that is, because
He administers salvation, then they are also witnesses,
pdpTupes ; and, the Spirit being reckoned with them,
whose specific office is that of testimony, we have three
witnesses. Thus we assign its rights to the telic 67¢, as
establishing the fact 07¢ Tpels elow of paprupodvres. It
must not be forgotten that in the very order of the
sentence the emphasis falls upon the 7pefs. It is not as
if the general proposition, firmly established to the apostle,
concerning the threefold witness, confirmed the correctness
of the deductions drawn in ver. 6 as to the fact of the
three testimonies—ifor how should such a proposition be
a priori firmly established in his mind ?—but the é7e
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refers also to the second part of the clause, xai of Tpels els
70 & elow; and what was to be established is not the
immediately preceding proposition, but odrés éoTiw & vids
700 Oeot, the statement whose demonstration was the chief
question throughout. That three witnesses give the same
testimony is, according to Moses, the guarantee of the truth
of any matter; Jesus Himself appealed to this (John
viii. 17), and on this the apostle here rests. The trinity
of the witnesses, therefore, which furnish one testimony, is
the demonstration (67¢) of the divine sonship of the Lord.

Bat all the three witnesses named were given by God
(ver. 9): He is in the end the only Testifier. His witness,
however, is by the perfect pepapripnrer described as one
that is closed and perfected. If the blood and water were
referred exclusively or even primarily to the sacraments,
this would be unintelligible; for their influence goes on
perpetually. But if we are to think first of the &pyeafas
of Christ, and further of the event that took place in His
death, the perfect tense is explained clearly: this is the
witness of God, that He sent Christ filled with purifying
and atoning powers, that He provided an external authenti-
cation of this power given to Christ in the issuing of blood
and water from His side in death; and similarly, that He
sent the Spirit as a witness. The Spirit Himself uaprupet;
but God once for all witnessed in sending Him.

After we have thus generally elucidated the constitutive
fundamental ideas, we have the details to observe on; and
pre-eminently to decide the question whether ver. 7 belongs
to the text or not. If our decision invariably depended on
the testimony of manuscripts known to us, there could be
no question about the genuineness or spuriousness of this
verse ; for it is undeniable that no Greek codex earlier than
the sixteenth century contains it. If the text is defended
in spite of this, it must be on the ground of quotations from
the Fathers; and then it must be explained how it came to
pass that the words vanished from the text without leaving a
trace. In both these respects the matter here is very dif-
ferent from that involved in the reading of ch. iv. 3, Adew
7ov "Incotv. In this latter case a reading no longer extant
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at the threshold of the third century was attested in the east
and in the west-by such men as Irenaeus and Tertullian,
while, as we saw, it cannot be proved that Polycarp did
not know it. But in the case now before us this ver. 7 is
found for centuries only in the west, while in the east
there is no trace of it; and it may be taken for granted
that it could not have been known in the east, for other-
wise it would have been used in the Arian controversy.
And this leads to the other question, as to the possibility
of its vanishing from the text. Let us in this respect also
compare ch. v. 7 with ch. iv. 3. The phrase Adew 7ov
*Ingodv might indecd, as Socrates shows, have been applied
to refute the heretics; but it was in itself too profound to
put an end to the controversy by one stroke; at any rate,
it was not of such a kind that every transcriber would
at once perceive in it an édpaiwua ainbeias. But how
different is it with ch. v. 7! No one can deny that in the
whole compass of holy writ there is no passage even ap-
proaching the dogmatic precision with which, in a manner
approximating to the later ecclesiastical definitions, this one
asserts the immanent Trinity. Such a verse could not
have been omitted by inadvertence; for, even supposing
such a thing possible in a text of such moment, the absence
of the words év 7 &% of ver. 8 would still be inexplicable.
The omission must then have been intentional, and due to
the hand of a heretic. But would such an act have
remained uncondemned ; and were all our manuseripts pro-
duced by heretics or constructed fromn heretical copies ? In
spite of my subjective conviction of the genuineness of the
Avew Tov "Inaobw, I could not decide to receive this reading
into the text of ch. iv, 3; for our editions must, above all
things, keep close to the substance of the manuscripts.
But to preserve ch. v. 7 cannot by any means be justified.
The most acute argument that has been adduced to this
hour in its favour is represented by the venerable Bengel,
who asserts that here the analysis of the Epistle is summed
up in one point, the Trinity being the governing principle
of its arrangement. But we have found that an altogether
different analysis is the right one ; and to us, therefore, this
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argument for the genuineness is neutralized. As to the
dogmatic shortsightedness which bewails in its loss the
removal of a prop for the doctrine of the absolute Trinity,
this might be expected in lay circles, but ought not to be
found among theologians. A doctrine which should depend
on one such utterance, and in its absence lose its main
support, would certainly be a very suspicious one. Omitting
the verse, we have in this very section the doctrine of the
Trinity just in the form in which Scripture generally pre-
sents it: the Father, who witnesses, ver. 9; the Son, who
is attested, ver. 6 seq.; the Holy Spirit, through whom the
Son is witnessed by the Father, ver. 65: the passage being
thus very similar to the narrative of our Lord’s baptism.

We have recognised that the leading idea of the entire
section, vers. 6-12, is that of the waprtupelv. The whole
Epistle rests upon faith in the Son of God: He is to be
exhibited in the fulness of His divine attestation; and it is
accomplished in such a way that vers. 6-9 present to us
the witnesses, vers. 10-12 the effects of the witness. This
and no other (hence the odros at the outset, resuming
the subject of the preceding proposition) is He who came
with the powers of a new life which overcomes the world;
that is, the Jesus Christ already named. He came: the
aorist specifies His coming simply as an historical fact;
not marking it as one accomplished event, as if it were
éxpwvlas, nor as something continuous, as if it were
épydpevos. The words must be taken in their strict
order and meaning: it is not 'Incods Xpioros, as if the
person were mentioned with a double ‘nomen proprium, but
"Inagods 6 Xpioros; the article before Xpearos, and only
before it, makes it a closer appellative definition of *Inoods,
Jesus who is the Messiah. The Messiahship of Jesus is
taken for granted; for nothing new concerning this is
asserted throughout the section, only the old is confirmed
afresh. Moreover, we do not read odrds éoriv éNbwy, after
the manner of John i. 9, 70 ¢ds 7y épyduevov,—as if, for
the sake of more strongly emphasizing the verbal idea, the
copula were separated from the verb,—but od7és éoTev ¢
é\bwy & UéaTos.
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Thus the purport of the whole is this: You call Jesus
the Messiah ; and you are right in this, for it is He who
has in Himself the necessary and settled (mark the article)
sign of Messiahship: which is, that He has brought the
powers of renewal and atonement. By means (8id) of the
water and the blood He has come; and His coming is
comprehended in the water and the blood (év). If we
abidingly receive these powers of remewal and atonement,
then is He no longer 6 é\fwy: for here we must remember
that &yeabfa:, spoken of Jesus, does not signify a mere
appearing or being born; but, on the ground of the Old
Testament, His manifestation as Saviour and Redeemer.
And, in very deed, He has the two necessary tokens of a
Saviour in Himself: not as it were only the one, that of
water (odx év 7@ U6ati povov). We saw above that in the
symbol of water the element of atonement as such is
wanting. It refers to the establishment of a new life, and
thus looks forward to the future and not back to the past.
Past sins are not washed away by water, but only by
blood ; for ywpis aipatexyvoias ovx éatw ddears. It is
true that this seems to be contradicted by Mark i. 4, where
the baptism of John is called Bammioués peravoias els
dgeaw dpapriwv. But it is not really contradicted. The
baptism is expressly termed Bamwriouos peravoias, having
its character in the change of mind; and we have there-
fore to assume that the forgiveness of sins also comes as
the result of the change of mind. It is therefore such a
forgiveness of sins as took place in the case of David:
viewed as in the future, on the ground of an atonement
hereafter to come. The expiatory element was by no
means involved in the baptism of John; it implied an act
of God’s grace standing in no necessary connection with
this ordinance. Sins were, in the baptism of John, as
generally down to the manifestation of Christ, placed
under the awoyn Tol Oeod; but a propitiation was not
connected with it, save symbolically through the shedding
of blood. Through that propitiation itself was man’s sin
done away in the sight of God; and hence it is the sign of
the true and only Saviour that He came odx év 76 ©date



CHAP, V. 6-11, 315

povoy aAN év 1¢ bdare kal ¢ aluari By the side of
this work of Christ, laying the foundation, comes in the
attesting and confirming work of the Spirit. Our Lord’s
work had its own confirmation in its power to renew and to
abolish guilt; but it receives a new and most express con-
firmation through the Spirit, whose only office is to witness
(t0 maprupodr), and who possesses the fullest adaptation to
this office, inasmuch as He is 5§ dAjfeia, the compendium
of all truth.

But that which was to be attested is the subject of the
first clause, the fact which this testimony makes unassail-
ably secure to faith : ’Incods éorw o Xpioros. It is
secure, for the condition is fulfilled to which the Mosaic
law attaches all security, the concurrence of three witnesses.
These are els 70 €, converge to one goal, that is, the fact
already arnounced and the consequence deducible from it
(vers. 11, 12), that we possess in Jesus Christ eternal life.
Inasmuch as this goal has been already named, and is
known to the readers, it is not said that they merely agree
els &v, but eis 7o &, that particular end with which the
whole was concerned. The mighty force of conviction
inberent in these testimonies rests emphatically on this,
that they are given not by men, but by God Himself, the
source of all truth, ver. 3. The comparison between human
and divine witness is suggested to the apostle by ver. 8,
in which he had referred to the fact that the testimony
adduced by him fulfilled the conditions demanded by valid
human testimony. It mnot only furnishes valid human
testimony ; it does more than that,—he goes on,—for it
springs from God. A corresponding development, funda-
mental for our passage, is found in John wviii. 17 seq.
There, our Lord avers that in His case the requirements
were met which men are justified in demanding for the
guarantee of any truth; here, His apostle goes further, and
says that more than this is furnished for Christ. Therefore,
as men are wont to receive attested facts without contradie-
tion, and always thus to receive them (Ind. Pres.), so must
we yet more heartily yield our assent to truth. Thus the
peitowv does not refer to the matter of the testimony, as if
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the thing here attested were of greater and higher moment
than the things which men attest,—these latter being about
émiyea, while God vouches for émovpdvia,—but simply to
the trustworthiness of the witness. For, the apostle says,
the question is here essentially of nothing less than a
divine testimony (the emphasis falls on Tod ©eod); the
witness of the Spirit, the water, and the blood of which we
speak (adrn, scil. 7 paprupla) is only the means by which
God Himself testifies,

The clause following these words with &r¢ is not to be
attached to them by #»: this appears certain from the evi-
dence of manuscripts, and is confirmed by internal argu-
ments ; for, in the first place, we can easily understand the
lapsus oculorum, which might take up the #v of the similar
words of ver. 10 into our verse; and, secondly, this
produces at once the impression of being an explanatory
correction. For it is not obvious at first sight whether
the &7¢ here means “that” or “because.” If we take the
former, &r¢ is the unfolding of the preceding afrty, and
must be translated thus: “it is for us to receive the testi-
mony of God rather than the testimony of man, because
(the first &r¢) it consists in this, that God has witnessed
concerning His Son.” Then the contents or the object of
the testimony would establish its higher trustworthiness.
But, as we have already remarked, it is imnpossible to see
what significance in that case there is in the contrast
between the witness of God and that of man. The divine
testimony is for its own sake, and not because it is given
to this or that fact, more trustworthy than human testi-
mony. In fact, we might deduce from this view the
inference that if God were to give His witness to anything
else, His witness would not be more strong than that of
man. Hence we must take the second % as causal, and
lay the emphasis on the weuapripnke, to which, indeed, we
are led by its prominence in the order of the verse. The
meaning then is, that we must receive the witness of God
ag greater than the witness of men; for (the first ére) the
question is of a divine testimony, and God kath borne
witness concerning His Son. The first clause of the verse
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thus has two reasons assigned: the first confirms that the
matter is of God's testimony, the second that it is of a
testimony of God.

When we go on to observe the injunction to the readers
to believe in this testimony, a difficulty arises from its
appearing that the witnesses mentioned speak only in the
believer. For in whom but the believer does the Spirit
speak concerning the Lord, and, to use the Lord’s own
word, glorify Him? and to whom does the water, the
renewing energies which proceed and have proceeded from
Christ, witness of Christ, but to him who finds cvidence in
himself of these invigorating powers, and who is conscious
that he has received from IHim every inspiration to a new
life? The same may be said of the witness of the aiua,
the atonement centred and rooted in Christ. Are not then
these witnesses superfluous, witnessing only to those who
already believe? Now such a contradiction as seems here
to emerge would not, apart from other considerations, be
intolerable ; for it would not be greater in our passage than
in those which speak of our Lord being come as a light to
those who sit in darkness; while, on the other hand, those
only can hear His voice who are of the truth. But the
case is different here. If the subject were, as we presumed,
the witness of God in believers, it would not be, as we
read here, peuaptipneer 6 Oeds, but only paprvpel. As
it 1s, the testimony of God must be a definite and closed
testimony, perfected in the past. And such it is in very
deed : that the powers of renewal and atonement lie summed
up and sealed in Christ, is indeed an historical fact. No
one with open eyes can possibly deny that all such energies
as have been manifest in the world have without exception
resulted from the name of Jesus Christ. No man can
gainsay that the Spirit sent to the apostles witnessed to
them on behalf of Jesus Christ as the Son of God. Thus
the testimony of God in its threefold direction is not only
one that lives in individual believers, but it stands before
ug as an incontrovertible historical fact. It is with faith
in this testimony of God as it is with faith in the miraculous
power indwelling in Christ and in Christianity, He who
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has experienced the miracle of sinful man’s renewal needs
no other witness for the miracles which the Lord aforetime
wrought. But has not he to whom this is not a living
experience historically before him the great and undeniable
miracle that a sunken, dying, ruined world has been
awakened through Christ to a new life? Thus, as this
onc great, undeniable miracle is even to the unbeliever a
real demonstration of the miraculous power of Christ gene-
rally, so the historically undeniable witness of the water
and the blood and the Spirit is obligatory on all who have
not as yet experienced it in themselves. In a word, the
witnesses here adduced are valid not only to believers, but
also for unbelievers; they stimulate and invite faith; for
they are not only subjective in men’s hearts, but objective
also in history.

These observations make the progress of the thought
between vers. 6-9 on the one hand, and vers. 10-12 on
the other, quite clear. Vers. 6—9 treat of the witness of
God as of one that is historically present, completed, and
closed (ueuaptipnrev). Then in ver. 10 the new thought
enters, that if we believe this objectively present testimony,
it becomes a subjective one which we find experimentally
in ourselves (6 moTebwr Exer THv paptupiav év éavrd).
But he who believes not (u7, for the participle is to be
conditionally understood, as it were, éav 7)) makes God a
liar: he charges the historically present testimony of God
with falsehood. We see at once how in this proposition
we can again expect only mepapTipnreyr, and mnot pap-
Tupeiv ; for the divine testimony, which has its realization
in man, the unbeliever has indeed not experienced.

Now follows the explicit statement of the substance of
the witness, which ver. 6 indicated ounly in few words.
That is to say, Jesus is generally attested as the Son of
God and the Messiah. At an earlier stage it was impressed
on us that these two ideas are regarded by St. John as
involved in each other, so that if He is said to be the
Messiah, He must be the Son of God; if the Son of God,
He must also be the Messiah. The idea Son of God or
that of Logos is not in our apostle a mere metaphysical
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description of what Christ is in Himself or in relation to
the Father: the idea in both its terms stands in an imme-
diate connection with the created universe. In the first
verses of the Gospel it is said that all becoming and all
being in the world proceed from the Logos,—the former,
the becoming, in ver. 3 ; the latter, the being, in ver. 4,—
and it follows from this that He who is the medium of &wy
aiovios to the world must therefore be the Son of God;
and that the Son of God, because it is His to procure and
accomplish all, must also be the mediator of salvation,—
that is, the Son of God and the Messiah are in St. John's
consciousness interchangeable ideas which necessitate each
other. Accordingly, the testimony which God here bears
concerning His Son cannot be a merely theoretical proposi-
tion, ’Ingovs éoTw 6 vios Tob Oeod; but it is a proposition
in which there lies a thoroughly practical element: to wit,
that He, as the Son of God, is the Saviour of the world.
Thus it is accounted for that the two plirases are introduced
quite promiscue, as indicating the object of the testimony :
in ver. 6, 'Ingobs 6 Xpioros, the Messiahship of Jesus; in
vers. 9, 10, by the words mepl Tob viod adrTod, His divine
sonship. Finally, in ver. 11 both elements are placed in
correlation, and thus the whole is summed up.

VERSE 12,

‘0 é'xwv ToV viow, é’xet T Lony* 0 py é’xwv Tov viov Tob
Ocob, Ty {wny odr Exe.

But the apostle does not only say that through Him, the
source of life, life has been brought to men generally, but
that it has been brought to ws (juiv é8wrer o Octs). For
it is taken for granted in this verse that the witness of
God, the historically actual witness, has been received by
us, and thus become a paprvpia év fuiv (comp. ver, 10);
in other words, that we have received our portion in the
life brought by the Redeemer. The connection between the
Son of God and the life, declared in ver. 11, is then in
ver. 12 evolved under two aspects: where the Son of God
is, there is also life; and it is to be found only where He
is. And thus the apostle has come back to the idea which
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he had laid down at the outset of his document; in ch. i 1
he had declared that His annunciation concerned the Logos,
but as the Ndyos s fwijs, that is, the divine and eternal
life which is in the Logos, and flows forth from Him. That
Son of God and life are correlative terms, is here obviously
the conclusion of all his development.

The conclusion it is; for that which now follows is not
a continuation of the discussion of ver. 6 seq.: that it is
not this is evident from the matter of what follows, in which
the papTupety no more appears; as well as from the em-
phasized resumption of the twelfth verse in the thirteenth,
a thing to be accounted for only on the ground that some-
thing new is about to be entered on. Nor is what follows
a new train of thought, which stands co-ordinately by the
side of the previous development. We have rather only a
recapitulation yet before us, in which, indeed, the apostle
expands one single thought, that of intercession, under one
aspect, intercession in regard to the sin unto death. That
this close of the whole Epistle falls again into two members
is evident at the first glance : vers. 13-17 and vers. 18-21
must be taken together; but it will require a discussion of
the details to show in what relation these two sub-sections
stand to each other.

VERSE 13.

Tabra Eypafra dulv Tols mioTebovow els 1o Svopa Tob
viod Toi Ocod, lva eldijre 81 Loy aloviov Eyete, xai iva
MOTEUYTE €ls To Gvopa Tod viod Tod Oeob,

First, we have to decide the reading of this verse. There
are three various forms which it assumes. The Recept.
reads: Tadra éypayra Duiv Tols miaTedova iy els TO Bvoua
oD viob Tod Oeod, lva eldijre 8T fwny Exyere alwviov, kal
{va mioTevnTe €ls TO dvopa Tob viod Tod Oeod. The
manuscript form most generally accepted is that of Cod.
A: tabra Eypayra Oulv, va eibfite 87 Loy Eyere aloviov of
miaTebovTes €ls TO Svopa Tod viod Tod Ocob. Finally,
Cod. B reads: 7aira éypayra dutv {va eldfre 610 Lwiy Exere
aloviov, Tois TiaTEeVovo LY €ls TO Svopa Tob viod Tob Oeob.
The decision between these readings, especially between the
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latter two, is, as to external arguments, difficnlt. The most
important question is here, of course, as to which of the
readings would most easily suggest the reason for the
origination of the others. Now, that is the third. If,
namely, the Tols migTedovow, according to Cod. B, stood
after the telic clause with {va, we can easily understand
how it was that it came to be changed into the nominative,
—that is, to refer to the e/8jre (as in Cod. A); and we can
also see how those tramscribers who rightly viewed the
¢rammatical connection placed it before the intermediate
telic clause, immediately after the &ypayra Juiv (as the
Recept.). The second clause with e, found in the Recept.,
appears to have sprung from a gloss which the parallel
definition of purpose in the Gospel (ch. xx. 21) contained.
If we suppose the Recept. genuine, we cannot account for
the origination of the two other readings; nor will the
second of the two readings help us to explain how the first
and third arose. Then, if the third reading is the right
one, the closing words, Tols mioTebovawy k.7, may be com-
pared with John i. 12, &wxev adrois éfovsiav Téxva Ocob
yevéaOas, Tois miatevovaiw k.T.A. Thus the aim of the Epistle
is the firm assurance of the readers that they have eternal
life; and both the writing and the establishment of this
assurance are designed only for those who believe in the
revelation (8voua) of the Son of God.

VERSE 14,

Kal almn éotiv 9 mwappnaia v Eyouev mpos alrov, bTu
édv Tt alroucda kata To 0éAnua adTod, droder Hudwv.

This assurance, that we are partakers of a true and divine
life, produces in us wappmeia as it respects God,—the senti-
ment of unity with Him, and therefore of perfect freedom,
or the unrestrained and unreserved utterance of our whole
thought. But the apostle has pot in view here, as in the
second division of the Epistle he had, the approval of this
confidence at the day of judgment. Here, at the close of
all, he points rather to the fruit which this parrhesia already
bears in our experience, in the confirmation even now of
our possession of the fwy alwvies. It takes the form of

1 JOHN, X
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confidence -in prayer, founded upon the assurance of being
Leard. But prayer here comes into consideration only in its
intercessory character, as ver. 16 shows. This, however,
is not an isolated thought which is made prominent at this
point for practical reasons; it will be seen to correspond
with the general tone of the Epistle, when we reflect that it
regards the whole life of prayer as finding its deep expres-
sion in prayer for others. We have seen in previous exposi-
tions that St. John subsumes our whole religious life under
the one commandment of brotherly love; that he regards our
entire moral obligation as discharged in this precept; and
hence it is plain that there was to him no other prayer
imaginable than that which in its issue should be bound up
with our brethren. If I pray for my own person, it is that
I may become a living member of the kingdom of God;
but my place in the kingdom of God is conditioned by this,
that I am helpful to my brethren in that kingdom. Accord-
ingly, the final, at least the indirectly final, end of all prayer
—viewed from the point which connects our whole life
with the service of the divine kingdom—inust be prayer for
the salvation of our brethren. The rowwvia uer’ dAAAwY,
which it was the apostle’s aim in ch. i. 4 to help to its
perfection, is in its deepest principle fellowship in prayer.
It is remarkable that at the close of several of the catholic
Epistles we find an exhortation to intercession for sinful
brethren. Compare the close of the Epistle of St. James
and 1 Pet. iv. 8, mpo wdvrov ™ eis éavrovs dydmny
érrevi) éxovtes, 8Tu 7 dydmn kaAiyrer mAGOos auapTidv.
We may appeal also to Rev. ii. 4, where it is the reproach
of this very Ephesian church ér myw dydmqy mow mpdryv
adirer. Though, primarily, it is the love of God which
there is spoken of as grown cold, yet in our Epistle St. John
establishes so close a connection between the love of God
and the love of the brethren, that the coldness of the one
must needs draw after it, or with it, the coldness of the
other.

Our passage, and that of ch. ifi. 21 to which it refers
back, are not the only ones in which the most intimate
connection is established between wapgpnoia and prayer.
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We may compare also Eph. iii. 12, wrappnoia xal mposa-
ywyy ; and Heb. iv. 16, mposepyducda perd mrappmoias 76
Opéve Ths xdpiros. It must be carefully noted that the
apostle does not write that the parrhesia consists in our
knowing that God hears us, but that it consists in this, that
God heareth us. And yet the parrhesia is a subjective
feeling, while God’s hearing is an objective fact : now this
pregnant juxtaposition of the two ideas is intended to make
prominent the indissoluble connection between the Lord’s
hearing prayer and the joy of man in offering it. In all
cases in which God heareth, there is necessarily joyful confi-
dence in praying, and never otherwise; conversely, when-
ever there is this joyful confidence, there is also the dxodewy
of God. It is obvious, however, that supplication xata To
Oérnpa adrob is the presupposition both of the axovewr and
of the mappnoia. By this, indeed, the apostle does not so
much mean to warn against carnal requests, suck as the
sons of thunder addressed once to their Master and received
a rejecting answer; in the present connection, spiritual
things alone are concerned; the thought of external and
temporal matters of desire are far from the apostle’s mind;
and to introduce them here would be to bring a perfectly
foreign element into the train of thought. Ver. 6 sheds
the true light on our passage: there is a certain kind of
prayer even in spiritual matters which is not according to
the divine will; which, therefore, is neither heard by God
nor offered with perfect confidence by man,

VERSE 15.

Kal édv oldasev 61¢ arober fudv, 6 dv alrdueba, oidapev
6T Exopev Ta altipaTa & prikauey wap' airol.

‘We must, however, consider more carefully the idea of
God's hearing. Are we to limit it to mere hearing, or to
regard it as a hearing with approval and intent to answer,
hearing and granting being one ? The fifteenth verse seems
to plead for the former ; for there the hearing comes first,
and afterwards the éyew 7d aitruata, or the granting of
the request. But, on the other hand, this general meaning
of the drxovew has its difficulty : in this sense the God bs
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yiwéaker wavra (ch. iii. 21) hears all prayers, even those
which are not according to His will; consequently this
indefinite kind of hearing could never impart confidence in
the petitioner. Moreover, it is remarkable that St. John,
and he only, employs this very word dxovew in the sense
of hearing favourably or granting; comp. John ix. 31,
xi. 41, 42. As to the fifteenth verse, we have only to
interpret it rightly. It does not mean to indicate the
unity of the hearing and the granting of petitions; but the
unity of the being heard with acceptance and the reception
of what is supplicated. Many petitions xata 10 GéAnua
Tob ©eob are outwardly granted, it may be, after a long
season ; so granted that their acceptance appears manifest.
But—and this is the pith of the apostle’s declaration—faith
has the thing asked, which probably will not be granted
externally for a long time, already inwardly in possession
at the moment of asking: in the consciousness that God
hears, there is to this believing petitioner the actual éyew
Td almipata, the possession of the thing asked, though it
may be for a season only in internal experience. As the
Christian hope brings the Christian man immediately into
possession of the thing hoped for,—so that by virtue of the
very hope itself he may inwardly rejoice in the experience
of the object hoped for as his own,—so the believing peti-
tioner needs not to wait for the time to come when the
fulfilment of his prayer will be an external reality : he has
what he asks, he enjoys it already, before he actually sees
it. To sum up all : the parrhesia which, within the limits
of the present life, a Christian may have, is indeed primarily
only a confidence in prayer and an alacrity for prayer (ch.
iii, 20),—that is, it does not rest so much upon the having
as upon the possibility of future having, upon the fact that
the door is opened into all the treasures of heaven. Never-
theless there is, on the other hand, a present sense of
having, though it be only in faith and not in sight; for
there is a full assurance of the absolutely necessary attain-
ment of the request, which is no other than an internal
and spiritual possession of it already. Believing, we have
already eternal life,—that is, fellowship with God (ver. 13);
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in believing prayer we have—that is, more particularly, in
believing intercession—already perfect fellowship with our
brethren as members of the kingdom of God (ver. 14 seq.).

VERSE 16,

*Edy Tis 18y Tov 48eNpov adrod duaprdvovra dpaptiav
k) mpos Bdvatov, altijoe, kai Sboer alrg Swiy, Tols duap-
Tavovat w1y mpos Odvarov' éoTiv duapTia mwpos Odvarov: ol
mepl éxeivns Néyw Wa épwTnoy

What follows shows that intercession has for its aim the
winning of our brethren for the kingdom of God. But,
before we look closely at the link between vers. 16, 17
and what precedes, we must examine the meaning of the
verses themselves. What are we to understand by the
dpaptia mwpos fdvarov? At the outset it is clear that
the apostle has in view sin which irrevocably shuts the
gates of eternal life, the consequence of which is death in its
most awful character. That there is such a sin, or that
there are such sins, is affirmed by the New Testament in
other places (Matt. xii. 31 and parallels; Heb. vi. 4 seq.);
and this lies at the foundation of all such passages as pro-
claim an eternal condemnation. What is peculiar and
startling in our passage is this, that our intercession is made
to depend upon the question whether or not the sin is mpos
7ov Bdvatov, thus indicating that its character as such may
be and is discernible by us. Now our possible knowledge
of this absolutely mortal kind of sin may be fairly questioned.
In Matt. xii. our Lord sees the Pharisees in the manifest
act of committing @ sin, or tke sin unto death, wpos Odvaror
(which of the two let us at present leave undecided),
because they would assign His works to the inspiration of
Beelzebub ; but, on the other hand, He prays for His
murderers, and therefore did not, according to our present
passage, regard the sin unto death as consummate in them:
now in these cases would not human eyes have judged the
very opposite? Saul heard the rejecting words of the
prophet, while David’s sin was forgiven; but according to
appearances, and therefore so far as men could judge, was
not David’s sin much heavier than the sin of Saul? And,
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to speak generally, it is impossible to decide confidently the
greater or less alienation of a sinner from eternal life on
the ground of the more or less violent demonstration of his
sin as an act. For, even as a hardened sinner may be
brought round by the divine grace and saved from destruc-
tion, so may a man, devout in the eyes of his fellows,
become perfectly reprobate to everything divine. Or are
we to assume that there is one definite and definable sin
which is absolutely mpds fdvaror? But would not the
apostle, in that case, have taken care to warn against it,
and to mention it by name? Would he not at least have
written éoTiw dpapria Tis or wia duaptia mwpos Oavarov ?
These difficulties can be solved only by observing what St.
John elsewhere teaches concerning the ideas lying before
us: first, that of the sin; and, secondly, that of the prayer.

As to the former, it is demonstrable that St. John
measures all sin by the relation it assumes to Jesus Christ.
In John i. 5 he describes sin to the effect that the cxoria
16 ¢pds o xatéhafe, and thus places it in direct opposition
to the light which appeared in Christ. Our Lord says, in
John viii. 24, amofaveiale év rais apapriass dudv. 'Edv
vap wn mioTebanTe 671 éyw el dmobaveiale év Tals duap-
Tiats Updyv. He thereby assigns the real ground of death
—that is, of eternal death—to the state of unbelief towards
Himself. Finally,in John xvi 9, He defines the judgment
or conviction of the Spirit to be this, that He énéyfer Tov
xogpov mepl THs dpaptias; and what sin He has in view
appears plain from the subsequent words, 87¢ o¥ miaTevovoy
els éué.  In our Epistle, St. John defines the nature of the
Antichrist, who is, however, the Pauline &vfpwmos ijs
auapTias, the incarnation of sin, as that of one who denieth
the Son, ch.ii. 21; and also, in ch. iv. 3, as that of one
who Ader "Incotv Xpiorov év capri éprvbora. From all
this we must infer that the essential sin, which makes all
other sin to be sin, is in the apostle’s estimation unbelief
in our Lord. And no doctrine is more firmly established
in the New Testament than this, that we shall hereafter
be judged by the relation in which we stand to the Son.
According to the measure in which any act betrays the
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mark that this relation subsists aright, or does not yet
subsist, or has ceased to subsist, according to the measure
in which any action confirms, or interrupts, or entirely
dissolves this relation, is the value of that action and its
estimation before the divine judgment-seat.

Accordingly, the sin unto death can be no other than
consummate enmity to Christ. It is obvious how perfectly
this thought is in accordance with the tenor of our Epistle:
the kingdom of the world and the kingdom of God, Christ
and Antichrist, life and death, are the fundamental ideas
and inseparable antitheses which govern it throughout. But
however clear it is, that in harmony with his gencral views
St. John might have regarded unbelief in Christ as the con-
clusive and consummate sin, yet this is not here expressly
stated ; the words have too general a bearing to be a mere
paraphrase of “ Antichrist;” they lead our minds rather to
practical errors than to an intellectual dpveiofas. More-
over, while the antichuists, according to the second chapter,
certainly é&jnfav €éE nudv, they are at the present time
sundered from the church, and no longer are regarded as
belonging to it; and those who are the duaprdvovres mpos
Odvarov are supposed to be still living in the bosom of the
community., The sinner is described as an deh¢pos ; and we
have seen that throughout the Epistle this name indicates
Christians alone. The world comes into St. John’s view in
this document only as to be avoided ; the intercession which
may be urged on behalf also of the children o1 the world is
never alluded to here. Thus we have reached the twofold
result : first, that, on the one hand, St. John must, in har-
mony with his whole system of thought, have regarded the
determinate sin as apostasy from Christ; and, on the other,
that he here at least speaks not of any theoretical denial of
Him, and not of any external apostasy. We must not,
therefore, accept the sin unto death and the antichrist
nature as ideas of the same exact import.

Let us, for the sake of a more thorough understanding
of the matter, look at the development of sin in men
generally. If every man is consigned in biblical teaching
either to salvation or perdition according to his conduct
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during his bodily life, it is clear that he must on earth
have become ripe for one or the other; that no man dies
without being a child of heaven or a child of hell. The
latter case is then only possible when the accesses of the
converting grace of God are effectually closed, and every
possibility of its influence cut off; for, so long as this is
not the case, the final decision and full maturity cannot be
predicated. In other words, every organ for the reception
of the Spirit of participation in the kingdom of God must
have withered and died; and that moment in which the
decision follows, in which the evil principle attains the
absolute supremacy, is that which is the essentially con-
demning crisis. That act, external or internal, which in
this crisis is consummate, is the @papria mpos Odvarov :
the sin, which finishes irrevocably the soul's death. It is
involved in this, that no deed as such, in virtue of its
external character and quality, is the dpaptia mpos OdvaTov;
for no sin—be it namned what it may—is in itself too great
for the mercy and the might of the Lord; but a sin be-
comes the dupaptia mpos Odvarov in virtue of the interior
quality out of which it springs and of which it gives the
fatal evidence. Such a central position, one that deter-
mines the whole life of man through eternity, can be
assumed by no sin of infirmity ; only a sin of presumptuous
wickedness, that is, such a sin as is committed in spite of
the power to resist it,—such a sin as man commits not only
in resistance to the protest of conscience, but in contempt
of the gracious power proffered to avoid it,—such a sin as he
is not seduced into, but commitsin the pure love of sinning:
thus it is not simply a human sin, but sin that is essentially
devilish,

The Old Testament analogue of our dpapria wpos
favartov is found in those passages where sins 7 '3 are
spoken of, on which rests the curse, 7733 NNID Wbﬁ 'Ex-
communication from the people of God was in the old
covenant what now exclusion from the kingdom of God is.
Thus every sinful act may be an dpapria wpos Odvarop,
while no act is such in itself; hence the apostle does mot
use the article, nor could he use it. “Eotw dpapria mpos
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favarov: in the domain of sin there is such a kind as is
absolutely mortal. But when Christ calls Himself the door
of the kingdom of God, 6 éwrv Tyv kX\eiba Tod AaBLS, o
avolrywv kai oUdels k\elel, Kai xheier xal obdels dvoiyet, it is
plain that absolute death can be reached only when all
relation to Him is broken off. If the apostle, as we have
seen, thinks here of members of the congregation, the sin
unto death can consist only in their having internally and
in act—if it were externally done, and by words, they
would indeed be no longer members of the congregation
—-burst the last bond of their fellowship with Christ.
According to John i. 14, Christ brought grace and truth.
As truth the antichrists rejected Him, as grace the sinners
unto death: more precisely, the antichrists were introduced
by the apostle in the aspect of their rejection of Christ the
truth ; and the sinners unto death in the aspect of their
rejection of the grace.

This extended observation has demonstrated that sin
unto death does not signify any definite external form of
sin, but the sin through which the internal link between
God and man is severed and the gulf fixed absolutely.
But this infers how difficult it must be to discern whether
any man can in such a sense have sinned wpos fdvaTov or
not. How then can it be introduced as a test for the
offering or the withholding of our interccssory prayer ? If
this question is not solved by studying the idea of duapria
wpos Odvatov, it may be solved by studying the nature ot
the prayer. In His last discourses our Lord exhibits
prayer in His name as something that the disciples had
never hitherto exercised, but which must be unconditionally
answered with acceptance. The promise is perfectly un-
restricted; if one single exception were possible, the promise
would be invalidated. On the other hand, Scripture testi-
fies that many men enter into the way of eternal death :
is not a prayer ever to be offered up to heaven on their
behalf 2 According to the Lord’s word it stands eternally
fast, that ¢f such prayer ever did go up év dvouar: "Ingod,
év mappmoia, as our passage terms it, that is, if the peti-
tioner ceased to be the mere man, but were the Spirit of
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Jesus Christ dwelling in him, and moving his heart to such
intercessory prayer; thus, if his petitions were like the
petitions of the Lord Himself, already in their essence
thanksgivings,—these all being the signs of prayer in the
name of Jesus,—then must his supplication be heard and
answered, and it were impossible that the soul interceded
for should perish. It follows, conversely, that if a soul
perishes, that soul has never been thus prayed for, and
never could have been thus prayed for. Many petitions,
indeed, in the ordinary and more general sense may have
been offered for him,~—such petitions, for instance, as we
offer for temporal things, uttering our wishes as children to
our heavenly Father,—but not prayers in the name or in
the person of Christ, in the full and inwrought conscious-
ness that they are heard, not such prayers as offer violence
to the kingdom of heaven. Prayers of the higher order like
these are, however, the proper Christian prayers, and such
are inwrought of God alone; but He cannot inspire them
in regard to men concerning whom He knows that they
will perish.

Such considerations as these will help to make our verse
intelligible. The apostle says that if any man sees Tov
a8ehdov airod, his own brother bound to him by the bonds
of the most interior love, sinning,—duapriar duaprdvew is
quite general, without limitation to any particular kind of
sin,—and has the conviction (the subjective ps is used)
that the sin is not unto death, then—and now follows not
an exhortation, but a declaration—he will pray, he will,
simply because it is his brother, feel himself constrained to
pray for him. We must not interpret the future aimjoe,
like the futures of the ten commandments, as the strongest
form of the imperative speech; for it must certainly be
understood in the same sense as the future 8woe: near at
hand, and that would not tolerate any such imperative
meaning. A Christian, the apostle tells us, cannot do
otherwise than run by intercession to the help of an erring
brother. And, as definitely as this prayer will be offered,
the result of it will also be definite, Swoer adTd fwriy. The
subject in dwoer cannot be God; that would be harsh, in
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immediate view of the preceding aimijoet, which has man
for the subject, especially as God is not mentioned any-
where else in the whole verse. Nor is the thought that
man may by his prayer give life to his brother a repellent
one; in Jas. v. 20, and in a perfectly similar connection, we
read that cwae Yuyny éx Gavdrov. We have here, there-
fore, no direct contradiction to the seemingly opposite state-
ment, that no man can redeem his brother; for believing
prayer, and consequently its result also, the Sodvar Lwiv,
rests essentially on divine operation, and impulse from
above. The expression ddoer Lwijv shows, however, how
the dpapria wpos OdvaTor must be taken; to wit, that a
sin so named is left to death <rredeemable. In a sense,
every sin must be exposed to death, otherwise there would
be no giving of life to be thought of The explanatory
words that follow, vols duaprdvovew uy wpos @Gdvatov,
introduce really nothing new, for the preceding conditional
clause has alveady brought forward the same element; but
the repetition is intended to impress more deeply on the
readers two things: first, by means of the plural ols
duapTdvovat, that the result indicated will follow, not in
isolated cases, but in every ome; and, secondly, that the
limitation must be ever remembered which is bound up
with it, uy wpos Odvarov.

VERSE 17.

Héoa adikia duaptia éoti, xal éotw duaptia o mpis
bdvarov,

‘What had been in the previous words indirectly said,
that there are two altogether different kinds of sim, sin
unto death and sin not unto death, St. John now in what
follows directly declares, éoTw duaptia wpos OdvaTov kai
éorw dpapria o mwpos Odvarov. That these two clauses are
thus connected is not generally acknowledged ; still less is
it the common view that the words wdca ddwia duapria
éoriv are to be linked with what precedes instead of with
what follows. Nevertheless, this view is absolutely neces-
sary. That the two clauses just mentioned correspond to
each other in their entiie construction, and are in thought
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fitted to each other, scarcely needs any dewmonstration ; it is,
in any case, enforced upon us when we observe that the
proposition maga ddikia auapria éoTiv cannot belong to
what comes after. If it did so, we should scarcely see what
induced St. John to introduce here the idea of déukia: this
idea not only has no organic connection with the proposi-
tion that all sin is not sin unto death, but it is decisively
foreign to it, and somewhat discordant. We should be
obliged to take it only in a concessive way: “it is true that
all @dweia is sin; do not think too tenderly concerning
adekia, it also is sin;” but we should expect to read, “it is
not sin unto death.” That, however, we do not read, but only
that there is sin which is not unto death. The idea of
aducia is therefore at once dropped again; and it is entirely
irrelevant to the proposition éoTw duaptia od wpos Gdavarov.
Are we indeed to suppose that the apostle felt himself
called to occupy himself with teaching here, in an inci-
dental way and without any necessity, the relation of déixia
to duapTia ?

All is changed, if we connect the words with what goes
before: there is sin unto death, but to this (mark the
emphatic mept éxeilvns coming first) my words do not refer;
you cannot suppose it the design of my words (o0 Néyew Ha)
to recommend intercession concerning 4¢. There are indeed
other cases quite enough, he proceeds, to which your inter-
cessory prayer may find application, wdca adikia duaptia
éotiv; wherever there is any measure of unrighteous-
ness, there is sin, and the fit occasion therefore for interces-
sion, Thus the apostle really says that there are sins unto
death and sins not unto death. To the former of these two
propositions there are added two parenthetical explanations:
concerning these sins unto death St. John’s exhortation
does not treat, he does not speak of them; and the range
of sin for which intercession may be valid is otherwise
large enough. This is the general bearing of the clauses;
they can be fully understood only through a close investiga-
tion of the idea involved in ddukia.

"Adwcia and duaptia are often regarded as synonyms
varied simply in order to define the nature of sin on all
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sides: for example, in Heb. viil. 12, \ews &oopar Tais
abuclaws alTdv, kal TOV duapTidy ral TV dvouldy abTdv
oY pun prna@d, where obviously there is no consideration of
the distinction in the three expressions respectively. But
there are passages where this distinction comes into pro-
minence. ’Adicia is the antithesis of Sixaiootyn, as well
in the sense of justitia distributiva as in that of justitic
interna. The former antithesis we find in Rom. ix. 14, u3
abucia mapa T Oed; and 2 Cor. xii. 13, yapicacté pou
v déuciav,—that is, pardon me if in this I have been
unjust, and dealt with you in a manner not correspondent
with justitia distributiva. But we find déucia much oftener
used as the antithesis to justitia <nterna, internal righteous-
ness; and in this sense only is it a synonym of duapria:
in the former sense it is only one species of duaptia as a
genus. As Sueatootrn is one of St. Paul’'s fundamental
ideas, it is in his writings that we find adixla most
frequently occurring. For its relation to duapria we may
consult Rom. vi. 13, as a lcading passage, un mwapiordvere
Td pé\y oudv émha aducias T4 duapria. Unrighteousness
uses the body of man as the means by which it declares
itself : this is certainly the sense of émha, even though we
should leave undisturbed its proper signification. And the
end of this employment of men’s members, its result—thus
we accept the dative—is the duapria. This latter, there-
fore, is the full expression in fact of that former, the form
under which the é@dwiz in every particular case appears;
abuxcia is the mind which suggests the meaning of auapria,
and what it presupposes.

We are carried one step further by the comparison of
aducia and dvopia. dixarocivyn is the ideal which man
should set before him, and adixia is disharmony with that;
but dvouia is not simply the falling below a standard or
ideal, it is also a violation of right. The idea of obligation
is wanting in the adukla, but it is present in dwouia ; the
notion of guilt inheres in dvouia, but not in dducia. This
latter presents the condition of man as one opposed to per-
fection ; dvouia at the same time suggests that it is one of
guilt, because it is mapdBacis. If the wépos makes sin
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exceeding- sinful, then dvoula is the definition of this deepest
and most aggravated aspect of sin.

“From what has been said, it now appears that auapria
marks out the individual act, or even the total character
of the man, as evil ; while adixia and avouia indicate the
point of view from which it is thus evil,—that is, either
as it is discordant with the idea of 8ixacooivn, or as it
is violation of positive law, the vopos. When St. John
teaches that wdoa ddixia éorw dpaptia, he intends to say
that every instance of declension from the normal character
of the Christian, from the Christian ideal, is realized and
condensed into duapria. No man can be ddixos without
doing adixia ; and the doing of unrighteousness is simply
duapria. The proposition here laid down is in principle
equivalent to saying that the corrupt tree must bring forth
evil fruits; only that here more emphasis is laid on the
fact that all unrighteousness, everything not right, that is
in man, is at the same time duaptia or positive sin.
Every defect of righteousness is concurrently absolute sin;
every negative must suggest its corresponding positive;
every minus of righteousness employ a plus of sin. Thus
the proposition wdsca ddiia auapria éotiy indicates how
wide a range the idea of sin has. While the definition of
each sin as avouia, cl. iii. 4, enlarges the meaning of the
idea dpaprtia, our present sentence enlarges its compre-
hension or range. And thus this proposition is well
adapted to the purpose of showing how little the apostle,
speaking of intercession, could have thought of sin unto
death : there are, indeed, so many sins with regard to
which intercession may be applied, that the sin for which
it has no validity may be left altogether out of notice.

If this, then, is the meaning of our two verses, it is
plain that St. John neither says nor purposes to say
anything about the nature of these sins wpos @dvaror: all
he emphasizes is, that intercession and its fruit avail only
for sins not unto death. Intercession has ouly to do with
them : that is the deeply important presupposition of the
writer, never too much to be considered. That is, when
he says éav 7is I8y Tov 4SeNov aimod duaprdvovra i
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mpos Ouvarov almiices kal Swaer, this takes for granted that,
while only in this case, yet certainly in this case, he has
confidence in the intercession being heard. If he had
meant to say that only in this case intercession would be
heard, he must have written either éfv 7is iy xai almioy,
8woer or édv Tis I8y Tov ddeéhdov duapTdvovra, alriger xai
Swaer Lwny Tols duaprdvovae py wpos Gdvatov; but, as he
places the auaprdvew u7y mpos Odvarov in the premiss and
the aitioes in the conclusion, his meaning can be only
this, that prayer must be offered only in case there is no
sin unto death involved. The same follows also from the
proposition, o0 wepi éxeivns Méyw Wa épwrion. If these
words of the apostle do not make prayer for sin unto death
an end, it follows that there was no such prayer, for an end
always refers to the attainment of something not present;
if he had purposed to inhibit prayer that might be hesitating
as to the sin unto death, he must have said Aéyo va wy
and not oV Aéyw iva.

After having thus discussed the details, let us once
more glance at the general connection. Supposing a right
state of heart (ver. 13), there may be confidence in prayer
(ver. 14), in that prayer which has in itself the assur-
ance that it is heard (ver. 15). And hence (as the future
aiTioe, asserts) that must and will be offered wherever
it is possible, that is, in regard to sins not unto death.
How then, in the apostle’s meaning, is the sin not unto
death to be discerned ? By this, that for it and only for
it are we to pray,—that is, in the sense of ver. 15, in
the name of Jesus and pera mwappnaias. Such prayer as
this is in the case of sins unto death impossible. For as it
is essential to this prayer that it has its energy in God,
and accords perfectly with His will, it can never be offered
where a man has fallen hopelessly into ruin : when, generally,
a man is lost, while this takes place undoubtedly through
an act of self-determination, it is also according to God’s
will, and God cannot possibly by IHis Spirit prompt to
prayer which is contrary to His will. Presupposing that
we have the true Christian feeling,—and this presupposition
impresses the whole of the conclusion of the Epistle,—I
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must feel myself urged to intercede for an erring brother;
and when I have this impulse, this constitutes the
assurance that his sin is not unto death: in regard to a
sin unto death, I may indeed entertain good wishes for a
brother, but never offer prayer év dwopats 'Incod, mera
mappnoias. And where this strong confidence of petition
is wanting to the Christian, who as such is filled with
vehement brotherly love, and is conscious of freedom from
every personal impulse, o0 Myw va aiTjon: he must not
think himself urged by the apostle’s words, misunderstand-
ing those words, to offer such a prayer; he must not
stimulate his heart to that. Thus our passage is made
most aptly to accord with what we have discerned to be
the issue of the biblical teaching generally, and specially
the Johannaean. St. John gives no external mark of the sin
unto death ; for this it cannot have, inasmuch as it is not
the nature of the sin, but that of the sinner, that stamps its
signature on sin unto death. He says only that where
there is no sin unto death the Christian (the presupposal
that he is a true Clristian must be made very emphatic)
will offer the true and all-acceptable intercession: wherever,
then, such a prayer issues from the full heart there can
certainly be no sin unto death. But he says nothing
positively as to our relation to sinners unto death: he only
declares that he does not exhort to intercession for them ;
they are for the rest altogether left out of his consideration.
Nevertheless, it is plain, however indirectly plain, as well
from these words as from the nature of the case, that for
such sinners the prayer of acceptance is utterly out of the
question.!

! So far as concerns the general apprehension of our text, comparison with
the passages of the Gospels respecting the sin against the Holy Spirit, and
that of the Epistle to the Hebrews respecting those who cannot be renewed
to repentance, is, strictly speaking, irrelevant, Nevertheless it is an
interesting question whether the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit and
apostasy from grace received are of the same import, and of the same import
and comprehension as the sin unto death ; or whether this last is the genus
of which the others are species. For, that all blasphemy esgainst the Holy
Ghost is an érapriz xpis ddvaror seems certain, because the impossibility of
forgiveness certainly involves everlasting death ; and the same may be said
of Heb. vi. But the sins marked out in these passages might be individual
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VERSE 18.

Oi8auev 8ve was 6 yeyevwnuévos éx Tod Ocod, ody duap-
Taver GAN' ‘6 yevvnBeis éx Tob Oeod, Typel éavriv, Kal o
movnpos ovy GmwreTar avrob.

We have the close of the Epistle in vers, 13—-17. What
the Christian receives for himself, the {w7 aidvios in faith,
and what it confers on him for the benefit of the brethren,
that is, the power to bring them into the kingdom of God
by intercession, has been fully and conclusively exhibited.
The three verses that follow, which bespeak their internal
connection by the thrice-repeated resumption of the oiauev
at the beginning of the clauses, give a kind of recapitulation
of the three constitutive elements out of which the happy
estate of Christians has been constructed, as in the exposi-
tion of the whole Epistle so particularly in the summary of

expressions of the sin unto death Ly the side of others. It is not so, how-
ever ; but we have in all three places only diverse expressions of one thing;
they all have the same range and extent. As it respects Matt. xii. 31 and
the parallels, this is proved by the circumstance that these passagus and our
present one look back to the same Old Testament fundamental declarations
concerning the sins {7 *2 which are followed by excision. More exactly,

Matt. xii. 31 refers back to Num. xv. 30. The Septuagint translates 53

there by Brzspnuen; and the Peschito gives for the Bazspnpiz of Matt.
xii. 81 the word standing in Num. xv. in the form of reim, Now, if

Num. xv. is the original text for Matt. xii., that is very important for the
meaning of Brzs@xesiv in the latter. That is to say, in Numbers, sins not
of word but of act are alluded to, and we must therefore take frasone:iy in
the wider sense; accordingly in Matt. xii. also the blasphemy against the
Holy Glost is intended not of words only, but also of actions. Indeed, it
follows from this passage itself that the Bazr@nuiz 7ot xviparss is possible
without the Spirit heing mentioned : the Pharisees were in danger of com-
mitting this in the words they had spoken before, in which the Holy Ghost
does not occur. To blaspheme the Spirit means to ascribe to the evil spirit
that which men migkt and must acknowledge to be the work oi the Holy
Ghost ; to ascribe it to the evil spirit against their knowledge and conscience,
and thus deliberately to harden themselves against the operation of the Spirit.
And this very sinning in spite of the knowledge of the truth and the power
to follow it, this hardening, is meant in Heb. vi. But all this is essentially
the same which, as we have seen, St. John here signifies by the dpapriz apis
ddvazoy : for he alone falls unsalvably and irremediably into death who
refuses the power of life brought near to him, and absolutely closes his Leart
egainst it.
1 JOHN. Y
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the three previous verses. The first point of importance is
to seize the relation of the three clauses to each other. As
the yeyervfjcfar éx Tob Ocod of ver. 18 and the elvar éx
700 ©Oecob of ver. 19 mean essentially the same thing, the
element that distinguishes the two thoughts must lie in the
second half of the two clauses severally: as to the former,
the emphasis rests on this, that the child of God does not
sin; as to the latter, on this, that the world lieth in the
wicked one. The substance of the first two verses is there-
fore to this effect: that one born of God is as such with-
drawn from sin and the devil; and that one born of God as
such stands in opposition to the world subjected to the
devil and sin. For the conjunction of the two propositions
ol8apey 81 éx ToD Oeod éopev and 6 woopos Ghos év TH
movnpd rettar can yield no other meaning than that, in
virtue of our assurance touching our being born of God,
we know ourselves to be in contrast and opposition to the
ungodly world. It would be more in formal harmony
with the phraseology of St. John to regard the second
clause as not dependent on olSauev &ty taking it as
an independent proposition; but as to the thing itself, it
is understood that the evil of the world is also known
to us.

The first part of ver. 18 is both in substance and in
form a resumption of ch. iii. 92. The apostle is not con-
cerned about what the Christian may be at any supposed
period of his militant course, but about what he is according
to his vocation and the end of his development. The sin-
lessness and the perfect antithesis in which he stands to
the world are not found in the whole of his history, but
are the result of that history. As we during our stage of
development still have sin in us, so also the world is not at
first wholly surrendered to the power of darkness, but the
power of light still more or less works in it ; it will, how-
ever, finally come to this, that on its part there will be total
night, and on the part of the children of God absolute day
and light. Concerning this relation between us, which
more and more clearly works itself out, we have already
the knowledge (oi8auer), we know it as the true and the
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right relation. The second part of ver. 18 does not form,
like the first, a resumption of a previous statement: it is
true that Tnpetv is common enough in our Epistle, but it
has always had évroA7 as its object; just as in the Gospel
this word or Aéyos is the ordinary object of the Tnpeiv. A
person is the object, as in our passage, in John xvii. 12-16,
as also in Rev. iii. 10 ; but in both cases there is a preposi-
tional definition connected with it: in the former év defines
the sphere in which, in the latter éx defines the sphere
against which, we are to be defended. In our present
passage there is no such closer definition: the child of God
keeps himself in the estate of a child of God simply. As
to the reflexive form of the sentence, we may compare
ch. ii. 3: mls 6 Eywy T é\wila TaiTny ayvile. éavriv.
Generally speaking, sanctification and preservation are
elsewhere regarded as God’s work in man; but here they
are regarded as duty incumbent on man himself: thus the
ethical side, that of our freedom, is placed in all the
clearer light, This self-preservation is the hindering cause
that the devil, 6 mownpds, oy dwreras adrod. Probably
there lies in the words a remembrancer of Gen. iv., where
sin is described as a ravenous thing at the door; and
watchful care of self appears to be the means for securing
ourselves against it. The seduction of the enemy is only
admissible to him who does not rightly guard his house.
The dmwrecfar may be taken in the strongest sense: the
devil cannot even touch such a child of God, much less
carry him off as a prey. Or dwrecfar may be taken
in a broader sense, like the corresponding 2 Y3 of Gen.
xxvi. 11, Josh, ix. 13, that of inflicting any harm on its
object.

VERrsE 19.

OSapev &t éx Tob Ocod éopev, kal 6 xbopos Ghos év TR
TOUNPE KeELTAL,

‘Whilst we thus know ourselves, as the children of God,
to be secure against any contact with the evil one, we
know, on the other hand, that the world is perfectly under
the power of this evil ome. 'Ex 7o Oeod and év 7@
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movnpd are the representatives of the antithesis. Tt
follows from this collocation itself, as also from the analogy
with ¢ wovnpos in the previous verse, that the dative is to
be here taken as masculine and not as neuter. Further,
we are led to this by the fact that mornpés never occurs as
a neuter throughout the Epistle. Dut this certainly makes
the wetrae év all the more difficult. There is no instance
in the New Testament of xeiofac év being connected with
a personal name ; but Sophocles, &dip. Col. 258, seems to
give an illustration: év Jupe as Oep reiucba TAdpoves.
Antigone’s meaning is: In you Athenians we, with all our
life and hope and expectation, are perfectly bound up; on
you depends not only the specific gift which we would have
of you, but we ourselves, with all that we are and have,
depend on you. So it is here. The world rests on Satan,
its whole being as world is constituted by its relation to
him; devil and world are ideas so interpenetrating each other,
that the latter comes to its full meaning only through the
former. It is obvious that the world is to be understood
here, as in ch. ii. 15, of the world as pervaded with sin.
And ¢ koopos 6hos keitar év TG movnpg, which is more
pregnant than &\os ¢ wéopos: it is mot that the whole
world is subjected to Satanic influence; the apostle makes it
emphatic that the world as a whole, without any qualifica-
tion or exception, all that is in it absolutely, is under his
sway.

VERSES 20, 21.

Oilapev 8¢ 8T 6 vids Tob Ocod Fiwer xal dédwwev Huiv
Swavoiay, Wa qwdokeper Tov dAnbwév' ral éopev éy 7%
anbud, év TG vig adrod 'Incod Xpiord, odrds éorw &
arnBuwis @eds, kai 1) twn aldvios. Texvia, ¢vhéfare éavrots
amd Tédy eldorov.  duiy.

Since the two previous verses are opposed, as asyndeta,
to the twentieth, which is connected with them by &, we
may at once infer that vers. 18 and 19 contain in some
sense two parallel thoughts, to which ver. 20 presents one
that corresponds similarly to both of them. And so we
find it. The previous verses alleged that we know in what
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relation our divine sonship places us to sin and to the
world : here it is unfolded that we are conscious of the
ground of this relation to both. Christ by His manifesta-
tion has given us the knowledge of Him that is true, and
thereby furnished us with the right view of our relation to
God and the world. This we have in the didvota, and
with it the relation of ver. 20 to what has preceded. The
word Sidvota comes most frequently before us in Old Testa-
ment quotations, where it is, as generally or often in the
Septuagint, the translation of 35 or 372, But in all instances
of its occurrence, apart from such an '01d Testament founda-
tion, it seems to have a narrower signification, corresponding
to its conjunction with &, that of the discerning and
distinguishing thought, or the faculty of distinction. This
it is most clearly in 2 Pet. iii. 1: the apostle would
stimulate the efAucpivas Sidvora of the church év dmouvijoe,
by means of its remembrance. The elAuxpujs itself suggests
the gift of discernment: it signifies that which approves
itself pure under the keenest test («pivw), under the light
of the sun (elAn, cf. #Atos). And the same meaning is
confirmed by its connection with what follows: the church
should distinguish, by means of their discerning faculty,
the teaching of the false prophets from the true apostolical
wapddosis. Similarly, in Eph. iv. 17, the éocotiocuévor i
Siavoiag are those whose faculty of discernment was so
obscured that they had lost any standard for the distinction
of good and evil, divine holiness and worldly corruption.
The paTaitorns Tod vods consists in this, that the Gentiles
had absolutely no sentiment of the baseness of the change
between the divine life and utter impurity (dmphynrdTes
1§ doedyee). It is not otherwise in 1 Pet. i 13, where
the dvalwoduevor Tas dopuvas Tis Swavoias Uudy as pre-
dicate to Tehefws éAmicare indicates that the church must,
by a keen and sure discrimination (8edvosa), sever all other
objects from their hope, and hold fast to that of the revela-
tion of Christ. This special meaning of Sidvoia comes out
with less precision in the two other passages, Eph. ii. 3.and
Col. 1. 21. In the former, the plural permits only a more
general reference ; it is obvious that the &uivoia must not
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be referred to the various individuals, as if the Sidvoia
were ascribed to each of them, but the plural Scavordw
must be referred to each individual. In Col. 1. 21, how-
ever, it should be observed that the pregnant expression
éxOpos T Siavola does not so much signify that the soul is
the seat or sphere of the enmity, as that the ground of the
enmity lay in their own thinking and in their own personal
decision, so that the meaning we considered above glimmers
through this text also. But as to our passage in this
Epistle the meaning of discerning faculty admirably suits,
and it alone suits. Christ has given us &tdvoiav, not
Tyv Stavotav: not the fulness of all spiritual ability had
been imparted to man, but, as the absence of the
article shows, with reference to the particular point in
question, the power to discern the true God, and to
recognise, as opposed to Him the true God, the false
gods (eldwha).

But this knowledge is also the ground of that other, by
which we know ourselves as God’s children to be separated
from sin, while the world on the other hand lies in the
wicked one. Thus our verse approves itself to be the
foundation on which the two former rest. The central and
fundamental fact is by 8¢ set over against them, as they are
the consequences of it; while at the same time the particle
defines this to be the supreme matter. This Sidvoa is,
more closely examined, the gift of the Son of God who has
come: o vids Tob Oeol fjxer. Christ is here described as
the Son of God, because He alone as o éx 700 olpavod
xataBds (John iii. 13) can impart the knowledge of the
Father; which knowledge, however, He has imparted by
the very fact of His coming. He that knows Him who has
come has received thereby the gift of &iudvoia; for he
acknowledges Jesus as the light, and has come to a clear
perception about light and darkness generally. The gift of
Sudvota enables us to know Tov dAnfivdy.

This expression is an elect one of St. John, for we find
it very seldom outside of his writings. It is not synonymous
with aAnfis. We have perceived in éAnfis and drijbeia
an absolute property, but dAnfiwés is a relative idea, and
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signifies what corresponds to its name and the nature that
name expresses. The present passage refers back to John
xvil. 3: alm éaTiv 1) Lo aldvios, Wa ywdokwo ! oe Tov uévov
éxnfivoy Ocov xal ov dmésrenas "Ingotv Xpiordv. Not
only have we in our verse the d\nfiwds Oeos again and His
Son Jesus Christ, but also the fwy) aidvios, and that in both
cases as the gift of the Son of God. The Father is here
termed dMnfwos without the addition of Oeds: He is the
Being who alone in the highest degree corresponds with
His name. But not only do we know to discern Him as
the True from all dis ficticids; we are also in this only true
God (xai éopev év T aAndwd), and that in virtue of our
being in His Son (év 7@ vip airod 'Incod Xpierd). For
it is impossible on grammatical and logical grounds to refer
the second dAnfiwos as it were to Christ, and to interpret :
“we are in Him that is true, that is, in His Son Jesus
Christ,” as if the second év were in explanatory opposition
to év T aAnfw@. When we simply hear the two proposi-
tions, “ we know Him that is true, and we are in Him that
is true,” it is the most obvious thing to understand in both
cases Him that is true of the same subject. And how
very harsh would be the apposition: “ we are in Him
that is true,—that is to say, in His Son, the Son of Him
that is trve.” The same meaning, that we now in fel-
lowship with Christ have also fellowship with God, is
obtained by our interpretation; only that the clause is
much more simple, if we take the second év as a state-
ment of the means through which we attain to the elvas
é ¢ arnbwe.

But the question wlhether Christ is here called aaq@iwds
©cos is not yet settled. It has to be determined whether
the ovros of the next proposition refers to the locally and
immediately preceding subject, vios Tod Oeod, or to the
more distant antecedent God. Taking the former view,
there arises the difficulty, never yet solved by any one, that
Christ, after the Father has just been called 6 aAnfuwds, sc.
Ocds, could be termed, indeed, daAnfwds @eos, but not ¢
aAnBwds. Further, a testimony to the one true God seems
more in harmony with the final warning against idols than
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a demonstration of the divinity of Christ: the former and
not the latter forms the true antithesis to idols. Against
the reference of ofTos to God, appeal has been made to the
distance of this antecedent, as well as to the tautology
which would issue from three repetitions of the same
thought. This last reason in particular would have some
weight if odros were a simple resumption of the one idea
dnpBuwds ; for the idea then resulting, “This true God is
the true God,” is, in fact, tautological enough. But it is
otherwise if odros refers to all that had been said of God
before : “this God, whom Christ has taught us to know, and
with whom through His Son we have been brought into
living union, is the true God.” Then the proposition is not
pure tautology; but it emphasizes at the close that only
that God has a claim to the name just assigned Him of
true, who has been made known in Christ to the world and
to the individual Christian. This view is supported by the
fundamental text of John xvii. 3, where the knowledge of
God and that of Christ are exhibited as equal factors in eternal
life, just as here; only that, while there they are presented
together as simply co-ordinate, here the internal relation of
the one to the other is indicated (év 7@ vig xTA). The
connection is also distinectly in favour of it. Qur Epistle is
directing its final address to Caristians, and in its own way
demands of them what another author speaks of as ddeivas
Tov Tis apxis Noyov and the pépeafac émi Ty TehewdryTa
this being so, its last exhortation to leep themselves from
idols could not refer to gross idolatry ; such a dehortation
would most inharmoniously fit the tenor of the whole
document. The eidwAa are rather the ideas entertained of
God by the false prophets of whom the apostle has spoken,
the antichrists, who, becanse they have not the Son, have
not the Father also, without being therefore atheists in the
common meaning of the word. DBut the antithesis to their
etdwhois is not Christ the Logos, but the Father revealed in
the Son. All the heretics of that time would serve God.
Against them is held up the proposition that of7os, that is,
this God revealed in Christ, is alone the true God, all else
is an edwAov. DBut not only is God robbed of His honour ;
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not only does man serve a false god when he seeks another
God than the God revealed in Christ; but he also trifles
away his own salvation, for this only is eternal life (the
article before w7 alwvios must be struck out) : he that hath
Him hath thereby life. He hath, according to John v., the
life in Himself; and the life which the Son has and is, is
7pos Tov maTépa as it is wapd Tod watpos. There is not
the slightest difficulty in the fact that the Father is here
described as fw7 alwwveos, whilst elsewhere the Son is so
described ; on the contrary, this is in harmony with the
close of the Epistle. In its beginning the apostle set out
with the {w%) aidvios which the Aéyos is, and which is in
Him ; here all flows back to the primal source of all life,
to whom the dwaiyacua ral yapakrnp tmosricews alrod
has opened the way of access, and with whom He has
placed us in fellowship, a 7 6 Ocos wdvTa év wacw. But
this supreme end must be firmly maintained, there must be
no recession from it: every mowment that we forget that
only the God revealed in Christ is 6 dAnfwés Ocds kal Loy
alovios would place us in fellowship with the eld@hocs.
Hence the penetrating word of the apostle is a warning to
avoid them.

The first glance shows that the last verses (18-21) are
not designed perfectly to recapitulate the entire contents of
the Epistle. There is not in them any reference to brotherly
love, which has nevertheless made up half the substance of
it down to the close. But this, indeed, has come into con-
sideration only as the expression of a true relation to God
and the means of obtaining it. From this last everything
flows, and to it everything leads. Hence we have in these
last verses a final emphasis laid on the fundamental prin-
ciples on which the Epistle rests: that we through the
mission of the Lord Jesus Christ have fellowship with God ;
that this fellowship protects us from sin, and establishes
us in a relation of perfect opposition to the world. DBut,
indeed, the threefold plural oidauer, the consciousness of
common relationship to God as His children, suggests the
principle and always energetic impulse to brotherly love;
and thus this common consciousness, as containing in itself
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the bond with God and with our brethren, is the pledge
of the yapa rereheiuévy which the apostle promised in
the beginning of the Epistle to bring to maturity, and to
maturity through the establishment of fellowship with God
and the brethren.
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TWOFOLD aim has been pursued in the preceding

study of our Epistle. First, we have endeavoured
to. find in itself its process of thought. But if we have
perceived rightly what the apostle says to the churches, we
have now to pursue the inquiry whether certain results
cannot be established in regard to the origin of the docu-
ment : as to the end for the sake of which, as to the
immediate occasion by reason of which, it was written. It
is only when it organically connects itself with a definite
time to our thoughts that we can claim to have understood it.
But, again, our illustration of the details of the Epistle has
sought to ascertain whether the dogmatic and ethical state-
ments which it contains may not enable us to argue out
the collective system of thought held by the author, so that
we may have a clear figure of its intellectual and spiritual
physiognomy. To this end it was necessary that such
passages should not only be looked at in the light of their
meaning in every particular connection, but that they should
be detached from their context, and the premises and con-
clusions indicated on which they rest and to which they
lead, in order thus to find out the place they assume in the
general system of the author’s theology. Certainly we do
not intend to say that the apostle had formed for himself a
completed system in our sense of the word; but at the
same time it is not only an unobjectionable, but also a
necessary assumption, that one unified view lay at the root
of all the particular passages, and gave the colouring to these
expressions. For whosoever, generally speaking, in the full
sense of the word, thinks,—and who can deny this full sense
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to our apostle 2—must have, though often unconsciously, a
principle from which his specific thoughts flow : there must
be an organic connection in his thinking. And just in
proportion as the view has come to be very generally
accepted that the writings of the New Testament are mostly
occasional writings, aiming not at laying down a dogmatic
system, but containing only occasional utterances concern-
ing Christian dogmas in the interest of practical ends, in
that proportion is it necessary to ascertain exactly what
material they at least indirectly furnish for a dogmatic
system, and what aid they at least indirectly contribute
to the construction of such a system. The building
materials which we have collected in these two several
directions must now be in conclusion laid together; and
from the detailed features we have made our own we must
form the picture as a whole.

TOE CHAIN OF TIIOUGHT.

In this interest let us first of all glance over the process
of thought in our Epistle. At the very outset, its intro-
duction (ch. i. 1-4) gives us our right position as to its
contents. We had in the first verses two scries of ideas to
distinguish. One specifies the object that was to be treated
of: it is the {w% aidvios, which is the Logos, and which
He by His manifestation has brought. The other expresses
the certain assurance of this object as an irrefragable truth.
Both series are found recurring in the body of the Epistle :
the message concerning the substance and the obligations of
the fwn aiwwvios forms the contents from ch. i. 5 to ch.
v. 5 ; the assurance of what is delivered is resumed in ch.
v. 6-12, pointing back to the beginning. After what
manner and form the {wy al@wpios communicated to us must
manifest and approve itself, the apostle describes in such a
way that two principia divisionis are interwoven in his
treatment. On the one hand, he adduces the expressions
of this life as towards God, on the other as towards man :
this gives one principle of division, Again, we derive
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much aid in tracing the process of the thought throughout
the Epistle from the following ideas, mepirateiv év dwri,
Toely Ty dikatocvny, oporoyely Tov Ingoiv, moTelew els
70 &vopa Tob 'Incod. It appears at a glance that the two
ideas in the heart of the four are more closely united than
the others, expressing only two definite sides of the one
character of the life, that of the deed and that of the word:
hence the four may be reduced again to three. Avound
this triplicity are grouped in fact the individual parts of the
Epistle; and in such a way that within each section the
above-mentioned principle of division furnishes the sections:
the principle, namely, of relation to God first, and then
relation to the bretliren.

The first part demands as evidence of the &wy alévios
communicated to us the wepirateiv év To ¢wri This is,
as we have seen, an altogether general expression, which
denotes the sphere of life in which we are supposed to be
conversant, embracing the aggregate of the Christian moral
condition. The mepimareiv refers to all the collective and
each individual outgoing of the life, not only in word and
work, but also in the very thoughts: the whole is supposed
to be dipped in light and by light evoked. DBut light is the
description of the divine nature: therefore our whole life—
this is the burden of the requirement to walk év ¢pori—is
to be a life in God, in the kingdom of light; the light is to
be the centre of all, yea, the spring from which all the
energies of this life take their rise. Accordingly this first
part of the Epistle is altogether general. It falls into three
sections: ch. i. 6-ii. 2; ch. ii. 3-13; ch. ii, 14-27, The
first of these tells us that the walk in light as towards God
must show itself as sinlessness; the second, that towards
the brethren it must approve itself as brotherly love; and
the third, that towards the world opposed to Christ it must
have an absolutely opposed relation. Each of these three
sections is again carried out in three sub-sections. The
sinlessness which God requires is brought to effect first
positively through the redemption or deliverance from sin
which we obtain through the death of Christ; then nega-
tively through the forgiveness of past sin which is acknow-
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ledged as such. Both these aspects are recapitulated in the
third sub-section, ch. ii. 1, 2, which assumes the hortatory
tone. Similarly the second section, treating of brotherly
love, has three sub-sections. We perceived in dealing with
the details that the apostle leads in the exhortation to
brotherly love gradually, by a progressive advancement
exhibiting this as the substance of all the divine command-
ments. Tirst, he describes the divine will quite generally
as évrohal Tod Ocod, then he carries back these évrolal by
the phrase Adyos Tod Oeod to their internal unity, for he at
the same time in the supplementary clause, TeTehelwrar 3
aydmn Tob Geol év nuiv,—that is, love as it is in God is
then also in us,—points out what concrete commandment
this unity forms. He further defines this love more closely
as mwepirrately kabws Xpioros mwepiewrdrnoey, and, describing
it as the new commandment, closes with the exhortation so
to practise it as Christ in His passion practised and taught
it.  Then the first sub-section (ch. ii. 3-5) speaks of love
as of the old commandment ; it describes it as union with
the divine will (évrorat @eod) and as union with the divine
nature (TeTeelwTar 7 dydmn Tod Ocod év uiv). The
second sub-section (ch. ii. 6~11) leads over to love as the
new commandment. In it is at the same time shown what
connection exists between love and the walking in light,
this latter being the ruling idea of the whole. If, namely,
Christ in His whole life announced on the one hand that
God is light, and on the other exhibited in this His life a
great practical demonstration of love, it follows that walk-
ing in light is no other than walking in love. The third
sub-section has, like the corresponding one in the first
section, a hortatory tendency : it reminds the churches that
the apostle in writing to them assumed their already stand-
ing, the old as well as the young, in the possession of a
Christian life (ch. il 12, 13). And this very presupposi-
tion (ch. ii. 13, 14) is also the tranmsition to the third
section. The first sub-section warns against fellowship
with the kingdom of darkness: whether the world in
general opposed to Christianity ; or the antichrist opposition
in particular,—that is, the world as it will be born afresh out
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of Clristianity itself (ch. ii. 15-19). The second sub-
section declares that the church is through the possession
of the ypioua separated from this kingdom of darkness and
furnished with the means of knowing and detecting it:
this holy oil of anointing can and will keep them secure
with their God and their Saviour (ch. ii. 20-26). The
third sub-section (ch. ii. 27) sums up all again for the sake
of laying vehement emphasis upon what had just been said.
Thus to the apostle the first general requirement of walking
in the light took a threefold form of development : the
light approves itself in relation to God and before the
brethren ; but also in opposition to the unchristian world,
and as hatred against this, which means fidelity (uévew)
towards God.

But now the apostle proceeds a step further. A general
walk or conversation in light, in such and such a specific
atmosphere, is not all the obligation that the possession of
twy aldvios entails upon us: we have been thereby not
only translated into a new sphere of life, but also inwardly
renewed and ourselves thoroughly transformed. The ¢dos
has entered into us; we have been born of God. This
idea of the divine begetting rules the whole treatment from
ch, i, 18 to ch. v. 5: it is this which, at the end of the
part thus defined, at the beginning of the fifth chapter, is
taken up again; thus by the resumnption marking the limits
of the part of the Epistle we now consider. In order to
show what obligations on us are included in the ryeyer-
viigOa: éx ToU Oeob, the apostle resorts for aid to the
mediating idea of wappnaia. At the appearing of Christ
for judgment, that which is within us will be made mani-
fest; and we shall have therefore to prove ourselves
whether the total transformation of our nature which is
required has taken place: more precisely, whether the
Sucaroovvn, which constitutes the divine nature, is approved
also in us. The deed is, however, the standard of the
being, and therefore our being the children of God must be
demonstrated by our acts; while, on the other hand, the
principle from which our act springs furnishes a standard
of judgment with regard to it, and therefore the works of



352 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN.

righteousness must approve themselves as having sprung
from the Spirit of God. To sum up, the divine birth, or
inward renewal, gives evidence of itself only in two ways:
one, that itself governs and transforms all our action; the
other, that this action may be traced back to the Spirit of
God, as the Factor of the new birth. The former is the
substance of ch. iii.; the latter, of ch. iv, 1-16, Then
there is added a retrospective conclusion, ch. iv. 17, 18,
which lays stress upon this, that where these two postulates
are both found the parrhesia or confidence enters certainly
and infallibly. The second part is in two aspects an
advance upon the first. Primarily, we have in the first
chapters to do with walking in the light, and thus with be-
longing to the kingdom of God, and being moulded Dby its
influences ; but here we have to do with the divine birth,
and thus with a power which makes us individually into
members of this kingdom of God. Then, secondly, there
the question was of walking in the light, and therefore of
the universal bearing and tendency of the life; here the
question is of the concrete expressions of this walk, the
tokens of the divine birth which meet the eye.

First, for the demonstration of sonship to God in act,
which is exhibited in two directions: in relation to God it
is a doing of righteousness (ch. iii. 1-10), in relation to the
brethren it is the office of love (ch. iii. 11-18); and then
comes the resumeé in ch. ili. 19-23. Our act Godward is
shown in two sub-sections: first, ¢h, iii. 1-3, we have the
necessity of motety Tnv Siwkawosclyvmy. In eternity we shall
be like the Lord, as He is; the way thither is the same
which He took in His process of glorification: that is to
say, all depends on our being like Him as He was, in
avoiding sin, and doing righteousness. The second sub-
section, ch. iil. 4-10, more closely explains the meaning of
this requirement: the righteousness must be pure and
simple, since every residuum of sin would manifest us as
still belonging to Satan,

Secondly, for the other side, the approval of our sonship
to God by the acts of brotherly love is similarly illustrated
in two sub-sections: in ch. iii. 11-15, it is the negative
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antithesis to the hatred which is the signature of the world;
in ch, iii. 16-18, it is positive, and emphasis is laid upon
the importance of actual doing which has as its funda-
mental characterization the spirit of Tfévar Ty vyiiv.
The third sub-section deduces a resumé from the former,—
that is to say, the consciousness of actual brotherly love, to
wit, the exhibition of sonship to God in some measure at
least, may amidst the manifold accusations of our heart
comfort us so far as we thereby discern that we have made
a sure beginning, while, indeed, the full confidence depends
upon the completeness of the moweiy Tv Sikatocivyy.

But to this divine sonship belongs not only a certain
doing, but also a specific source of that doing,—that is, the
Spirit of whom we are born and from whom our deeds
must spring. That the idea mvedua, é€ of ¢ Oecs Huiv
édwrev and the idea yeyevvijafar éx 7o Oeod are substan-
tially the same is evident from ch. iii. 4 : the reception of the
Spirit makes us children of God. In the acknowledgment
that our salvation rests upon the divine act in the mission
of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, being thus divinely wrought,
and in the acknowledgment, on the other hand, that our
good relation to the brethren is certainly divinely wrought
too, inasmuch as the love that God has flows into us,—the
acknowledgment, in short, that our whole life, as well in
its relation Godward as in its relation towards the brethren,
purely and absolutely rests upon the divine act,—we have
the demonstration that the deeds demanded in the third
chapter have their source in the principle of our sonship to
God. Where, then, these two marks are found, the required
course of action and the consciousness as to their divine
origin, there is the evidence adduced of the yeyevvijocOas éx
700 @cob. The section we have now considered also divides
itself again into three sub-sections. The first, ch. iv. 1-6,
so unfolds the thought that our fellowship with God rests
upon a divine act, as to show that only through our acknow-
ledgment of Jesus as the Son of God wrought by the Holy
Ghost is such a fellowship with God possible, while without
it we are surrendered to the pseudo-prophetic spirit. The
second sub-section, ch. iv. 7-12, unfolds the parallel thought

1 JOHN. Z
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that our brotherly love also is based on the divine causality,
in such a manner as to show, or by showing, how all human
loving is not an independent activity, but is only a reflec-
tion and effluence of the divine nature of love. The third
sub-section, ch. iv. 14-16, recapitulates the two former.

When at this point, ch. iv. 17, 18, the apostle introduces
afresh the idea of the parrhesia or confidence, which he first
laid down in the theme-clause, ch. ii. 29, and took up again
in the resuméd, ch. iii, 19, it is made clear, as already
remarked, that we have from ch. ii. 28 to ch. iv. 18 one
whole, the two parts of which must have had in the spirit
of the author an internal bond of connection,

Up to this point we have had two main parts to dis-
tinguish, the themes of which were wepimareiv év PwTi
and weyervijolar éx Tob @eod rtespectively. Both these
were unfolded according to two aspects: in each came
clearly into consideration the relation to God and the rela-
tion to the brethren. The internal coherence and unity of
these two relations is evinced copiously in ch. iv. 19-v. 5:
in each of them the leading principle of the other is already
involved. That is to say, ch. iv. 19-21 contains the evi-
dence that in the idea of love not only the relation to the
brethren, but also that to God is rooted; ch. v. 1-5 con-
tains the evidence that in the idea of faith mot only the
relation to God, but also the relation to the brethren is
included. And, in order to exhibit the internal unity
of the whole material of this section, St. John introduces
also here the rclation to the xoouos, demonstrating in ch.
v. 4, 5 that this, too, follows from the idea of faith.

At the outset of this summary, we pointed to the fact
that the ideas mepiraTeiv v 76 PaTl, Toeiv T Sikaioo vy,
oporoyew Tov "Incoiy, mioTeler els 10 Evoua 'Incod, per-
vade the entire Epistle. It has been shown that the first
is the represcntative of the development in ch. i. and ii.;
the second and third rule the two parts of the second
main division; not till the last section does the mioTis
come in. There is a progression in these ideas which
will not escape our notice, particularly in the last three.
While the first of them refers to the acts, the second refers
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to the word, the third to the heart or centre of the life, It
is true that in the ouoleyeiv Tov 'Ingotw of ch. iv. the
predicate, the avowing or confessing, recedes behind the
object confessed: the apostle lays all the stress not upon
the form, the confessing, but upon the importance of what
is confessed. But there is good reason for his adopting
as the predicate ouwohoyelv instead of using the term
mareberr.  For it was his object in the second leading
part, according to the distribution given at the outset, to
show upon what the consciousness of sonship to God rests:
not this latter in itself, but the consciousness of it, can
alone produce the affection of confidence. This, however,
rests not upon the objective reality of the Divine Spirit in
me, but upon the subjective consciousness of it in my heart,
which is brought to consummation in the cuoloyelv. But
at the close, where the apostle is unfolding that the relation
to God and the relation to the brethren are inseparably and
most inwardly one, each involving the other, it is naturally
not his object to choose any term which should exhibit the
external confirmation of the one or the other relation: he
must exhibit this itself in its inwardness. Hence at this
point the mria7is begins to predominate in the discourse, the
other words only revolving around these as pendants. It
is the idea of faith which, as the Gospel shows, is central
to St. John. The Epistle, too, knows no other than this:
ypdpw Juiv Tols maTebovaw Iva mioTevnTe, which we may
place in distant analogy with the Pauline éx wiorews eis
migTw. The document, which demonstrates in its general
course how faith must express itself and be confirmed or
approved, comes back at its close to the exhibition of all
as the expression and influence of faith.

We come now to the closing section of the Epistle. Two
series of ideas, as we have seen, were excited in the readers
by the introduction : there was an annunciation to be made
concerning the Logos as the source and giver of life; and,
on the other hand, this announcement was declared to be
one raised above doubt. This latter point, the guarantee
of all, the apostle has yet to unfold He now reverts to
the idea of the mapTvpia, which in ch, i. 1-3 was made



6 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN,

(11

a
3]

so prominent. The witnesses, ch, v. 6—9, and the effects of
these testimonies, ch. v. 10—12, now occupy his attention.

There remains still the conclusion, which corresponds
with the introduction. It also resolves itself into three
sections. The first, ch. v. 13-17, once more specifies the
substance of that eternal life of which the Epistle treats:
it consists of faith in the Son of God, of love as towards
the brethren, which preserves them in the kingdom of God
by intercession. The second gives in three clauses the
signature of the child of God as opposed to the child of
this world (ch. v. 18-20). The third, ch. v. 21, sums
up in a hortatory warning the entire practical aim of the
entire treatise.

As it has now been made clear, the whole Epistle is
almost entirely and down to its details governed by a
threefold distribution: only here and there does the thought
develope itself in two members, while for the most part
even then a synthetic or recapitulatory member is added.
It is true that occasionally theories of number have
been abused in regard both to the Old and to the New
Testament ; and mistrust as to what might suggest them
may indeed be justifiable. On the other side, it is
impossible to deny that in the formal presentation and
construction of Scripture definite numbers play their part.
And, as it respects our present case, it is to us a pledge of
correctness that the observation of a certain triplicity in
the Epistle arose out of the resumé of the whole, and did
hot, as it were, prejudice us at the outset, and thus insinuate
itself into the pursuit of its chain of thought. That
Luthardt long since established the fact that the number
three is a divisor in the Gospel, though without exhibiting it
in such detail as we have done here, was remembered by the
author only afterwards. However, the remark often already
made may be made once more, that we are by no means to
think that the writer of this treatise adjusted beforehand a
scheme in such number and measure. The order and
symmetry, which pervade all down to the minutest detail,
only show how clearly and sharply the apostle was
accustomed to think; and that, in consequence of an
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inherent sense of order, his thoughts grouped themselves.
with facility in a definite way.

OCCASION AND AIM OF THE EPISTLE.

Does this account of the general contents of the Epistle
give us any light for the discovery of its occasion and.
purport 2  There is evidently no direct obvious connec-
tion between the two; but this should only make us
examine all the more narrowly whether or not the process
of thought affords at least some indirect aid for the dis-
covery of the genmeral aim. And, first of all, the impres-
sion produced upon the readers by the Epistle as a whole
suggests a helpful intimation. We easily perceive, for
instance, the contrast in which its collective substance
places it to the other epistolary writings of the New
Testament, especially the Pauline. While these latter
always bear and everywhere show the character of docu-
ments that lay the foundation and organize, that is, have a
creative character, our Epistle has rather the character of
sustaining, nourishing, and building up. The former have
to do with the basis, the latter with the superstructure.
Not only in the Epistle to the Romans, which has most
distinctively the fundamental stamp, the apostle in it
showing the church how he viewed and how he executed
his apostolical function, but in all his Epistles we hear the
man speak whose it was to give the congregations their
first organized formation: as to doctrine, as to constitution,
as to ethics, as to all, he has to prepare the soil for some-
thing new., His writings have the universal characteristic
of teaching. But it is this very characteristic which is
wanting throughout St. John’s Epistle: from beginning to
end it is entirely restricted to the reminding tone. As in
the first part of it the apostle again and again intimates that
he writes to the church only under the presupposition of
their Christian estate and character (ch. ii. 12 seq.); that
they need no instruction of any kind, having themsclves
the ypioua (ch, ii. 20, 27); so towards the end of it he
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again reminds them that his document was calculated only
for believers (ch. v. 13, ypddw Juiv Tols mioTevovow).
Apart from these individual expressions of the writer,
we have ourselves observed that it is the character of the
Epistle everywhere to exhibit the new as the old, the
instruction now given as already known, the ethical
demands made as already in the act of being fulfilled by
them. Similarly the idea of the 7Tekelwaes, particularly of
the Tetedewwpévn yapd, points to the fact that the apostle
has nothing in his view but to crown the edifice. This
characteristic of his document may be simply called the
reminding style in contradistinction from the teaching and
elementary style of St. Paul which lays the foundation.
Now this difference itself in the tone indicates the dif-
ference in the position of affairs for which our Epistle is
adapted, as compared with that in the Pauline congregations.
To the same conclusion we are led by another consideration,
that the relation of the church to the world outside of
Christianity, whether Jewish or Gentile, at the time of our
Epistle had become altogether a different thing from that
which meets us in the earlier documents of the New Testa-
ment. In the time of St. Paul, it was matter of import-
ance to come to an understanding with each of these
powers and to be clear of both: temptations came specifically
from each. In our Epistle this separation of interest was
fully accomplished, and the world is entirely overcome:
not, indeed, in the sense that it was no longer present, but
that a total and firm severance had taken place externally.
First of all, the distinction between the two distinct
camps of the enemy had vanished away: they are now
comprehended under the one common term xdopos. With
St. Paul the notion predominates that Judaism was the
ancient kingdom of God, which in no other form than this
had lived through the ages and survived, having become
opposed to Christianity only because it spasmodically held
fast the obsolete, the old things which éyyds dpaviopod dariw.
With him, therefore, Judaism is a mission field co-ordinate
with heathenism, and of the same importance. Now, with
St. John, Judaism has utterly lost its independent position,
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and relations, and meaning. The expressions ¢ xéouos and
0 kbopos odros, which, when St. Paul uses them, we
immediately feel ourselves constrained to connect primarily
with the Gentile world, are, when St. John wuses them,
descriptions of all that is outside of Christianity : he knows
nothing now of the old distinction. 'With this his Gospel
corresponds. In it also Judaism is simply a power entirely
opposed to Christ; in it also we find Jews and Gentiles
indiscriminately blended in the common word rdopos. It
is true that in ch. i 9, 10 Judaism is, as equivalent to o¢
i310:, distinguished from the xdouos as a whole; but else-
where, and generally, Jesus is represented not as the Messiah
of the Jews, but as the cwryp 7ol Kéopov. He announces
Himself to Nicodemus as the Saviour and Judge sent not
to Judaism, but to the xéouos, in which the Jews are
included and merged. In His last discourses our Lord
speaks only of the hatred of the world, although He has to
do immediately with the hatred of His own people. Thus
there is no longer any difference between the world of
Judaism and the Gentile world; both are summed up in
the idea of the xoouos. This is the first thing that
strikes us.

But, further, the Christian relation to this wdouos is
noteworthy. It is undoubted that the application of this
idea in St. John is in harmony with the current of New
Testament phraseology so far as it is mostly referred to
the world of mankind, while in such a way as not to
refer to them alone or to them as such. Not mankind
alone : for man is such, not as contrasted with the collec-
tive earthly nature and economy, but as its head. The
inanimate creature also belongs to the xdopos; for, when
we read of a Blos Tol xoopov (this world’s goods), of elvar
éx ToD récuov, and uicelw Ta €v TS rdoue, all this we
understand not merely of men, but also of all created
things. Nor is it mankind as such: for that mankind
only is thus denoted which is depraved by sin and in
bondage to it. But such a meaning the word always has,
even when the expression is not made complete, as ¢ xoouos
oDTos, as is relatively very often the case in St. John.
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Lven when &v 7§ xéopue elvas describes a life merely lived
upon earth, as in ch. ix. 5, 39, the idea first referred to is
still involved in the world. All this is undoubtedly true,
so far as the use of the word goes, which is common to
St. John and the rest of Scripture.

St. John, however, has this peculiarity, that with him
this fallen world only seldom comes into view as the object
of salvation, It is true, indeed, that with him also the
Lord appeared in order to redeem the world, fallen under
the empire of sin and guilt. He is called the cwryp Tod
kéouov (John iv. 42; 1 John iv. 16), and fwn T0d xéopov
(John vi. 52), and finally, iAaouds mepi Shov Tob Kbouov.
Yet it is still more frequent with him to represent the
world, not as a missionary sphere, and therefore as an un-
christian territory which must be christianized, but as the
principle which opposes the church of Christ in rigid and
cold enmity, in short, as the anti-Christian kingdom.
Especially marked is this style of thought in the Lord’s
last discourses and in our Epistle, between which generally
the points of contact are so exceedingly many. The world
is not the sea which contains good fishes and bad; it is the
sphere and abode of total darkness. It is this which we
meant when we spoke above of the severance with the
world being complete: Christianity and the world have
become absolute opposites. And it is to be observed that
this deep antithesis is not emphasized in the manner of an
urgent warning and exhortation to avoid and be on their
guard against the world; wherever the world is mentioned
in our Epistle, it is in a tone which suggests the tranquil
feeling of entire and final severance. The evil of the
world or its wickedness is not complained of nor lamented :
it is a simple fact, which cannot be otherwise than it is.
‘When we consider the way in which St. Peter in his first
letter warns the churches in view of the persecutions
threatened by the world, how evidently full of solicitude
he is lest Christians should be moved by this to turn back
again to the world; and when we compare with this the
tranquil, we might say the cold, way in which St. Joln
speaks of the hatred of the world as of a thing so self-
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understood and taken for granted that no one can be led
astray by it; we shall come at once to the conclusion that
our Epistle assumes towards the xdouos a very different
position from that occupied by the rest. The result of
all that has been said is the conviction that in this docu-
ment the difference between Judaism and heathenism is
gone ; that to it the xéopos is not so much the sphere of
Christian mission as the metropolis of declared and decided
enmity against the kingdom of God; and that this hostile
position has nothing astonishing in it, but is altogether
natural and normal, so that no man need be embarrassed
by it or led astray.

It is not from Judaism and heathenism as such, not
from the world in itself, that the temptations proceed, but
from anti-Christianity or the false prophets,—that is, from
the endeavour to generate the world anew in the bosom of
Christianity. The enemies are no longer extra but <ntra
parietes; the perilous power is not the denial, but the
simulation of the Christian spirit; their foes sought to be
regarded as Christians, but Christians they were not; they
had their point of departure from the church, but did not
belong to it. They are essentially children of the world,
and yet would be deemed children of light: it is a mixing
together of light and darkness. Thus we have enemies of
the church who are neither Jews nor Gentiles, but false
Christians. It is true that this aspect of things is not
peculiar to our Kpistle: it is shared by Jude and the
second of Peter, and in part even by some portions of the
last Pauline Epistles. But it is precisely when we mark
in what way these specific portions of Scripture con-
front the danger that we discern the altogether peculiar
character of our Epistle. The former assume a tone of
anxious care; we observe how the writers tremble for the
churches, and how they gather up all their forces to pre-
serve them, to warn them, to rescue them. We compare
with their excited vehemence the tranquillity and peaceful
bearing which our Epistle exhibits, as before to the world,
so now to the anti-Christianity that threatens. Reading it
carefully, we do not receive the impression that the churches
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were or had been in any sore distress. When the anti-
christs are mentioned for the first time in ch. ii.,, express
reference is made to the anointing which would defend the
people of God from contact with every kind of lie, and
which seemed to render every kind of exhortation super-
fluous. The words of the apostle do not give the idea that
they aim at keeping back the readers from any apostasy
which was closely imminent, but rather that he was solici-
tous to make all perfectly safe, and therefore represented to
them once more how great was the gulf between them and
all forms of anti-Christianity. So, when this enemy is in-
troduced again in ch. iv., even then the exhortation to try
the spirits is by no means the main concern, but is rather
brought in ds év mapody : the chief thing in the apostle’s
estimation is rather to make it clear how the Christian
spirit must express itself. The former is only the foil to
the latter. As when, in a firmly built house, the master,
hearing the storm without, gives one more glance around
to see that all is secure, while still he knows that he
is sheltered and safe, and, indeed, the more furiously the
tempest blows, feels all the more sense of security,—so it
is with this Epistle, which gives us the feeling of an
inexpressibly beautiful peace and silent confidence of joy
diffused through it from beginning to end.

Anything like polemics proper is altogether absent from
the document: its aim and tendency is essentially not
negative, but positive. How little its general contents and
character are governed by the controversy with antichrists,
has been seen in the general scheme of its coustruction.
The life which has appeared in Christ, and from Him over-
flows upon His people, is its leading idea. And this life
manifests itself, as we have seen, in two directions: on the
one hand it matures fellowship with God, and on the other
fellowship with the brethren, through these manifestations
bringing in the yapa Tereheiwpuévn. This is its trunk,
absolutely positive, on which all the particular develop-
ments of exhortation are grafted, not excepting the twice-
repeated exposition of the antichrists. The first time
these are mentioned it is in connmection with walking
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in the light: in relation to God and the brethren, this
walk leads to union and fellowship; but as it regards
the antichrists, who belong not to the ¢as but to the
okorla, it leads to nothing but severance. And, on the
second occasion of mentioning them, our Sixacocvvy is spoken
of as resting upon the possession of the Spirit of God,
the true and only Spirit; and in connection with this,
the acts of that righteousness are dilated on as dia-
metrically opposed to those of the anti-Christian spirit.
We might altogether omit the two passages which deal
with the antichrists, and the Epistle would not lose its
essential character or be changed in its scope: evidence
enough this that polemics against them did not constitute
its final aim. °

But, however firmly established this is, there is another
side to the question. Though it may seem to contradict
what has been said, we cannot seize rightly the occasion
and design of the Epistle unless we assume that the
churches were heavily oppressed by the antichrists, and
that they were to be defended against them by this
apostolical letter. At the outset we must absolutely take
it for granted that it was written for one occasion, that it
owed its origin to some definite historical circumstance,
and not to the mere leisure of the author. Now he him-
self indicates such a concrete historical occasion for his
writing. For, when we find at the close an exhortation to
the churches to keep themselves from idols, our exposition,
as has been seen, requires us to regard this as a warning
against the teachers of error dealt with in the Epistle.
If this warning is the keynote of a letter which we have
learnt to regard as one whole from beginning to end, one
harmonious development, it must, of course, be in strict
connection with this whole; it must, moreover, because
forming the very conclusion, contain that very thought
which the author has been before all things concerned
about. As, further, the letter with this begins and returns
back at the close to this,—to emphasize, namely, the firm
assurance or security of the truth declared by the apostle,
who presents that truth as a paprvpia,—the energy and
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sedulousness with which he does this is to be explained
ouly by the assumption that it was of importance to make
firm this truth in the face of other teachings which were
devoid of it: these other teachings, however, must needs,
unless we surrender ourselves to random guesses, have
been those of the antichrists. Nor is it to be overlooked,
that precisely after his first delineation of the antichrists
the apostle writes, TatiTa &ypayra Suiv wepi Tdv TAAVDYTOY
vpds, which must be compared with ch. v. 13, where with
the same formula the eternal life, which we have seen to
be the essential thought of the Epistle, is exhibited as the
substance of what preceded. Considering all this, we must
admit that anti-Christianity was the immediate occasion of
this epistolary communication.

Consequently the matter stands thus. The beginning
and the end of the Epistle, as well as the two fragments of
it which are concerned with antichrists, indicate that these
occasioned the apostle’s writing. On the other hand, the
bulk of the letter is not in manifest connection with anti-
Christianity as a subject; and, more than that, the sections
which treat of it expressly come in as side-illustrations or
adjuncts of the positive and leading thoughts. Now we might
be tempted to suppose that the apostle pursued different
designs ; one of them being to warn against the antichrists,
while the other aimed at presenting certain positive
exhortations. But that indeed is not possible; for, first,
the letter approves its unity as one uniform whole; and,
secondly, these two aims are so blended and so inter-
penetrate one another in every section as to suggest
necessarily that they rise together into a higher unity.
And lere comes in that character of the Epistle which
Las been indicated above: its rest and its peace, as if
adjusted to the most joyful relations; its internal release
from all the agitation of the world, as if its author were
looking out from a secure haven into the tumult of the
distant sea. All this taken together makes up the mystery
of the writing. But its solution can be brought to light
only when we seek and find the historical relations to
which these apparently opposite traits are equally con-
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gruous, and under which the Epistle must have taken
precisely the form it has and no other.

Now the relations indicated are identically those to
which the earliest tradition about the origin of the letter
point. At the outset, the fact that it was referred to the
latest period of St. John’s life explains at once how it
comes to bear a character so different from that of the
other New Testament writings. Our apostle, that is, had
not entered upon a mnew field of labour, such as St. Paul
as a principle was accustomed to seek for himself, but
he had taken over the field which that apostle had left
behind to him. The churches of Asia Minor, and especially
the Ephesian, to which our thought is directed by early
tradition, had been introduced into Christendom through the
long and assiduous activity of the apostle of the Gentiles,
with advantages beyond most others. We at once under-
stand, therefore, why our Epistle has no organizing character,
but rather that of nourishing and establishing. Further,
that the distinction between Judaism and heathenism as two
defined hostile camps is so entirely absent, is natural enough
at the end of the first century, and so long after the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem; for, after that event, the power of the
Jews in persecuting the Christians lay simply in their hiding
themselves behind the Gentiles, and thus declaring themselves
to belong to the xdopos. And that the whole non-Christian
world summed up under this name comes here into con-
sideration, not as a missionary-field, but as an anti-Christian
principle, as utadv,is to be explained by this, that already at
that time the energy of the gospel in founding and forming
churches had receded to the second place ; this characteristic
belonged rather to the Pauline age; and what we know.
concerning the work of St. John assures us that it was not
so much mission as cure of souls that lay near his heart.
It had been long demonstrated that both Judaism and
heathenism as a whole 76 ¢ds o0 karéhaBov. The hatred
of the world had since the days of Demetrius so often
declared itself, that it was confirmed and could no longer
now be matter of astonishment. The enemy of these days
was, in a peculiar sense, the spirit of false prophecy. We
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know, indeed, that even in the lifetime of the apostle heresy
had been in Ephesus brought to maturity by Cerinthus;
and not only so, but, as has been already shown, the very
omissions of the Epistle may be perfectly understood when
it is referred to the Cerinthian Gnosis. All this proves,
therefore, that the Epistle must have been written later
than the other New Testament Scriptures, and that it might
well have been written by St. John. That this latter was
actually the case its peculiar characteristics make clear
enough.

That there was probably no man who experienced the
transforming and glorifying influence of Christianity to the
same degree as the son of thunder, who once would have
desired fire to come down from heaven, appears, apart from
the Johannaean writings, from the testimony of the earliest
antiquity. Even supposing the touching traditions about
his declining life to be untrue, at least they are indi-
cations of the impression made upon generation after
generation by the work and character of this apostle.
Untrue legends, which become current in the mouths of
the people, are important for history; though these traditions
concerning St. John are not to be regarded as untrue. Let
it be noted how admirably the character of our Epistle
accords with what we otherwise know of the character of
the apostle. On the one side there is a keenness of severity
in the severance of light from darkness, and of the world
from the kingdom of God, which betrays the son of thunder;
indeed, we find such an ethical sharpness of definition as
makes every little sin an evidence of the Satanic nature (comp.
ch. iii. 4-11), such indeed as occurs nowhere else through-
out the compass of Scripture. But, on the other side and
concurrently with this, we feel a breath of most pathetic and
most inward affection, from a spirit overflowing with love
and strong in peaceful rest, such as corresponds precisely
with those narratives, handed down from antiquity concern-
ing his old age, which appeal so forcibly to our hearts. If
we recall here again its consummate repose in the pre-
sence of the world’s hatred, the impression made by the
passages about Antichrist, as if apostasy to their company
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were a thing clean impossible, though a reminding word
might be still appropriate, all this, too, is perfectly recon-
cilable with the character of St. John. That the aged
disciple, who through a long life had by faith and love
brought himself into so close a relation to his Lord, was so
thoroughly filled and pervaded by the riches of the grace
which came to him through Christ that all the hatred of
the world and raging of Antichrist failed to disturb him in
his deep repose, that he could not indeed well understand
how their attraction should be felt at all,—all is perfectly
imaginable in his case. Simon Peter before this, in his
second Epistle, when the times were disturbed and the lie
had raised its head aloft, felt himself impelled with all the
energy of his love to transpose himself back into the days
when he had his Master’s society, and also with all the
energy of his hope to propel himself forward to the time
of the perfected kingdom of God. So also our apostle,
following his character out, and in harmony with his deep
interior nature, must needs, in his old age especially, have
still more abundantly felt himself impelled, while enemies
raged around him, and the more they raged, to fasten his
deep thought upon the glory of Him whom he had seen
as He was, and whom he hoped to see as He is. Thus,
in conclusion, it may be said that it is perfectly clear
how St. John, with such a personality as his, was precisely
so affected as the Epistle reveals him, so full of peace
in a time of fiercest conflict, so much more occupied with
positive construction than with defensive polemic against
enemies,

But it is quite another question whether, after all, St.
John could have written a lefter like this from out of such
circumstances, and as addressed to such circumstances. An
apostolical missive might be expected to be not merely an
expression of personal feelings, but by all means to impart
something to the readers; and therefore it must needs be
born out of the urgency of the particular time, and be
strictly adapted to its necessity. Iowever high our esti-
mate of the Asiatic churches may be, it remains never-
theless certain that the Gnostic errors had not passed away
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without leaving deep traces; in fact, that these errors were
not overcome until after the hard conflict of a century.
Now, when we seem to find in our Epistle so extraordinarily
favourable a picture of the state of the churches in question,
and mark that the apostle is everywhere not so much teach-
ing and warning and exhorting as taking it for granted
emphatically that they know all things, how can all this
be made consistent with a time when the first love had
grown cold ?  Must not the churches, when they read the
Epistle, have felt themselves divided by an infinite gulf
from the state of things which its contents presupposed
among them ? May we not suppose also that the apostle,
with eyes sharpened by faith and love and experience,
would have observed in the church in whose midst he
laboured many kinds of imperfection? Would it not have
occurred to him, or have been impressed on his mind, that
the false teachers, however little influence they might exert
upon himself personally, might be very dangerous indeed
to the flock? Could he really imagine, supposing him
to be at Ephesus, that the dangers and injuries were in
other places so much less or so insignificant? Now, if
there is any force in such questions as these, might it not
be presumed that the communication would have taken
quite another form, and have been much more urgent and
hortatory, and I might say more anxious? Must not all
these concurring circumstances, arising out of a view of
the concrete necessities of the churches, have at least so far
influenced the personal feeling and tone of the apostle as
to lessen the profound peace and the absolute joy that we
see to abound ?

All these difficulties are obviated and the mystery of
the Epistle solved if we assume that the apostle, when
writing it, was in a position in which the relations of the
churches were not immediately under his very eyes, not so
near to him as to affect his feeling and shape his words.
If, on the ground of the tradition that the Apostle John
was a long time in Patmos, we admit that he wrote his
letter from that island, this hypothesis will lighten up the
whole.  First, we may point to an incidental and external
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circumstance, which does not indeed depend upon this fact
for its explanation, but yet seems from this point of view
to be most satisfactorily explained. The two smaller
Epistles, which obviously came from the same hand as
the first, send final greetings from the church in the
bosom of which the writer had his residence. That needs no
proof for the third Epistle; nor for the second, if we only
grant that the Kvpla to whom it was addressed is a desig-
nation of the church, for then the 7ékva Tis dderdijs Tis
éxhexris at the close are obviously the members of the
community with which the apostle was then connected.
But in our Epistle, on the contrary, there is neither any
greeting from a church nor any greeting to ome. The
absence of the latter may be accounted for by the encyclical
character of the document. But how shall the absence of
the former be accounted for? It was natural that the
apostle should omit that, if he happened to be at the time
not in the midst of any church whatever.

If we only hold fast the supposition—more than that
we need not call it—that St. John wrote in Patmos, what
may be further assumed as to the character to which his
interior life was moulded ? He lived in relative seclusion,
separated at least from all the excited movements of the
outer world. For on this small island, which was certainly
then no more frequented than now, he could only to a
slight extent exercise any influence or carry on any work of
an external character; and all the less must his w