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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

ONE of the most eminent Biblical scholars, not alone of our country,
but of our age, in imparting some of the impressions derived from a
sojourn in Europe, says: “To the American Christian who travels on this
part of the Continent, Tholuck is undoubtedly the most interesting person
whose acquaintance he will make. He possesses a greater personal influ-
cnce and reputation than any other theologian in Germany.”* Prof. Park
in his Sketch of the Life and Character of Tholuck, makes these remarks:
“As a Commentator he has many excellencies. This would be anticipated
from the fact that his reading has been so various, and his memory is so
retentive ; from hig almost unequaled facility in acquiring language, and
his peculiar intimacy with the Hebrew and its cognate tongues. He is
able to write and converse in a great varicty of languages, as the English,
Italian, Dutch, Irench, Spanish, Latin, Greek, Arabic, Persian and
others. He is, of course, qualified to illustrate the sacred texts by a
multiplicity of references; and he quotes with peculiar pertinence and
effecct from the Oriental, and especially from the Rabbinical writings
For a single specimen, read his comment on John vii. 37-89. The
classical quotations, too, in his Commentaries, are eminently valuable.””?

Kaufman observes in the preface to his translation of the fourth edition
of Tholuck’s John: ¢“Nothing is perhaps more wanted in the theological
domain than a good Commentary on the Gospels. On this part of the
Bible our language affords the student little that is valuable in a critical
and doctrinal view.—In commenting on St. John particularly—the Plato
of the inspired circle—it requires a mind of a peculiar order. This mind
Tholuck possesses: a happy combination of deep and meditative thought
with a Christian heart; a quick apprehension, a glowing imagination, an
accurate acquaintance with language, and a nice perception of its force,
together with a clear insight into the spiritual nature of man. There is
no man more interesting than our author upon the theatre of Germany,

1 Prof. Robinson, in 1831, Biblic. Reposit. i. 29.
2 Biblical Cabinet, xxviii. 24,
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iv TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

nor indeed upon the literary arena of any nation. He stands forth pre-
cminent among the learned ones of that learned people ; he yields to none
in versatility of mind, in depth and compass of thought, or in variety of
knowledge. . . But a lustre is thrown over all these attainments by his
deep and earnest piety. Snch a fervor and glow of Christian devotion as
everywhere breathe in his writings, are scarcely to be met with in any
writer since the days of Leighton. Amid the doubters and infidels of
Germany, it is truly delightful to discover such a spirit as Tholuck’s;
learned and eloquent as the proudest among them, he still preserves the
meek simplicity of a child, and brings all his learning and his laurels and
lays them down at the feet of Christ.”

Miiller! says: “Every thing presents jtself to the mind of Tholuck in
large outline. . . Bold and brilliant images are always at his command.
Not only does the Holy Bible open to him its treasure-chambers, but the
sages of Gureece, the ancient and modern teachers of the Church, the
Christian lyric poets, present him their most beautiful flowers, and lay at
his feet the most apposite expressions. THERE Is GIVEN TO Dr. Tmo-
LUCK THE POWER OF ENCHANTMENT OVER MIND.”

Not one of the Corumentaries of this illustrious scholar has passed
through so many editions, and found such universal favor, as the one
which it is our privilege, in this volume, to offer the reader. To the
illustrious Neander, whose ‘life and whose instructions had taught him
to understand the Gospel of the Spirit,” Tholuck dedicated the first
edition of his Commentary on the Gospel of John, His original plan had
been to present an epitome of the exegetical works of the Fathers and of
the Reformers, which, upon the Gospel of John, are extraordinarily nu-
merous and rich. In performing this labor, he felt constantly the necessity
of marking and correcting the mistakes into which these illustrious men
had sometimes been drawn by false or imperfect principles of interpreta-
tion. The materials grew under his hand, and took the shape rather of a
Listory of the hermeneutics of the Gospel, than of an exposition of it.
‘He was led, in conscquence, to the determination of preparing a com-
pressed Commentary, in which the most valuable portions of the ancient
Expositors should be presented in their own language —not, so extended
indeed in its compass, yet on the gencral plan which he had pursued in
his Commentary on the Romans, (a Commentary which De Wette, remote
a8 he was fiom its distinctive theological position, pronounced to be
superior to any which had appeared on that Epistle.) The only rcason
for hesitating as to the prosecution of this purpose, was his sense of the
peculiar merit of the Commentary of Liicke. A work characterized by

! Stud. u. Kritik, viii. 239, quoted by Prof. Park, Sketch 31.
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such “marked exegetical talent, thorough study of the aids, and impartiality
of judgment,” might have been supposed to render another unnecessary.
But not only were the plan and extent of the work he proposed to himself
different from those of Liicke’s, but it seemed to him that no one work upon
such a book as Joha could render all others superfluous. The Commentary
of Liicke is a very ample exegetico-critical treatment of the Gospel, Tho-
luck’s was meant to be a Manual for the student and the scholar. The
Commentary which was given to the public in 1820, met with such favor,
that within a few months after its appearing it became necessary to make
preparation for a second edition, which, with a number of corrections
on particular points, but with no essential changes, appeared in 1828.
Though many desired that he should give more breadth to his handling,
the earlier judgment of Tholuck remained unchanged—he felt that a more
imperative want was met by a Manual than would have been supplied by
any other form he might have given his work. It would have been easy to
enlarge the work, but he aimed at the more difficult task of compression—
the task of furnishing a work which should be comprehensive without
being bulky, and which, while it avoided superficiality, should not run
into cxcess of detail. The evangelical character of the Exposition, its mild
fearlessness in the defense of Christian truth, and especially its views of
inspiration, which rose so far above those maintained by the old Ration-
alism, exposed the work to violent assault. Tholuck was willing to learn
from foes as well as from friends, and the severity of the antagonism
only made him more thorough in investigation and more deliberate in
judgment. Thus the opposition of enemies not only helped to give a wider
diffusion to his works, but served to render them more and more worthy
of the distinguished favor with which they were received. A third cdition
appeared in 1831. It was marked by increasing definiteness, fullness,
and precision. The interpretation of our Saviour’s discourses was almost
entirely rewritten, and various improvements of less moment were made.
In the preface he expresses his sense of the defects of his work—defects
which he would desire and hope to relieve, were he thoroughly to remodel
it. To explain Scripture more largely by Scripture, to bring to bear upon
each part of the Bible a mind enlarged by a study of the whole, to unite
with the exquisite accuracy of Bengel the profoundness of Calvin—these
he felt were necessary to the formation of an Expositor of the highest
order, one who would fully meet the wants of the Church and of the times.
He closes the preface with the hopeful words : *Despite all the clamorers,
the edifice of a Christian theology is rising, our ancient faith is justified
on the side of scientific theology, of Church history, of exegesis, of
criticism, and the unction of the Power will procure for all these strivings
an entrance into hearts prepared to receive them. Soli Deo gloria!”
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The changes in the fourth edition, which appeared in 1833, were incon-
siderable. This edition found a tramslator in the Rev. A. Kaufman,
Minister of the Episcopal Church in Andover, (Boston: Perkins and
Marvin, 1836.) The notices of Mr. Kaufman’s translation, in the leading
religious periodicals of our country, were, with the exception of the review
in the Biblical Repository, generally rather unfavorable, and in some cases
severc. 'The obtrusion into the translator’s preface, of private opinions in
regard to various points, which seemed to have no very natural con-
nection with Tholuck’s work, or with his own labors upon it, gave special
offense, and in some cases seemed to lead reviewers to an unjust estimate
of the general merits of his work. It would indeed be casy to point out
serious mistakes into which Mr. K. has fallen as to the meaning of his
author, and the translation is throughout rather hard and mechanieal.
But it is no small honor to have performed so difficult a work, even
tolerably well. The translation shows everywhere conscientious care,
and is generally correct. Whatever its imperfections might be, it still
met a wide-felt want, and has been largely used by theological scholars
in this country and in England. It has for a number of years been out
of print.

A fifth edition of the original was issued in 1837, the year after the
appearance of the translation. In the four ycars which had intervened
between the fourth and fifth editions, so much that was important in the
interpretation of John had made its appearance, that Tholuck felt it a
duty to remodel his work, especially in the portion extending from the
thirteenth chapter to the end. The number of pages, however, was reduced
by the greater compression of the style, and the omission of some of the
citations. In 1834, the second edition of Liicke’s Commentary had becn
published, bearing on every page the evidence that the ten years which
Lad clapsed siuce the appearance of the first had been faithfully used by
its author. There was less fire, but far wore light and clearness in the
work in its new form. There was a general thoroughness, acuteness
and finish of treatment displayed in it, yet it was less independent
than the earlier cdition, not reverential enough in its estimate of
Divine revel'aFion, and very unequal in the exposition of different parts.
A second edition of the second part of Olshausen’s Biblical Commentary
Pad also appeared in 1834. The peculiar charm of this work, which
is as familian now to the English student as to the German, is that
it is one outgushing of the inmost soul of its author—it has a unity
and jfreshness, which have made it dear to many who would turn with
indifference from works which might justly lay claim to more thoroughness.
In the preface to the. fifth edition of his Commentary, Tholuck gives
what he regards as its distinctive character in its relations to these
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masterly works: ¢ Were I to express what I regard as the outward rela-
tion of my Commentary to the two with which its spirit is most in affinity,
I mean the Commentaries of Liicke and of Olshausen, my statement
would be this: the Commentary of Liicke pursues at large the learned
investigation of many points, especially of critical ones; mine limits itself
to meeting the most imperative wants of the preacher, the candidate, and
the student, with the effort in every part to present the very largest
amount of matter in a small space. To the work of Olshausen, mine
stands in this relation, that while in his the grand aim is to present the
thought in its unfolding, mine to the same degree has regard to the his-
torical and philological needs of the classes of readers just mentioned.
Their labor as little makes mine superfluous, as mine does theirs. And
though in general we exhibit a unity of theological tendency, yet there is
an individual diversity, so that one part of the world of theological
readers will feel more drawn to one of us, and another part to another.”
With all their various changes, these editions were nevertheless not so
radically different as to affect the identity of the work. But betwcen
the appearance of the fifth edition (1837,) and of the sixth, (1844,)a
revolution in the criticism of the Gospel had taken place. The works of
Strauss (1835,) and of kindred writers, the masterly vindications by
Neander and others, which they called forth, and the appearance of an extra-
ordinary number of books of high merit, bearing on the interpretation of
John, had made it necessary that the sixth cdition should be newly
elaborated from beginning to end. Not only did Tholuck perform this
labor thoroughly, but he cnriched his work by new researches in neglected
portions of the ancient mines, so as to make it an ampler storc-house of
the old, even while he was bringing to it fresh treasures of the new.
Though much of the matter of the other editions was dropped, and what
was retained was compressed as much as possible, yet the new edition
embraced nearly fifty pages more than the latest of the old. This edition
the writer was induced to translate at the request of the publishing house
of Smith, English & Co., Philadelphia, in connection with Messrs Clark of
Edinburgh, the publishers of the well known Foreign Theological Library,
who have already published translations of various works of Dr Tholuck.
Regarding the work as one of science, not as one of art, he has believed
that the mere graces of style should be freely sacrificed where such a
sacrifice seemed to be demanded by exactness in reproducing the author’s
meaning. The work of Tholuck has been revised throughout, his refer-
cnces of almost every kind have been verified, and, in a number of cases,
corrected. As a convenience even to the scholar, and as an indispensable
aid to others who may use the work, the numerous citations in the learned
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languages are accompanied by a translation. The writer has made varions
additions, which will be found indicated at the points at which they are
introduced.

The translation was commenced in 1854, and was sufficiently advanced
to have been furnished for the press in 1855. Various causes led, how-
ever, to a postponement of its publication to the present time. Mean-
while a seventh edition of Tholuck’s John made its appearance. It will
not be necessary to state its distinctive features, as the author’s preface to it
will be given. From this edition important additions have been made,
which are indicated by the bracket, [ 1 Two Appendices of valuable
matter have also been made from it, for the first of which the writer is
indebted to the kindness of Prof. T. F. Lehman, of this city. As the
translation comprehends the whole of the sixth, and so much of the
seventh edition, it claims, in this combination, an advantage over either
edition of the original, as in the seventh much of the most valuable matter
of the sixth is omitted, under the supposition that the reader has access
to the earlier editions.

Though the labor of translation has been carried on amid the duties
and interruptions connected with the pastoral office, yet it is hoped that a
conscientious care has so far overcome these difficulties that the defects
wll be found rather in the form than in the substance of the work.

CHARLES P. KRAUTH.

122 CrNTRE AVENUE, PirTenuram, PENN'A.
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Since the appearance of the fifth edition of this Commentary, théo-
logical literature has been enriched to such an extent with works which
have exercised an influence on the exposition of the Gospel of John, that
we could not avoid the labor comnected with a new elaboration in cvery
part of our Commentary, in the earlier editions of which the changes had
been but occasional. In the preparation of this sixth cdition, we have used
and have had special regard to the following recent works : Neander, Life
of Jesus, 3d ed.; Strauss, Life of Jesus, 4th ed.; Krabbe, Life of Jesus;
the critical writings of Liitzelberger, Schwegler, Bruno Bauer; Liicke’s
Commentary, 3d ed.; De Wette’s Commentary ; Ebrard, Scientific Critique
of the Evangelical History ; Mau, on Death, the wages of sin ; and others.
We could not use the Commentary of Baumgarten-Crusius, nor Kostlin’s
System of John, in the body of our work, but have noticed them in a
supplement. Among the older interpreters, of whom the other Expositors
have hitherto made no use, or but an occasional one, we have consulted
throughout, especially the following: Luther in his Sermons, Bucer,
Crell, Maldonatus. We have used Bengel with even more frequency than
before. In this way the work has becn extended beyond the size of pre-
vious editions. May it be destined in this new form also, to secure a

favorable hearing and to promote science.
Dr. A. THOLUCK.

Harrg, Nov. 4th, 1843.
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PREFACE T0 THE SEVENTH EDITION.

IN permitting this Comimentary, after an interval of twelve years, once
more to go forth to the world, the lapse of so considerable a time, during
which so many meritorious works upon this Goospel have made their appear-
ance, has rendered it necessary that this new edition should be elaborated
anew. It will be found that in preparing it we have not consulted merely
aids of recent date, but also a number of the older Expositors, hitherto
little used or not used at all, Origen in scattered passages in his works,
and some other Greck Expositors, Luther, Brentius, Tarnov, Gerhard, the
ingenious Bucer, Bullinger, Musculus, and others. I could not use in the
earlier part of my work, the 3d ed. of Meyer, nor the Danish Commen-
tary of Klauscn, 1855.—The expressions bearing on dogmatics, have also
been more thoroughly discussed. As regards the critical question which
has grown into such magnitude, I must confess that after rencwed investi-
tigation, during which it has been my constant effort to give due weight
to the views of those who differ from me, I feel constrained to abide by my
earlier judgment, not excepting even the Passover question. If it should
secm to some of the reviewers, that various points of the exegesis have
not been handled sufficiently at large, I would remark, that brevity was
an element of the original plan of this work, and that consequently the
reader is not to look in it for such cxtended discussions as he finds in my
Commentaries on Romans and on the Sermon on the Mount.

When I began to claborate anew the three Commentaries, (on the Epistle
to the Romans, on the Scrmon on the Mount, and on this Gospel,) the
prospect seemed but slight, in the fecble state of my eye-sight, that I should
be able to complete them, yet God has helped me, and given me strength to
carry the work through. Should I still be blesscd with the same aid, I
shall with ‘\cmhtcucd pleasure, and with fresh love for the work, enter
on a continuation of the preliminary History of Rationalism, in which
my next task will be the delineation of “the ecclesiastical hfe” of the
seventeenth century.

A. THOLUCK.
Jury 2d. 1857. K
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INTRODUCTION.

§1. Parricurans oF THE LIFE oF JOEN THE EVANGELIST.

THE father of the Evangelist was Zebedee, a Galilean fisher.
man ; his mother’'s name was Salome. Iis birth-place was
probably Bethsaida, (77¥ n'3 “fishing place,”) a fishing village
on the sea of Galilee, the native place also of Peter, Andrew and
Philip. This seems to be a natural inference from his intimate
acquaintance with them, and from his being with them, Matt.
iv. 18-21, John i. 40. The parents of John could not have
been altogether poor: Zebedee had “hired servants,” Mark i.
20; Salome was onc of the women who provided for the
Saviour’s wants, Matt. xxvii. 56, and who purchased spices to
embalm him, Luke xxiii. 55; and our Saviour, when he was
dying, commended Mary to the care of John, and requested
him to take her ei¢ 7@ idia, to his own house., That Zebedee
was in good circumstances, and in a respectable social position,
may perhaps also be inferred from the fact that John was
known by the high priest, John xviii. 15. Under these circum-
stances, the supposition is natural that the Lvangelist had
received some education. Ile is, indeed, enumerated (Acts iv.
13,) among the “ignorant,” (idiéraug,) but the Pharisees regarded
all persons as such who had not pursued the Rabbinic study of
the law, all who were not Tn3n "TnYn, pupils of the Rabbins.
It is probable that from his earliest years he had a religious
bent. His mother Salome appears to have been a woman of
piety, such was the devotion with which she attached herself
to Jesus; her mind, too, was probably occupied with the
Messianic hopes, as we infer from the narrative in Matt. xx.

20, from which we gather also her devoted love to her children.
m



2 InrrODUCTION, §1.

Such a mother would be likely to ezercise at an carly period 2
hallowed influence on her children, and this would be fostered
in John by his mode of life as a fisherman, which often led him
to pass the quiet watches of the night on the waters, amid the
enchantments of a region resembling that which encircles the
Lake of Lucerne. (See Scetzen in Winer, Reallex. in the article
Genezareth; Clarke in Raumer’s Paldstina, 2d ed. p. 58.)
‘When, therefore, John the Baptist made his appearance and
announced everywhere the near approach of the kingdom of
God, it was natural that John, at that fime a youth, should,
under the impulse of a hallowed aspiration, attach himself to
this herald of Christ. We find in Theophylact the tradition,
that John's father, Zebedee, was an uncle of the Baptist. The
Baptist, in prophetic intuition, depicted the exalted destination
of Jesus. From himself, as the one who was to prepare the
way, he referred men to him who was the true light of the
world. The docile Disciples turned to Jesus, and among these,
together with Andrew, was John, who, from the very first
intervicw, was so attracted, that he remained with the Messiah,
whom he had now found, from the {fourth hour of the afternoon
until in the night. Nevertheless, Jesus did not at once take
him ag a constant companion, though John probably accom-
panied him for a few days. (See on ch. ii. 2.) It was charac-
teristic of the divine wisdom of the Saviour as a teacher, that
he placed the germ in the soul and allowed it little by little to
unfold itself. John returned to his occupation, and some time
after, when Jesus was wandering by the sea of Galilee, he called
to constant companionship with him the Disciple whosc soul
had been aroused at an earlier period, and the call was at once
obeyed, Luke v. 10, Matt. iv. 21. This Disciple, then, by the
whole course of his life, is a representative of that class of Chris-
tians who, by a gentle and gradual unfolding of their inner life,
have become what they are, as Paul, on the other hand, is a
representative of those who have been transformed by a sudden
conversior. In his intercourse with the Redeemer, John now
revealed such a tenderness of heart, a disposition so susceptible
of moulding, an attachment so profound, as to render him
peculiarly dear to Chirist, to which John himself alludes, though
without mentioning his own name, John xiii. 23, xix. 26, xx.
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2, xxi. 7. It is cvident, too, from some narrations of the
Evangelists, that Jesus conferred certain tokens of distinction
on three of his Disciples, of whom John was one. Matt. xvii.
1, xxvi. 87, Mark v. 87. After the ascension of Christ, John
resided in Jerusalem, where Paul finds him (Gal. ii. 9,) on his
third journey, (about A. D. 52,) though no mention is made of
him on Paul’s first visit, (Gal. i. 19.) As he took the mother
of Jesus to his own house, that in accordance with the request
of Jesus he might sustain to her the part of a son, (John xix.
27;) and as this house probably was in Jerusalem, tradition has
drawn the inference that he did not leave Jerusalem before
Mary’s death, which according to Eusebius took place A, D. 48.
This much is certain, that John at the time when Paul was in
Ephesus, that is A. D. 58 or 59, was not yet in that city which
became the scene of his later labors; for not only would not
Paul labor in places which had been occupied by others, and
therefore would not have intruded upon the territory occupied
by John, but besides there is a scene (Acts xx. 17,) in which
raention of John could not have been avoided, had he then
been in Ephesus. When, too, Paul wrote his Epistles to
Timothy at Ephesus, John was not there. Yet when Paul
afterward comes to Jerusalem, (Acts xxi. 18,) he does not find
John there; his absence, however, can hardly have been more
than temporary, like the one mentioned, Acts viii. 14. The first
occasion for John’s leaving Jerusalem was probably furnished
by the death of Paul, as Asia Minor, where especially the
Christian Churches were very numerous, but where also doc-
trinal errors of the most dangerous character germinated, was
the very region to demand the oversight and fostering carc of
an Apostle. This would bring us to about A. D. 65 or 66. In
Palestine, as we learn from Gal. ii. 9, the Apostle still had the
stricter legal tendency. Even the Apocalypse, at least rests
decidedly on an Old Testament back-ground, and scveral men
who sprung from John’s school, (if that expression be allowable,)
Papias, Iegesippus and Irenseus, were Chiliasts; Hegesippus,
in fact, had Ebionitish tendencies. As regards the KEaster
festival, John and his disciples followed the Jewish usage. If
we consider the type of his Epistles and Gospel as that which
is distinctively characteristic of John, we can hardly speak with
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propriety of John's school, since the Letter of Polycarp, the
Epistles of Ignatius, and the Epistle to Diognetus, have more
points of accordance with Paul than with John, though instances
of the latter are by no means wanting. How is this to be
explained ?* Liitzelberger has on this ground denied that the
Apostle resided in Asia Minor; Schwegler (see §6,) and other
theologians of the school of Dr. Baur, are the more ready to
receive the Revelation as the work of John, that they may
regard the Gospels and Epistles as spurious. This is a mere
cutting of the knot. 'We may perhaps say, that what is charac-
teristic of John does not in general find imitators to the same
extent as that which is distinctive of Paul, (a fact to which the
later periods of the Church also add their confirmation;) that
in addition we must bear in mind the more limited energy of
this Apostle in practical life, (even in Acts iii. 6, Peter is the
one who speaks and acts;) that the Churches in Asia Minor,
moreover, were not founded, but simply taken care of, by him;
that the Gospel and Epistles were the work of his closing years;
that the more Judaizing type had already obtained predominance
through the agency of a majority of the other Apostles—in Asia
Minor especially, both Andrew and Philip had labored.
During the penod of the labors of the Evangelist in these
portions of Asia Minor, he was banished by one of the empe-
rors to Patmos, one of the islands of the Sporades in the ZLgean
sea, where, according to Rev. i. 9, he wrote the Apocalypse.
Irenszeus (Adv. Heres. v. 30,) and Eusebius following him,
(Hist. Eccles. 1. iii. e. 18,) say that the Apocalyptic vision
was given to John at the end of the reign of Domitian. If this
account may be credited, (sec §3,) the banishment must have
occurred under Domitian, (died A.D. 96.) We find in addition
in Tertullian, (Prescript. adv. heret. c. 86,) and in Jerome, who
adopts his statement, (adv. Iovin. I. i. e. 14, in Matt. xx. 23,)
and in other writers, an account of John’s being taken to
Rome under Domitian, of his being cast into a vessel of boiling
oil, of hiz miraculous deliverance from it, and of his being
subsequently removed to Patmos.  As this statement, however,
rests on the authority of no ancient writer exceot Tertullian,

1 See p. 86.
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who was not very critical, and as this sort of capital punish-
ment was unknown in Rome, no importance can be attached
toit. (Sec Mosheim, Dissertat. ad Ilist. Ilecles. vol. i. p. 497,
seq.) There is an independent testimony that John suffered
for the faith, in the fact that Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus,
(about A. D. 200,) calls him pdprve, “a martyr,” (Eusch. His.
Eeccles. v. 24)  The return from exile is to be dated under
Nerva, (Iuseb. ILis. Eccles. 1. iii. ¢. 20, 23. Jerome, Catal.
Scriptor. Eccles. ¢. 9.) In the ecclesiastical tradition he appears
as the centre of the Church-life in Asia Minor, insomuch,
that in the controversies, as for example the one about Easter,
and in the struggle with the Gnostics, he is referred to, and
frequent mention is made of his disciples and learers. When
upward of ninety years of age, (according to Jerome, hic was a
hiundred, according to Suidas, a hundred and twenty years old,)
lic died at Ephesus, in the reign of Trajan.

§2. CHARACTER OF JouUN THE EVANGELIST.

If we conncet the image of Jolhm which his Gospel and
Epistles give of their author, with certain traits of his life,
which antiquity has preserved to us, he appears tous as a
tender, affectionate, rather feminine character—a character
which already displays itself in the difluent and hovering
recital, aud ecspecially in the passages where, with clegiac
sadness, he speaks of the unbelief of the world; chap. i. 10,
xi. 3, xix. 82, xii. 37. Originally, this tenderness was not
destitute of a certain susceptibility to sudden flashes of anger,
as is Dy no means rarcly the case in this class of feminine
dispositions; they are vepelled as vehemently as they are
attracted. Of this kind is the trait recorded, Luke ix. 4.
From the Old Testament point of view, the anger of the
Disciple in the case we have alluded to, was just, for it was an
anger directed against wicked men; but our Lord leads him to
obscrve that such a frame of mind is not the proper one for a
disciple of the New Testament. (We must notice in v. 55, the
position of the ueic.”) There is another aspect, also, in which

1 The prevnlent opinion, that this incident bad led to the“r'\pplicu‘tion of the sur
name “sons of thuwder,” to John and his brother, (Mark iii. 17,) is rendcred less

D
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he appears in the narrative of the Evangelists in an unsanctitied
character. Selfishness reveals itself in the trait, Mark ix. 38,
where he utters expressions of jealousy toward those who,
without leaving all to follow Christ, ag the Apostles had done,
had becorne partakers in the power of working the miracles
which attended the Gospel. Selfishness also appears, Mark x.
35, (sec Matt. xx. 20,) where he and his brother, through their
mother, solicit Christ for an earthly distinction in the kingdom
of the Messiah. We are led, then, to the supposition that the
characteristics of love, humility, and mildness, the expression
of which we find in the writings of the Evangelist and in his
later history, were the result of the renewing grace of God, of
the influence of the spirit of Christ on the Disciple who yielded
himself to it. 'We must not forget, however, that the tender-
ness of John, when he became penetrated by the spirit of
Clirist, was in no sense au cuervate softness. With all the
diffluence of his deseriptions, a severe moral earncstness reveals
itself in his Epistles: 1 John i. 6, iii. 9, 20, v. 16, 2 John 10, 11.
Polycarp (in Irenacus,) mentions a judgment expressed by John
toward the close of his life, in which we recognize the Disciple
of whom Luke ix. 54, tells us. John fled from a bath in which
he found the heretic Cerinthus, saying that he feared that it
would fall upon their heads. We have also had, however,
preserved to us narratives, on which there is an impress of the
character of love wlich reveals itself in his Gospel and Epistles.
Cleniens Alexandrinus, in his book, +ic 6 owbuevos ml.obaiog,!
(what rich man can be saved,) ¢. 42, narrates the following:
“Listen to a story, or rather to a genuine tradition, of the
Apostle John, which has been faithfully treasured in memory.
On his return from Patmos to Ephesus, he visited the neighbor-
ing regions to ordain bishops and organize Churches. While he
was engaged in exhorting and comforting the brethren in a city

prohable ou the view we talte of that occurrence, for there is not then in the words
of Clirist an absolute reproof, and they lose something of their severity. The
name, at lensi, wonld not then be entirely one of reproach, but would merely mark
the strength of their natural fervor. [The name ¢ sons of thunder” can have no
reference to their cloquence; for at the time it was conferred on them, they could
not have given proofs of their cloquence. The most natural explanation of it is
afforded Dby their manifestation of vielent emotion, as in Mark ix. 38, Luke ix, 54
(Here, however, the text is not settled beyond the word émeriunoey.)  Tth ed.]

1 The original is given in Olshausen’s Monum. Preecip. i 17-20,  (Transl.)
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near Ephesus, whose name is given by some, he noticed a
handsome. spirited young man, toward whom he felt himself
drawn so powerfully, that he turned to the bishop of the con-
gregation with the words: ‘I commit him to you, before
Christ and the cougregation, who are witnesses of my heartfelt
earnestness.” The bishop received the young man, promised
to do all in bis power, and John, at parting, repeated the same
charge. Theelder took the youth home, educated and watched
over him, and finally baptized him. After he had given him
‘this seal of the Lord, however, he abated in his solicitude and
watchfuluess. The young man, too early freed from restraint,
fell into bad company. Ilec was first led into lavish habits,
and finally drawn on to rob travelers by night. Like a spirited
steed that springs from the path, and rushes madly over a
precipice, so did his vehement nature hurry him to the abyss
of destruction. He renounced all hope in the grace of God;
and as he considered himself involved in the same destiny with
his companions, was ready to commit some startling crime.
He associated them with himself, organized a band of robbers,
put himself at their head, and surpassed them all in cruelty
and violence. Some time after, John’s duties again called him
to that city. When he had attended to all the other matters,
he said to the bishop: ¢ Well, bishop, restore the pledge which
the Saviour and I entrusted to thee, in the presence of the
congregation!” The bishop at first was alarmed, supposing
that John wus speaking of money, and charging him with
embezzlement. But when John continued: ‘I demand again
that young man, and the soul of my brother,” the old man
sighed heavily, and with tears replied: ‘e is dead!” ‘Dead?
said the Disciple of the Lord; ‘in what way did he die? <¢llc
is dead to God,’ responded the old man; ‘he became godless,
and finally a robber. He is no longer in the Church, but, with
his fellows, holds the fastnesses of a mountain.” The Apostle,
when he heard this, with a loud ery, rent his clothing and
smote his head, and exclaimed: ‘To what a keeper have I
committed my brother’s soul!” He takes a horse and a guide,
and hastens to the spot where the band of robbers was to be
found. Ile is scized by their outguard; he makes no attempt
to escape, but cries out; ¢I have come for this very purpose.
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'ake me to your captain!” Their captain, completely armed,
is waiting for them to bLring him, but, recognizing John as he
approached, flecs, from a sense of shame. John, nevertheless,
forgetting his age, Lastens after him with all speed, crying:
¢ Why, my child, do you flec from me—from me, your futher,
an unarmed old man? Ilave compassion on me, my child; do
uot be afraid. You yet have a hope of life. I will yet give
account to Christ for you. If needs be, I will gladly die for
you, as Christ died for us. I will lay down my life for you.
Stop! Believe, Christ hath sent me.” Iearing these words,
he first stands still and casts his eyes upon the ground. He
next throws away his arms, and commences trembling and
weeping bitterly. When the old man approaches, he clasps
his kuees, aud with the most vechement agony pleads for for-
giveness, baptizing himself anew as it were with his own tears:
all this time, however, e conceals his right band. But the
Apostle, pledging himself, with an appeal to God for his truth,
that he had obtained forgiveness from the Saviour for him,
implores him even on his knees, and the hand he had held
back hie kisses as if it were cleansed again by his penitence.
He finally led him back to the Church. Here he pleaded with
him carnestly, strove with him in fasting, urged Lim with
monitions, until he was able to restore him to the Church—an
example of sineere repentance and genuine regencration.”  To
this narrative from the life of the holy Disciple, which bears so
strikingly the impress of his heart, Jerome (Comm. ad Galat.
vol. iil. p. 314, Mart.") adds the following trait: “When John
had reached his extremest old age, he became too feeble to
walk to the mectings, and was carried to them by youug men.
He could no longer say much, but he constantly repeated the
words: ‘Little children, love one aunothier”” When he was
asked why le constantly repeated this expression, his answer
was: ‘DBecause this is the connmand of the Lord, and because
enough is done if but this one thing be done.” ”

At arecent date, Neander, and specially Liicke, have designa-
ted “vebemence and choler” 23 ¢“the individual temperanient”
of the Apostle; but certainly no other vehemence is supposable

1 Mignes ed., vii. 483.
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than one which stands to tenderness as the opposite pole in the
one orb of character.  Some just remarks on this point will be
found in Br. Bauer, IKritik der Evangelischen Geschichte des
Johannes, p. 400, . and a comprchensive exhibition in ¥rom-
manu, Johann. Lehrbegriff, p. 22.

§3. LaNGUAGE, I’ER1oD AND PLACE IN WHICH THE GOSPEL OF
JonN WwAS COMPOSED.

The unanimous testimony of antiquity is, that the Apostle
wrote his Gospel in Ephesus. We are led to the same conclu-
gion by internal marks, as for example, that the anthor has regard
to the ITellenistic Jewish theosophy, and for the most part to
readers out of Palestine. (Johnil. 6,13,1v. 9,v.1,2.) Another
mark of the same kind, is his skill in the use of the Hellen-
istic Greck. This is so great, when we compare it with the
style of the Apocalypse, that if the Evangclist John be the
author of the latter, the Gospel, to all appearance, must have
been written at a cousiderably later’ period. According to
Irenseus, adv. har. v. 30, 3, the Apocalypse was seen (fwpddy)
by John toward the end of the reign of Domitian, (who died 96.)
If we suppose that the vision was committed to writing about
the time of its appearance, it would fix the date of the Apoca-
lypse at abont A. D. ¢5; if we now place the composition of the
Gospel at about A. D. 100, (and we can hardly put it later,) we
shall only have an interval of five years between the writings, a
space of time which seems too brief to account for the great
diversity in their language. If we might, in accordance with
the Lighly plausible internal marks, fix the time of writing
the Revelation under Galba, (A. D. 68 or 69,) the time thus
obtained would be all-sufficient. Sce Daunemanu, Wer ist der
Verfasser der Oftenbarung Johannis? 1841.  The recent investi-
gations of Dr. Panlus, IIug, Creduer, (1841,) have rendered it
probable that the Greek language was cxtensively used in
Dalestine.  James himself, (the brother of our Lord,) who
never was out of lis native land, in lis Epistle writes, com-
paratively speaking, good Greek. John, then, may have had
some knowledge of the Greek even during his residence in
Jerusalem; if Lie was banished soon after his entrance on his
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new sphere in Asia Minor, he could at that time have had little
practice in it; the interval, on the contrary, of from ten to
twenty years subscquent to his return, must have had an
cssential influence.  (Sec Tholuck’s Glaubwiirdigkeit der Evan-
gelischen Geschichte. 2d ed. 283.) The style of the Gospel,
too, leaves on the mind a geperal impression that its author
was not a practiced writer, for the structure of the sentences is
defective to a very unusual degree. As much as John falls
below Paul in this respect, its solution nevertheless to be be
found not so much in his want of practice in the management
of language, as in the diversity of the peculiar geunius of each;
for the dialectic mode of thinking is entirely foreign to John,
whose turn of mind appears to be very plain and simple.
With a uniformity which has few exceptions, his words arrange
themselves between the particles 8é and otv ; the extent to which
the latter is used, is in fact quite striking. Such is the case
for instance, chap. xix. 20, 21, 23, 24, (twice,) 26, 29, 30,
31, 32, 38, 40, 42. Quite as comnion is the simple connection
with kaef, 11i. 14, v. 27, viil. 21, 49, xvii. 11. In a single case,
however, we find Suwc—puévror, Xii. 42, kairorye, 1v. 2, the simple
évror, vil. 13, xii. 42, as also kal—ré, vi. 51, viil. 16, 17, xv. 27,
el vIv—9§, ix. 41, xviii. 86. The uniformity in the use of certain
fixed words and phrases, of which the three Epistles especially
present examples, is no less to be referred as a general matter to
the peculiarities of his genius, to a certain meditative simplicity,
all whose 1deas reduce themselves to a few comprehensive terms,
such 28 paprvpia, Jofe, dAdea, ¢c, orérog, wy aldwiog, péver,
(sce chap. v. 87.) Still we must admit, that the facility of
expression in John falls short of that in Paul, and is indu-
bitably below that of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Of departures
from pure Greek, there are no examples which excite more diffi-
culty than many of Paul’s deviations from classic nsage, though
Kusebius, Ilist. Eccles. vii. 44, goes too far, when he asse;"ts
that John wrote dnraisrwg, (without slips of style.) Of barbar-
Isms may ke mentioned, &yvoray xvii. 7, and according to Cod.
A. D. éGporev, also in v, G, according to some MSS.; also
Joh. xv. 20, éixosav for eiyov, xaprioouar xvi. 20, 22, for yapa,
drpdwée iv. 37, vil. 28, if we take it in the sense of dandic.
Of solecisms, of pfj. in the dependent question, xi. 56, and in
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the direct question, xviil. 11, fva after the demonstrative, xv.
S, xvil. 3, the Ilebraistic construction, vii. 4, &e. to which may
be added viii. 89, i with Griesbach we read Zore for 7re.

As specimens of good Greek, we may cite the forms of mep:
Mdpdav, xi. 19, the use of »vw, xi. 8, mpd 8¢ Auepdv, xii. 1,
fimep, Xii. 48, duoiog, With the genitive, viil. 55, (of which there
is no other instance in the New Testament,) ‘Ieposéivpa, in-
fleeted after the Greek, while in the Apocalypse it is written
‘lepovoaldip, &e.  As peculiarities, we may mention the frequent
use of the pronoun, vi. 71, vii. 7, ix. 89, the demounstrative with
fva, xv. 8, xvil. 8, 1 John iv. 17, the rcpetition of a positive
thought in a negative form, i. 23, xv. 6, 1 John ii. 27, 2 John
9.! Winer would have done a desirable thing, had he given
in his Grammar of the New Testament the characteristics of the
language of the different authors; Liicke has neglected this in
the 3d cd. of his John also. See in regard to the mode in which
the thought s presented in John’s Gospel, Scyffarth, Beitrag zur
Special charakteristic der Johann. Schriften, Lpz. 1833; as
regards the language, Schott, Isagoge in N. T. p. 150.

The unanimous testimony of antiquity designates this Gospel
as the one which was written last, a statement which internai
criteria of various kinds conspire to sustain. It already pre-
supposcs the synoptical report, (see this point treated more at
large below,) it stands to the others in the relation of a supple-
ment, it gives us the discourses of Jesus with less verbal ex-

actness, &c. -

§ 4. Dusiex AND Draw.

In the question in regard to object, we must distinguish the
general design from the subordinate one. Every thing which
the Gospel history has recorded, has the gencral design of
extending and establishing faith in Christ and his saving
doctrine. With this view, Luke prepared his narrative for
Theophilus, as he mentions at the beginning of his Gospel.
This was also John’s general purpose, as he says himself, xx.
81. The question now rises, whether we are obliged besides

1 To the peculinrities in the formation of sentencesbelong the construction with
xai—xaf, as in vi. 36, ix. 87, ct al., and that the second period cf o sentence
embraces more than the thought in the first, v. 41, 42, ix. 41, xiv. 10, 1 John i. 3.
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this to supposc a special design. This Gospel is of such a
nature as to lead us readily to that supposition. It has through-
out a special didactic character, offers a different cirele of truth
from that of the synoptical Gospels, and continually recurs to
it. It would seern from this, that he had a distinet, heterogen-
cous dogmatic tendency to oppose. The arrangement and
matter of his history differ from those of the other Evangelists
in respects which are not without significance. This might lead
us to supposc that his design was to furnish a supplement
to the other Evangelists. The idea of a polemical dogmatic
design besides the general one, is lield by Irenseus, (adv. haer.
1. iil. ¢. 12,) who says it was John's purpose to confute the
errors of the Gnostic Cerinthus. Many of the ancient and
modern theologians concur in the view of this ancient father:
some of them, however, suppose a more gencral polemical aim
against Gnostic and Docetic errors at large, whilst many think
that they discover in the Gospel besides this, a polemical aspect
toward the sect of disciples of John or Zabians, (Baptizers.)
So the Socinians, Schlichting and Wolzogen; so too Grotius,
ITerder, (Erliut. zum N. T. aus einer necucrdffn. morgenl.
Quelle, p. 11,) Overbeck, (Nene Vers. iib. d. Ev. Joh.) who
regard the aiin as specifically polemic against the Zabians;
besides these, Michaclis, Storr, Schmidt, Hug, Kleuker, who
regard the aim as polemic toward both Gnostics and Zabians.
Some, as for example Kleuker, and more recently L. Lange,
(Beitriige zur iltesten Kircheng.) thiuk they can detect a
polemical purpose against carnal Judaizers. The most recent
negative criticisin of Tiitzelberger returns to the idea of a
polemic aim against the disciples of John the Baptist, (p. 275,)
and that of Schwegler, (sec § 6,) which grants that the Gospel
was written toward the end of the second century, discovers in
it a relation partly irenical, partly polemical, toward the Guosis,
aud also toward Ebionism. If now the question bLe, whether
in the Gospel of John expressions ocenr which can be employed
in confuting Gnostic, Zabian, or Judaic crrors, no one will deny
it. This, however, is not sufficient to establish a distinctively
polemic aim ou the part of John, for a pure Christianity,
constantly and in its own nature, is in conflict with those errors.
The characteristics of the Gospel can force us to the idea of an
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aim so definitely polemic, only in case the didactic character
peculiar to it can be accounted for in no other way than by
cqually definite considerations grounded on the history. This is,
however, not the case. As to the opinion of Ireneus, it is well
knowu that the Fathers in their contests with the herctics were
ready to imagine things of this sort, to represent the Apostles
as distinctly opposing the particular heresics of their day.
Irenseus in the same passage maintains that John designed to
combat the crrors of the Nicolaitans, which is certainly not the

case. Irenweus, morcover, from the fact that several passages
in John could be employed against the Gnostics, might, with-
out being led to it by any historical data, come to the conclusion,
that it was the distinctive object of the Evangelist to contravert
the Gnostic views. To this may be added, that those places
which are regarded as polemic against Cerinthus, (6 Aéyoc aopé
dyévero, &c. Storr, iiber den Zweck des Ev. Joh. § 43, seq.)
and those which are supposed to have a controversial aspect
toward the disciples of John the Baptist, (John 1. 8, iii. 28,
seq.) do not strictly answer their polemic intent, as Dr. Paulus
has shown in his Introd. in N. T. Capita sclecta, Iense, 1799;
in fact, that Cerinthus might employ for his own purposes
cortain passages in John, cf. same, p. 112, It cannot, moreover,
be shown at all that this polemical character pervades the whole
Gospel.  Under these circumstances, we cannot concede that
John, in the composition of his work, had a distinet polemic
dogmatic aim before his eyes, still less that this was his grand
aim. It is, nevertheless, probable that cursorily here and there,
(xix. 84, 85,) especially in the Introduction, he has an cye to
crroncous opinions and doubts, which just at that time were
current. (This is Rettberg’s view, An Jesus in Exhibenda, cte.
p- 9.) It is natural to all authors to have an occasional regard
of this sort to their relations to their own times. This tendency
is more obvious in John’s first Epistle than in hLis Gospel,

about which the judgment of Liicke, in his Introduction to the
first Epistle of John, is very just.

If there be then no pervading controversial aim, did John
perhaps design to place his Gospel in a definite relation to the
other Gospels? e might have intended to present a more
gpiritual delineation of the doctrine and life of the Saviour.
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This thought readily occurs to him who has been attracted by
the wonderfully sublime simplicity, and the heavenly gentle-
ness, which pervade this whole work, as well as by the many
expressions in regard to the higher nature of Christ. The
Alexandrine writers, who generally embrace the idea that there
is a twofold spiritual point of view existing among Christians,
express this thought. Clemens, in a fragment (preserved by
Euscbius, Hist. Ecel. 1. vi. ¢. 14,) of his lost {imorvmdaeic, says:
Tov pévror lwdvvny foxatov ouvmdivte, 6T T4 cwpaTixd £v Tolg
evayyelioe OedfAwTal, mpoTpamevTa VMO TOV Yvwpiuwy, mvelpaTt
deopopndévra, TvevpaTik oV Todjoar eayyéiwor. “ But John, last
of all, perceiving that what had reference to the bodily, was
sufficiently detailed in the Gospels, encouraged by his friends,
and divinely incited by the Spirit, composed a spiritual Gos-
pel.””  Of the same stamp the earlier view of Liicke was,
that the first three Gospels were to be regarded as proceeding
from the position of the mioric, (taith,) that of John from the
position of the yv&ewe, (knowledge.) (Comm. 1st ed. Thl. i
p- 160, seq.) Since in addition John gencrally recounts those
discourses and miracles of Christ which are not mentioned by
the other Evangelists, many writers, both ancient and modern,
have supposed that John had a general purpose of completing
the catlier Gospels, especially of supplying what was wanting
in their delineation of the divine in Christ, (+3v dcoAoyiar.) This
is the view of Euscbins, Ilist. Eccl. L. iii. e. 24, and also of
Theodore of Mopsuestia in the Catena in Ev. Ioh. ed. Corder.
Antv. 1630 : dAX of mepl v 'Aciav moroi déomioTérepoy TEV
Aomav ele Ty ToU edayyeiiov paprvpiav 'lwdvvny kpivavree eivas
TOV pakdplov, Tpooiveykay nev avrd +de BiBlove, uadeiv W Tve
mepl avTay Exer Ty dofav map avrod BovAduevor. ‘O 6 Emfvece
pév Tiic dAndeiac Tovc yeypagorac, é¢noe e Bpaxéa pev adroic
mapakedeipdar, kal TGV ndlora dvaykaiov Aeydijvar Savudrwy Td
didackadind dmavra uspos Eira kal Seiv ipaoke Tode mepl Tiic &v
oaprl mapovoiac Tov XpioTod Stadeyousvoue punde Tode mepl T7j¢ VedTnTOC
Aéyove mapadumery kth.  “ When the believers in Asia judging
St. John to be the most credible of all witnesses, solicited
him to write the history of Jesus, and laid before him the other
Gospels to have his judgment upon them, he pronounced them
all to be truthful records ; but said that some miracles of a very
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instructive character were omitted. Ile said, besides, that the
facts about the deity of Christ should be written as well as those
that related to his appearing in the flesh, &c.” Jerome, also,
(Catal. de vir. illustr, c. 9,) speaks of the historic design of
furnishing a complement to the other Evangelists. So likewise
Storr, Hug, Feilmoser. The contrast in question to wit: that
the fourth Gospel is more pneumatic than the others, certainly
belongs to a later period, which reflected from its own point of
view on the two classes of records. The Apostle himself would
in all probability have judged in the matter as Ilerder does,
vom Gottessohn nach Johaunes, p. 3¢: “If you insist on calling
this a Gospel of the Spirit, be it so, but the other Gospels are
not thercfore fleshly. They also contain living words of Christ,
and build on the same foundation of faith.” The olject of
completing the three synoptical Gospels which we have, cannot,
then, in this specific sense be admitted. That this cannot have
been the grand design, is shown by the unity of form in the
Gospel; “this Gospel,” says Ilase, “is no mere patchwork to
fill up vacant spaces;’” and not even as a distinct subordinate
purpose kept in view by the Evangelist throughout, can we
perccive a design of filling out what had been omitted by the
others. It is in conflict with such a view, in fact, that so much
has been embraced iu the fourth Gospel which is also found in
the first three; that not a few of at least apparent contradictions
to them occur, which might have been harmonized ; that, on the
other hand, the apparent contradictions between the synoptical
Gospels themselves are not cleared up; that at chap. xx. 30, some
statement of this aim might justly be looked for; and finally,
that to embrace this view strictly, would force us to think of a
literary assiduity of a comparatively modern stamp. In addition,
at that period the Churches were acquainted with the history
of our Lord less from the written records of the three Evan-
gelists than from tradition. Nevertheless, there is some truth
lying at the bottom of this theory. If John in his instructions
imparted much, which passed beyond the circle of the ordinary
oral tradition, and consequently beyond the synoptical Gospels
which flowed from it, we can hardly think otherwise than that
among his friends a longing would be excited to possess a
bistory of the Lord in accordance with s delineation. If he
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yiclded to this desire, his work must of itself tale the charac-
ter of a complement, and only thus can we account for it, that
50 many significant facts are passed over, such as the baptism
of Jesus by John, the temptation in the wilderness, the trans-
figuration, the institution of the Lord’s Supper, the agony in
Gethsemane.  That the reader s presupposed to be familiar with
the ordinary traditional circle, is very clear from chap. iii. 24, xi.
2, and also from i. 32.! (Sce Hug’s Introduction, ii. § 53.) If
he has, notwithstanding, given partly in a similar way with the
others, large portions, as for example the history of the Passion
and Resurrcetion, this is not to he wondered at, for without
these no Gospel could be written ; nevertheless, John maintains
his own peculiar character in this division of his work. Desides,
the only passages that coincide with the synoptical Gospels are
chap. vi. 1-21, and xii. 1. The historical portion in chap. vi. is
connected with the discourse that follows, although it may have
also becn introduced on aceount of the miracle; the narrative,
xil. 1, may be introduced on account of the trait it presents of
Judas, of whose deed of Dblackness John designs to give a
hListory in which results are traced to their causes. This view
of the origin of the Gospel, so natural in itself, is confirmed by
the Ecclesiastical Tradition: the account quoted above from
Clement is expressly referred by lhim to the tradition of the
dvékadev mpeofivrepor, (the earliest preshyters.) The intimation
of the Apostle himself, chap. xx. 30, 81, serves at least to show,
that out of the mass of material which lay before him, he had
made a selection with distinet objects in view—what they were
he does not tell us. '

If he made a selection, the question arises, whether he mérely
intended to present something more, or whether this additional
matter is placed nnder some -definite point of view also. The
earlier period reflected little about the literary character of the
Gospels; the most recent, especially in the Criticism of Dr. Baur
and his followers, has carried this tendency to extremes.  Since
Strauss especially, they find throughout this psendonymous Gos-
pel, as they regard it, the most obvious intent, the most distinet

1 Add to these xiii. 27, xviii. 2, (where the concerting of Jurlas with the couneil ia

presupposed, ) xviii. 19, (where the chief point in the heaving befure Culapbas is
unnoticed,) xix. 7, xxi, 15.
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designs and categories, to which the discourses and historics
are adapted, the following up of a distinct plan, even to the
minutest detail. The result naturally is: that to the degree to
which we impute this reflective plan to the pscudonymous
writer, we detract from his historic truthfulness. Bruno Bauer
proceeds, most of all, in an arbitrary, irrational manner. After
returning from the perusal of these recent crities, we feel afraid
that we shall read the Evangelist with confused eyes—as Liicke
(Comm. i. p. 183,) says, “will put meanings into him that he
never had.”  Especially has eriticism directed attention to the
fact, that this Evangelist has made it his business to depict
Jesus in constant conflict with the Jewish officials.  Since this
has been brought before the eye, those also who acknowledge
the authenticity of John, as for example Liicke in his 3d ed.
(sce De Wette,) have obtained new insight into the composition
of the Gospel. 'We, too, feel free to aflirm that from its very
commencement the Gospel pursues this theme: The eternal
conflict between the divine light and the corruption of men, exhibited
in the opposition between the inimical Jewish party and the appear-
ing of the Son of God, and protracted until the light is victorious.
As the overture cxpresses the idea of a musical composition, so
the very Prologue embodies this theme, for it speaks of the
contest of the world with the Logos before he became flesh ;
and as the theme of the IEpistle to the Romans lies in chap. i.
17, so the idea which animates the Gospel of John is expressed
in chap. i. 11-138. Two maiu divisions even of an outward
character undoubtedly present themselves. The first, to chap.
xii. embraces the Public Work of Jesus, and closes with a resumc
of it, v. 44-50. For the second division, the History of the.
Passion and Resurrection, we are prepared by the discourse of
Jesus, chap. xii. 28-32, in which the leading thought is: the
sctting of the sun is necessary, for without it there can be no
rising. Chapter xiii. begins the istory of the assion, and at
the outstart, as it were, v. 8, the Disciple points to the final
glory. The exclamation of Thomas: “My Lord and my God,”
the sublimest acknowledgment of the risen Saviour, closes the
sccond part, and by the words to which it leads: ¢ DBlessed are
they that have not scen, and yet have believed,” forms the
transition to the closing expression: “These are written, that
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ye might believe that Jesus is the Son of God.” Iu the first
main division is delineated the gradual rise of the opposition of
the Jewish rulers up to the decisive event of the resurrection of
Lazarus, and the open outbreak of their hatred which followed.
This recital closes with the official judgment of Caiaphas, chap.
xi. 50, and involuntarily his decree becomes a prophecy of the
significance of Christ’s death. At an earlier period the religious
pragmatism [disposition to exhibit the causes, relations and
results of events. Tr.] had heen noticed in the Gospel, that
John everywhere sees a divine conmnection, and now and then
refers to that course of providence which at time lingers, at
others rushes on, chap. vii. 80, viii. 20, xiii. 1. In our view of
the plan of the work, these intimations appear not simply as the
casual effusions of a religious spirit, but as designed to subserve
John’s aim as a writer; ncvertheless, we are decidedly under
the conviction, that the history presented itself after this form
to the Evangelist as lie wrote it, and not as the result of previous
reflection. Had such a plan been before the eyes of the Apostle
from the beginning as a scheme of which he was conscious,
would he not have expressed it in that closing formula, chap.
xx. 31, where the Evangelist has reached the end of his recital ?

§ 5. CoNTENTS AND ForM oF JouN’s (GOSPEL AS COMPARED
WITH THOE FIRST TOIREE (GOSPELS.

With reference to its contents and form, this Gospel is
throughout peculiar, and in this peculiarity lie a charm and a
power of attraction, which have not only caused it to be pre-
ferred to the other Gospels, but have led many to rank it ahove
all other books of the Bible. [This Gospel speaks a language,
to which no parallel whatever is to be found in the whole compass
of literature ; such childlike simplicity, with such contemplative
profundity; such life and such deep rest; such sadness and
such serenity; and above all, such a breath of love —“an
cternal life which has alrecady dawned, a life which rests in
God, which has overcome tnhe disunion between the world that
is and the world to come, the human aud the divine.” (ITase,
Kircheng. p. 89, Tth cd. translated by Blumenthal & Wing,
New York, 1855.) If we cast our eyes over the whole body of
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religious literature, there is certainly none whom we would
feel tempted to place by Joln's side, unless, perhaps, it were
Thomas 4-Kempis; yet such a comparison would involve as
complete a mistake, as to place in parallel the simplicity of
Xenophon with that of Plato. In the Apostolic men, cited
as scholars of John, in Polyecarp, Ignatius, the author of the
Epistle to Diognetus, there are, indeed, here and there, tonecs
of assonance with John, but not the touch of John’s peneil,
while to Paul so many parallels, even besides Luther, present
themselves.] All the leaders of the voice of the Church have
heen full of its praises. Chrysostom (Prooem. in Hom. in Ioh.)
writes thus: e/ 0¢ pypropudy aldyraxdy te xai adAyrady dvdpdvy,
T@Y pey Fearal, tay 08 opod Fewpyral xat dxpoutd: pete TOSALTYC
xddyvrae T wpodvplag, Tooyy KUy xai owovdiy xai Tpodupiay dv
e)re Oixacor wapacyely, 0dx adljTexob Tevoc, 000 cogaTol ViV els
drdva xaieévrog, @Al dyvopos dTo TdY obpuvdy @dsrropdvov, xoi
Boovric Raumporépav dgisvroc ¢wvjy ; mdoay yap Ty olxovpusvry
éméaye xat xarélufs, zat dvéniyos i [og), 00 TQ péra dvoxpoureiy,
dida t psta tic Petag ydortoc xevioar Ty yAdTTav. xai to0 G
davpuotov, 6t oltw psydly ovea 1) o) obx Eote Tpaysid tic, alod
4707, dAa mdane poveadc dppoviag notwy xai modeworépa xal
Vélar émoropévy whéort xu mpo¢ TobTOS dmoow QrewtdTy xai
QOXWOSOTATY), Xl TOGOUTwY yeEpovaa GROHH}TOY, Xai TOGALT(
xopifovoa drada, d tovg petd dapesiug xuc npodupiac lafovrag xai
deagurdrrovras obx éve Jomoy dvdpdmoug elvoe, obE émt Tic TG
pévew, dAl dvwtépw mdvtwy éotdvar Ty frotady, xal Tpoc TV
dryedagy pedapposapsvovs AjSw xaddmep Tov obpavoy, obtw Ty
77w ofxetv. ¢ If the spectators of the Athletes, or those who are
at once auditors and spectators, of rhetoricians and pipers, sit
with so great readiness; what readiness and carnestness does it
become you to manifest, when you are summoned to the
spectacle, not by a piper, not by a sophist, but by a man who
speaks from heaven and emits a voice clearer than thunder?
ITe has pervaded and embraced the whole world, he has filled
it with 'his cry, not by the greatness of the sound, but by a
tongue moved by divine grace. And what is wonderful, is
that this great cry is not harsh, not destitute of sweetness, hut
gweeter and more charming, endowed with more power to
attract than all the harmony of music: and besides all these, it
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is most holy and awe-inspiring, filled with such secrets, con-
veying such good things, that those who receive and guard it
with diligence and carnestness, are no longer men, no more
abide upon carth; they have placed themselves above the
things of time, they are partakers of the state of angels, and
thus dwell upon earth, as if it were heaven.” In a similar
manner Augustine (Tract. 36, in Iohan.) declarcs: in quatuor
evangeliis sew potius in quatuor Lbris unius evangelii sanctus
Iohannes apostolus, non immerito secundum intelligentiam spirit-
alem aquilee comparatus, altius multoque sublimius aliis tribus
erezit preedicationem suam, et in etus ercctione ctiam corda nostra
ertgt voluit. Nam coteri tres cvangeliste tanquam cum homine
Domino in terra ambulabant, de divinitate eius paueca dizerunt,
ipsum autem quasi piguerit in terra ambulare, sicut ipso exordio
sui sermonis intonust, crexit se non solum super terram et super
omnem ambitum wris et ceeli, sed super ommem ctiam exercitum
angelorum, omnemque constitutionem invisibilium potestatum, et
pervenit ad eum, per quem facta sunt omnia, dicendo: In prin-
cipto erat verbum, ete. Hulc tantw sublimitati principii ctiam
catera congrua precdicavit, et de Domind divinitate quomodo nullus
alius est locutus. JIoc ructabat quod biberat. Non emim sine
causa de isto in wlo ipso Evangelio narratur, quia et in convivio
super pectus Domint discumbebat. De tllo ergo pectore in secreto
bibebat, sed quod in sccreto bibit, in manifesto cructavit. *“In the
four Gospels, or rather in the four books of the one Gospel, the
Apostle St. John, not undeservedly with reference to hig
spiritual understanding cownpared to an eagle, has lifted higher
and far more sublimely than the other three his proclamation,
and in lifting it up he has wished our hearts also to be lifted.
For the other three Evangelists wallked, so to speak, on earth
with our Lord as man, of his divinity they said but few things,
but John, as if it oppressed him to walls on earth, hus opened
Lis words as it were with a burst of thunder, has lifted Limself
not only ahove earth and every sphere of sky and heaven, hut
even above every host of angels, and cvery order of invisible
powers, and reaches to im by whom all things were made, as
he says: <In the beginning was the word,” &e.  Ile proclaims
other things in keeping with this great sublimity with which he
begins, and speaks of the divinity of our Lord us no other persou
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has spoken. He pours forth that into which he had drunk.
For not without a reason is it mentioned in his own Gospel,
that at the feast he reclined upon the bosom of his Lord. From
that bosom he had in sceresy drunk in the stream, but what he
drank in sccret he poured forth openly.” And Origen (Comm.
p- 6, ed. Huct,) says: rodujréoy roivwy elactv drapyny piv masdy
TOo0¢@Y enar T svayyikd, T@y 08 edayreliwy dmapyyy TO xatra
Twdvyyy 09 Tov vody 090¢is Svarar dajsiv yy dvaneswy éxi 10 atijdog
L5000 . . xat tyiezoizoy 0 yesvéodac Get oy dadpsvoy dAiov "Twdvvpy,
dare ofovet Tov Twdvugy duydivac dvra "Ineoby dxo "Ipeod. “We
may presunie then to say that the Gospels are the first fruits of
all the Scriptures, and the first fruits of the Gospels is that of
John, into whose meaning no man can enter, unless he has
reclined upon the bosom of Jesus, . . he must become a second
John, and take John as a Jesus from Jesus.” (Origen means
to say, the expositor must so enter into the spirit of John, that
John, as one filled by Jesus, appears as the counterpart of
Jesns himself.) The devout Ernesti styles this Gospel, the heart
of Christ. Herder exclaims: “It is written by the hand of an
angel.”

This impression is a result as well of the literary form of the
Gospel as of its substance. As regards the substance, it is
more detached from special Jewish references than the others,
and appeals in a more lively manner to the sensibilities than do
the instructions mostly bearing on practical life, which are
recorded in the synoptical Gospels. The superhuman in Christ,
the necessity of faith in him, regeneration, the mystical union
of believers with him and with one another, the commandment
of love and the blessing attached to it, these are the chief
themes of John’s teaching, and many of the facts recorded by
him and peculiar to his Gospel, correspond with them ; among
these are presented the condescending love of Christ, shown in
his seeking men, his tender relation as a man to John, his
position of earnestness yet of forbearance toward his betrayer,
his superhuman knowledge, his glorification in suffering, aud
the obstinate unbelief of the world. To this substance, the
peculiar character of the author’s spirit impressing itsclf on the
language, has imparted a form which enlists the sensibilities in
a high degree. The noble simplicity on the onc side, on the

¢
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other, the hovering nature and the dim mystery of the narra-
tion, the tone of grief and of longing, with the light of love
shedding its tremulous beam on the whole, these impart to the
Gospel a charm, a peculiar originality, to which, out of the
writings of John, no parallel can be found. To these is to be
added, the plastic power of the narrative to bring its scenes
vividly before the eye; the localities are fully marked, chap. 1.
28, iv. 5, v. 2, vi. 59, x. 28—the dates, iv. 6, v. 9. vi. 4, vii. 2—
personal traits, xi. 5, xii. 29, xviii. 10, vii. 25—manners, 1i. 6,
iv. 9, xviii. 39, xix. 31—gestures and passions, xviii. 6, viii. 11,
85, 38. The fact too, that Christ's discourses rather than out-
ward occurrences, are given at large, that the Disciple not only
stands bdefore the history of the Lord, but #» it and over it, and,
as is the method in every work of art, reproduces it from a
noble subjectivity, and accompanies it with remarks of his own,
(ii. 21, iii. 16, 31, vi. 64, vii. 39, x. 6, xii. 33 and 85-50, xix.
35, xx. 30, 31,) contributes to impart to this delineation a life
and vivifying character beyond that of the other Evangelists.
The scnse of the first mentioned peculiarities has been ex-
pressed in a manner singularly striking by Claudius: (Wands-
becker Bote, Th. i. p. 9, A.) “I love best of all to read in St.
John. There is in him something so perfectly wonderful—dusk
and night, and the quick lightning throbbing through them!
The soft clouds of cvening, and behind the mass the big full
moon bodily !—something so sad, so high, so full of presage, that
onc can never weary of it.  'When I read John, it always seems
to me that I sec him before me, reclining at the Last Supper on
the bosom of his Lord, as if his angel held the light for me, and
at certain parts would place his arm around me, and whisper
something in my ear. I am far from understanding all 1 read,
yet often John’s idea secms to hover before me in the distance;
and cven when I look into a place that is entirely dark, I have a
presension of a great, glorious sense, which I shall some day
understand, and hence I catch so eagerly at every new exposition
of the Gosvel of John. ’'Tis true—most of them only ruffle the
evening clouds, and never trouble the moon behind them.”
What is said of him, who learned from the tender, gentle
disciple of love himself, thus to depict him, what is said of
Claudius by IIamann, might have been written of the Gospel of
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the disciple of love: “On thy harp rests a light etliereal essence,
which, even when the strings have ceased to tremble, moves
in waves at freedom in the air, and fills the heart with gentle
sadness.”

Precisely these peculiarities, nevertheless, in the substance
and form of the Gospel, which have excited the praises of the
leading spirits of all ages, have furnished the points on which
in recent times the most formidable attacks have been made
on its genuineness and authenticity. The more widely the
fourth Gospel deviates from the type of the first three, the more
diverse the history and the discourses both in form and sub-
stance; the more readily could doubt be excited, first, of its
authenticity, and then of its genuineness. But cven if the
latter be left at rest, the former may be shaken. If we reflect,
for example, first on the strong impress of subjectivity in this
delineation of the life of Christ, in the arrangement of the
work and the order of the matter in general, and especially in
the relation of the discourses; if we call to mind the late period
at which it was consigned to writing—more than forty years
after the events; if we remember that this same John, when
Paul met with him in Jerusalem, (Gal. ii. 9,) appears as a
Judaist, while the Gospel occupies a thoroughly free position;
if we consider especially the great aflinity between John’s
diction in lis Ipistles and that of Christ’s discourses in his
Gospel, yea, that it scems as though the Evangelist had even
put his own words into the mouth of the Baptist, (ch. i. 16, iii.
31,) must we not come to the conclusion, that if John may be
regarded in a general way as its author, his Gospel is for the
most part a free product of the imagination in the latter yewrs
of his life, when the remembrance of events that had occurred,
and of discourses he had heard more than forty ycars before,
had grown faint, while in the meantime, in the circle of
Asia Minor, with its Hellenistic culture and Gnostic influences,
a freer, more ideal mode of contemplation had been aroused in
the Disciple? Recently Schweizer (das Ev. Joh. nach sein.
inn. Werth. u. nach scin. Bed. krit. unters.—the Gospel of John
critically examined as to its internal value and mcaning, p.
239, scq.) has instituted an cxamination of those events, in
which we may rcgard the Apostle as sceing or hearing for
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himself, and those in which he could not have been present,
but must have received his information through another
medium, as for example the conversation with Nicodemus, the
one with the woman of Samaria, the scene in the Sanhedrim,
the hearing before Pilate, &c., and this examination also leads
to a relative uncertainty of the detail. What can stand as
historic after all the deductions which must ensue from this
process, is the total to which, in De Wette’'s judgment, the
authentic in the Gospel is reduced, as the result of the attacks
of Strauss and Weisse. And even this remnant has been called
into dispute by those who think the authenticity must be
rejected ; in fact, the enthusiastic judgment pronounced by the
earlier centuries on its substance and form, has been completely
reversed. The era of illumination at the beginning of our
century had already pronounced this judgment, (Vogel, Joh. u.
scin. Ausl. &e.—John and his Expositors before the last judg-
ment, part 1, p. 26:) “Our Gospel is adapted to the infirmities
of men who have had no cffusion of the philosoplic spirit. It is
of little use to Christians of our day.” DBretschneider, in his
Probabilia, c. i. § 8, has attempted to make a comparison to
their disadvantage, of the discourses of Christ in the fourth
Gospel with those in the synoptical ones; on this point, he
complains of the ¢loquacity” with which Christ speaks of the
dignity of his person, of the “obscurity of the words and their
artificial ambiguity,” of the “great repetition of the very same
things,” of that ¢“sublimity so foreign to Liuman sympathics,
so chilling, and calculated to repel rather than attract the
mind,” and as the opposite of this, praises highly the practical
fruitfulness and nervous style of the first Gospels. The most
recent criticism since Strauss has adopted this esthetic judg-
ment; and the matter has reached such a point, that in some
issues of the Halle Litteraturzeit, (e. g. 1841, No. 15, 16,) the
Christ of John has been denounced as but an unworthy, vaunt-
ing thaumaturgist, unfit to serve as a roral ideal. It is con-
tended, that the narratives and dialogues of Jesus are formed
after one and the samie manuner in John, that one and the same
tone runs through every thing, the misapprehension on the
part of the hearers, the presentation of sublime truths tran-
scending the sphere of the speaker, the long and tautological
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spinning out of simple ideas—in all of which there is evidence
of the unhisterical character of the events as well as of the
disconrses. We will first take up the events, afterward the
discourses.

When dialogues like the one with Nicodemus and that with
the woman of Samaria are designated as presenting internal
marks of improbability, it must be done primarily upon a
basis of exegetical views, the correctness of which cannot be
conceded, as when, for example, it is insisted upon—as Bauer
and Schwegler especially have done—that according to John’s
account, Nicodemus actually understood the expression of
Jesus in regard to the new birth in a physical and literal
sense; and so in other cases of the same kind. A correct
exposition of such portions will prove that they contain in
them internal marks of historical anthenticity. It is true,
John was not present when these things occurred, but did
not Nicodemus after his conversion attach himself to the
Apostles? And as to the conversation with the Samaritan
woman, did she not herself, according to chap. iv. 89, inform
her own people of what Jesus had said to her? DBesides, Jesus
remained there two days with his Disciples, so that if he did
not himself acquaint his Disciples with what passed at the
interview, they nevertheless had abundant opportunity of
reaching a knowledge of it. That the idea of a distinctive
mannerism, running through all John’s dialogues, is groundless,
has been shown by Schweizer, in the work quoted, p. 80, seq.
No proof is necded, as regards the events, that the matter of
them could be impressed upon the memory ; the common order
of things leaves ns no room to doubt it. As evidence that they
actually have been retained with great fidelity, we may in our
Evangelist appeal to the great degree in which our intuitive
perception confirms his narrative. It cannot be denied that to
innumerable defenses of Christianity, we may apply what
Gibbon said of the Athanasian creed: It was rietoric con-
strued into logic.”’ Yeton the other side, too, it is a mere
rhetorical artifice, when Strauss (Leben Jesu, Th. i. p. 60, 1st
ed.) tries to meet [Ieydenreich’s declaration, that the individual
character stamped upon the biblical history, sufliciently demon-
strates that it is not inythical, by the statement, that a couple
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of pages further on we encounter in this same writer exactly
the opposite argumentation, to wit: that in the legends that are
framed, every thing becomes more eircumstantial and more
ornate. DBoth thesc views are beyond question perfectly true,
and it looks as though Strauss tried to array these two truths
against each other, because he did not feel himself strong
enough to undertake to mect them himself. In the myth which
is formed unconsciously and involuntarily from common report,
you miss as a gencral rule the individualizing; on the other
hand, just to the degrec to which reflection consciously works
upon the common report, the individualizing takes place, but
in a way that is designed, and therefore untrue. Ifas not the
cffort been made on the one side to establish the mythical
character of the feeding of the six thousand, and of Jesus'
walking on the sca, because the powcr of coming home to our
intuition, which characterizes fact, is wanting in them? And
who, on the other side, does not alrcady know from the
Apocryphal Gospels, the designedly individualizing character
of the legend? Is it not adduced as proof on the one side,
that the Epistle to the Ilebrews is not from Paul, because there
is a want of individual references in it; and on the other, is not
that very touch of individuality in 2 Peter 1. 17, 18, because of
“its obvious designedness,” adduced as proof against the
genuineness of that Epistle? We may, it is true, be asked to
furnish the criteria by which we may distinguish this designed
individualizing {from that which is natural and really historiecal.
This demand we may be in a position up to a certain point to
satisfy, but suppose that we could not do it, we need be as
little cmbarrassed by this as a painter would be, who, without
being able to give the specific rules by which he judges, yet
with unerring tact, decides what is portrait, what study, and
what a fancy sketch. We can confidently maintain that the
historian will at once recognize in John not an air-drawn ideal,
but a portrait after the original.

The difliculties connected with the discourses are greater.
It is undoubtedly true, that the discourses of the Saviour in
John have something hovering and diffiuent in their character,
and arc consequently less easy to retain in the memory, so that
the difficulty which exists at the very first, of impressing such
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discourses word for word on the memory, seems to become an
impossibility, when we think of the long interval. If we
consider besides the difference of the contents from those of
the synoptical discourses, since in it the thoughts are connected
and expressed in a difuent manner, while in the others we
meet with parables and pointed sentences; if we notice, more-
over, the similarity between the thoughts and style in John’s
Epistles and those of Christ’s discourses in the Gospels, and
especially the circumstance, as some maintain, that the Baptist
Lias been made to speak in the Evangelist's own style, the
authenticity of these discourses appears to be in the very
greatest peril. Let us weigh these different points one by one.
- This last circumstance has been pronounced by Strauss him-
self (3d ed. i. p. 713,) the “thing of chief 1noment in the whole
matter.”” There arc three passages in which John apparently
attributes twice to the Daptist and once to Jesus words of his
own, (chap. i. 16, seq. iii. 16, seq. iii. 31, seq.)

We commence with the first passage, ch. i. 16, seq. I think
that it will be conceded that if the author of the fourth Gospel
has consciously foisted these words upon the Baptist, he cannot
with truth be regarded as a man of talent, which Strauss how-
ever concedes that he is. The expression “of his fullness have
we all received,” is indicative most clearly of a member of the
Christian Church, while in the mouth of the Baptist it would
be perfectly inexplicable. 'We must not neglect to notice, too,
that the 16th v. is not linked to the 15th, but to the last words
of the 14th, “full of grace and truth.” The historical narrative
of the witness of John comes in first at v. 30; here his witness,
as at v. 7, also, is introduced to confirm the Evangelist’s own
declarations, on which point we must bear in mind that for
him, as one who had been a disciple of the Baptist, his words
possessed a double weight. «Of his fullness,” manifestly is
connected with the “full of grace and truth,” to which words
again “the gracc and truth,” v. 17, refer. 'We have here also
an indubitable voucher for the fact, that the Evangelist, without
distinguishing them in any marked way, passes from the remarks
of another to his own. Let us now look at ch. iii. 16-21. That
Jesus could not have spoken these words, will only be main-
tained with positiveness by those who have already made up
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their minds that he cannot have spoken in general in the way
in which John represents him as speaking. We vwill concede
thus much, that in these words, more than in other discourses
of Jesus, the Evangelist’s mode of expression makes its appear-
ance. What well grounded objection, however, can be urged
against the view that from v. 16 he consciously expands the
thought which had just been presented by the Saviour? The
example from the first chapter bLas already given us a voucher
that he does not strongly mark the transitions of the dis-
course. The first Epistle of John shows throughout, that
it directly belongs to the peculiar features of the Evangelist
not to designate fully transitions of thought. DBut is it really
necessary in the case before us to appeal to a characteristic of
the Evangelist? Does not every preacher among us connect in
the same way his own inference with the text he quotes from
the Bible?* If we desire an instance yet more specific, we have
it in Gal. ii. 14; after Paul had mentioned in the direct course
of his remarks, what he had s=aid to Peter in Antioch, these
remarks from the 15th v. without any observable transition,
blend with what he has to say to the Galatians. Certainly
similar vouchers could be adduced from various points, one for
example which I meet in Jerome, Comment. on Isaiah liii. (ed.
Vallarsii, p. 612.) Ilc there says: ¢ Clement, a man of the
Apostolic age, writes to the Corinthians: the sceptre of God,
our Lord Jesus Christ, came not in the pomp of pride, though
he had all power, but in humility —in so much that beiﬁg
smitten by a servant of the high priest, he answered : If I have
spoken evil, give testimony of the evil, &e.” If we had not the
Ipistle of Clemens Romanus, we would have regarded all this
as his words, as Martianay has actually done; but the text of
the Apostolic Father demonstrates, that from the words “in so
much” we have Jerome’s own reflection. To this must be
added, that John is accustomed to attach reflections of his own

! To this example Bauer (Kritik des Joh. p. 105, see what Strauss, 2d ed. i. 705
objects to the instance from Jerome,) has replied, that the preacher has before him
an acknowledged, distinctly concluded sentence of another. Certainly, yct these
sentences are some more, some less familiar, When the eritic says, thut no one
should include any thing of his own, where the remark he quotes is not likely to be
recognizod nor the point at which it stops known, it may be a very good rule of
style; but docs John offend against none of the rules of style?
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to the disconrses of Christ. As in chap. xii. 44-50, he recapit-
ulates in a comprehensive form the key-notes of Christ’s
discourses, might he not in the same way, when an opportunity
offered, attach to some declaration of Clirist himsclf a state-
ment in the third person of those same fundamental doctrines ?
We come, then, to the third passage, iii. 31-36. That the
Baptist himselt uttered these words, is very improbable. The
conclusion, however, that the Evangelist designed them to be
regarded as the words of the Baptist, is, to say the least, equally
inadmissible. In the very first place, to establish the position
thoroughly that the Evangelist has incorporated reflections of
his own, it would be necessary to show that portions of dis-
course occur mingled with discourses of the Baptist, which can,
with the same plausibility, be referred to the Evangelist, as vs.
31 and 36 apparently can. Now the direct reverse is the casc;
that va. 27-30, throughout accords with the tone of the Baptist’s
mind, cannot be denied; the Gospel of John accords here, at
least, with the synoptical ones, Matt. iii. 11-14. Much stress
has been laid upon the fact, that the parabolic elementis so
foreign to the author of the fourth Gospel, yet in these few
words of the Baptist we have, v. 27, a gnome, and v. 29, a
parabolic sentence; v. 30, is also expressed in a sententious
Old Testament manner, at least is not worded after the style of
the Evangelist. If, now, the Evangelist in the first chapter,
having connected with an earlier declaration of his own a
sublime expression of the Baptist, pursues his own remarks
without anything intermediate, who can take offense that in
this place the words of his beloved teacher of a former day:
“IIe must increase, but I must decrease,” are taken as a point
of transition to a further delineation of the preéminence of
Christ? In the first chapter, after mentioning the Baptist, he
adds, v. 8: “He was not that light, but was seut to bear witness
of that light;” in the same vein with that remark he here says,
v. 81: ¢“He that is of the carth, is earthy,” &c. As, finally, in
the first chapter, a strange hand smuggling itself in would have
betrayed too great a clumsiness if it had put v. 16 in the mouth
of the Baptist, so equally in this passage would it have been
the case if, after his disciples, v. 26, had said to him: “All
men conmie to him,” after he had acknowledged it too in what
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he says in reply, the contradictory words had been put in his
mouth which closely follow in v. 32: “ And no man receiveth
his testimony.” Do not these words, just as clearly as chap. i.
16, betray the emotion of the Disciple, who in the midst of
the feeble Church stands over against an unbelieving world, in
whom still resounds that word of the Master which we read in
ili. 11, v. 382 (See xii. 37.)

We turn now to the second instance, and consider the
diversity in the contents of the discourses of Jesus in the
synoptical Gospels and in that of John. ¢ The Christ of John
differs from that of the synoptical Gospels to such a degree,
that it would be casier to imagine two faces to one head, than that
these two images can be cqually faithful likenesses of the same
individual.” In these words of Weisse we have the doubt pre-
sented in its most glaring colors. Inasmuch as for the present,
as we have said, we leave the form out of question, we simply
ask whether the contents of Christ’s discourses, according to
John, cannot be authentic equally with those in the synoptical
account? DBefore our day, the difference in the delineation of
Socrates in Xenophon and in Plato had already been adduced
as a parallel. In Xenophon, Svcrates appears as a man desti-
tute of a speculative turn, and thoroughly practical ; according
to Plato, as a profound spirit, who sought to refer practice
itself for its ultimate basis to the speculative necessity. Against
this parallel, which I have expanded and argued more at
large in my Credibility of the Gospel History, (Glaubvrirdigk.
der Lv. Ges. 2d ed. p. 319,) Bauer, in his work before
quoted, p. 412, alleges that so long as we cannot prove that
Plato designed in his Dialogues to give historical notices of
Socrates, and so long as it is clear from other history that the
philosophical pupil recognized constantly as his teacher that
very man, whom, according to that principle, (of the value of
speculation,) he surpassed, the judgment must Le valid, that
Xcnophon aloune has given a true image of Socrates. We
think it sufficient on this point, to make our defense with the
authorities of which we have availed ourselves in the part of
our work alluded to above, (Glaubw. p. 819.) An entirely
different view from that of Mr. Bauer, in relation to the
partially historic character of Socrates in Plato, is held by
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Schleiermacher, Brandes and Ilegel. Brandes, in his disserta-
tion in the Rhenish Muscum, Elements of the Socratic
Doctrine, (Grundlinien der Lchre des Socrates, I1. i. p. 122,
rays: “It was by no means usual in antiquity, as in recent
times, to consider the picture of Socrates sketched by Xeno-
phon as a truc portrait, the Socrates of Plato, on the
contrary, as an ideal, something as completely destitute of
reality as P’lato’s theory of ideas itself.” And yet Plato did
not at all design a purely historic delineation, while the fourth
Evangelist did so deszgn. We can apply to the subject before
us the pertinent langnage of Bengel, (Harmonie, p. 615:)
“The same person may narrate the same thing on different
occasions in a different way, and yet in each case with the
fundamentals of truth. Compare Acts ix. and xxvi. with each
other, and of the same kind chap. x. and xi. where the
conversion of Paul and Cornelius is told twice. If a drawing
is made of a city first from the east side, then from the west,
though in both cases the tallest and most striking towers
and edifices are presented, yet in all other respects the two
sisetches not only can, but must differ widely. And yet both
are faithful copies of the original.” We will not urge that the
character and value of many of the expressions characteristic
of John are of such a nature that it is utterly out of the ques-
tion to regard them as the voluntary invention of any Jewish
Christian of that day, though De Wette himself has decided
for the authentic character of a number of John’s expressions
on the ground ¢“that they glow with a lustre more than
carthly.” May we not suppose, that among the twelve
Apostles one man could be found of as much originality as
Paul? If we think of John as one of those mystic spirits, a
homo desideriorum, as Am. Commenius expresses it, of a class
rarely occurring, from his youth diverted from practical life
and directed toward the invisible world, (Appollonian souls,
these elect ones of our race were styled by the ancients,) and
think of the other Apostles as possessing the traits still
common to fishermen and publicans; surely the image of Christ
which impressed itsclf on John, the discourses which had

1 See Hegel, in his History of Philosophy, in his works, Th. iv. p. 124.



32 InTRODUCTION, § 5.

peculiar value to him, would not be the same we find in the
other Evangelists. We are speaking here for the most part
hypothetically, but the evidence which sustains our hypothesis
offers itself readily to the eye. For all the doctrinal matter
characteristic of John, (and on this argument the greatest
weight should be laid,) some parallels at least can be found in
the synoptical Goospels and in the New Testament Epistles. The
most scrupulosity may be directed against the authenticity of
the many discourses of Christ in regard to his mysterious
relation to the Father; yet we have an cexpression of Christ, in
regard to his relation to the Father, in Matt. which in its form
sounds so much like John, that frequently persons not familiar
with the Bible, have looked for it in John, (Matt. xi. 25.) A
second instance of this sort is not to be found in the synoptical
Gospels, yet be it marked, that Clirist in his discourses even in
them designates himself as the Logos, who already has wrought
under the Old Testament, Matt. xxiii. 87, (this cannot refer to
Christ’s repeated presence in Jerusalem,) Luke xiii. 34, com-
pare with Matt. xxiii. 84. The mysterious communion of the
Redeemer with those who believe in him, is spoken of in
Matt. xxviii. 20; the promise of the Paraclete appears to be
peculiar to John, yet Luke, chap. xxiv. 49, has it also. Of
love in that universal sense in which John employs it, Christ
does not speak in the first Gospels, but Paul docs, as he does
also of that mystical “Dbeing in Christ,” whose tones pervade
John. Whether Paul is indebted for this knowledge to
expressions of Jesus, transmitted orally, or to the direct
operation of Christ within him—in cither case he confirms the
doctrinal type of John as genuiuely Christian. On the other
side, let us not in the difference of contents forget the agree-
ment. Where John does not veport discourses of a doctrinal
character where the discourses are connected with tlie history
of Christ, there is almost an agreement to the letter, as in
the narrative of Peter’s denial, in that of the woman who
anointed Christ’s feet, (compare chap. xii. 7, 8, with Matt.
! In Matt. xvii. 26, is an cxpression which has not been poticed 23 it deserves
in which Christ speaks of his higher relation to God in o manner as original as
it is profoundly spivitual—he is no subject in God’s kingdom, he is the only

begotten Son. ¢ Afy Fother” is used in ils emphatic semse in Luke ii, 49
Matt., xv. 13, =viii. 10, xix. 35, xx. 23, xxvi. 29, et al. os it is in John.
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xxvi. 10-12)) and in that of Pilate. The narrative of the
woman who was taken in adultery, chap. viil. reminds us of
the type of the other Gospels, even though we suppose it to
be a record from the Apostle’s narration, by another hand.
Notice the argument with the Pharisees, x. 84, the practical
confutation of them, v. 39, 42, 45 vii. 19. If we add to this,
that the Evangelist in all probability had the contents of the
other Gospels before his eyes, and designed to give chiefly what
they had not, the difference of contents can excite no further
scruple. — The writings which were occasioned by Bret-
schneider’s Probabilia belong here: Rettberg’s An Johannes
in exhibenda Jesu natura reliquis canonicis seriptis vere
repugnet ? Gott. 1828; Reineke's work on the same subject,
1826, of less value; an essay in Heydenreich’s Zeitschrift fiir
Prediger-wissenschaft. 1 B. 1 IL.; compare, also, Schott,
Isagoge in Nov. Test. p. 129.

‘We come now to the form. We ask, in how far the narra-
tion of the discourses may be considered a verbal one? That
it should be absolutely word for word, is made impossible by
the fact that it translates from the Aramaic into Greek; even
in the synoptical Gospels the different narrations of the very
same discourse run into contraricties in form. What judg-
ment are we to form of the similarity of language in the
Epistles of John and the discourses of Jesus given in his
Gospel?  Origen in his day, and more recently the work of
Stronk, (de doctrina et dictione Iohannis ad Iesu magistri
doctrinam dictionemque exacte composita. 1797,) go upon the
supposition that the Disciple had formed himself thoroughly
upon the style of the Master. How much of the same sort
has occurred even in our own time, I have in my Glabwiirdig-
keit der Evang. Gesch. p. 337, attempted to show by instances
from the most recent literature. John stood in the very
sort of relation to Christ which makes a dependence of this
character credible; between the Disciple and the Master on
whose bosom he lics, must exist a close personal relation.
Grotius makes the happy remark that John was more ¢elejgoug,
Peter more geroypiarog, (John loved Jesus, Peter loved Christ,)
as Plutarch, Vita Alex. c. 47, says of Hephestion and Craterus,
Alexander’s two friends, that the former loved Alexander,
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the latter the king. If such a rclation could cffect as regards
the substance, that he took up what was profoundest and most
essential, so could it cause as to the form that he might take up
what was adventitious, especially if we may suppose a certain
goftness and feminine character in him. Yet we cannot maintain
this dependence as regards the casual elements of speech ; the
hovering nature and diffluence of these in John point rather
to the character of the Disciple than of the Master. Still we
are justified in supposing that the phraseology and certain
leading terms are to be referred to the Master's account, and
cven Strauss has conceded more than we could have ventured
to hope, when (Thl. i. p. 676, 1st ed.) he grants that the
antitheses of ¢flesh” and “spirit,” “light” and ¢darkness,”
“above” and “bencath,” that moreover the mystic expressions
“bread of life,” “living water,”—of which not one occurs in the
synoptical Grospels—are constituents of the original discourses
of Christ, which the author “lhas only developed further in an
Alexandrian or in a general Hellenistic spirit.” DBut how
could the Disciple remember these discourses after the lapse of
from forty to sixty years? and if he was in Jerusalem all this
time in the thrall of a gross Judaism, how can that fact be
harmonized with his holding such discourses as these of Christ
in his memory? If we concede that the diffluent form is the
Evangelist’s own peculiarity, that only the thoughts lying at
the bottom of it belong to Christ, all that is essential as to the
difficulty of his remembering vanishes. The more ardent his
nature, the more profoundly must every thing impress him.
We are reminded in this connection, how many cxamples
therc are in our own time of persons who attribute their
awakening to some particular scrmon or sermons, and who are
able to repcat what impressed them, with tolerable fullness,
even after they reach old age. Irenmus, in a passage preserved
in Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. v. 20, and which will be given in fuil
in the next §, declares, that in his old age he could remember
very fulty the discourses of Polycarp, which he had heard
when a young man, and uses two expressions which we can
employ here: “What we learn in our youth, growing with our
minds, unites with them firm] ¥, and: “Constantly by the grace
of God I carefully ruminated ou the things he said.” Tt is not
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probable, indeed, that John at an early period took notes for
himself, but the impossibility of his doing so cannot be
established. Who would imagine that the tanners and shoe-
makers, with whom Socrates conversed, would make notes?
and yet this very fact is recorded of Simon the shoemaker.
Of the pupils of the Rabbins (21R%0) it s now and then
raentioned, that they wrote down sentences from the lips of
their masters. Finally, we must remember the promise of our
Lord, that the Spirit should recall to the memory of the
Disciples what they had heard, John xiv. 26. If the Spirit of
the Lord touched the soul of the Disciples in general, like an
electric stroke, all the intellectual faculties, and of course the
memory of the truths they had heard, must have shared the
animating influence. He who believes that in accordance
with God’s purposes, Christ has appeared in history as a
Redeemer, belicves at the same time, by necessary implication,
in a transmission of his discourses and acts faithful in all
essential respects. Evidence, too, derived from the character
of the discourses before us, present themselves that they are no
invention from the Disciple’s hand, and that De Wette goes
too far when he speaks of ““an intoxication of soul,”” in which he
has mingled things of his own with the expressions of Christ.
Christ in his discourses does not designate himself by the name
of the Logos, and with all the grcatness which he affirms of
himself, there are expressions even in John which seem to lower
him, (chap. xiv. 12, 28, x. 84.) If it can be shown that the dis-
courses of the Baptist are narrated in all respects faithfully and
in unison with the synoptical Gospels, would not this be
a ground for a favorable inference, a posteriori, as to the dis-
courses of Jesus? Now with the exception of a single passage,
(the contested “he that cometh after me is preferred before
me,” i. 15,) there is nothing in the discourses of the Baptist which
is not either given in the first Evangelists, or susceptible of explana-
tion from his Old Testament prophetical character. Compare
chap. i. 19-36, iii. 27-30. We have becn supposing a complete
discrepancy of form, yet this, like the discrepancy of matter,
allows of limitation. As regards the gnomologic and parabolic
form, compare chap. v. 35, iii. 8, iv. 34-38, ix. 39, x. 1, seq. xv. 1,
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seq. xvi. 21 and 25. A number of sentences are coincident in
the reciprocal accounts of the Evangelist: John xiii. 16, xv. 20,
cf. Matt. x. 24 ; John xii. 24, xxv. 26, cf. Matt. x. 38, 89; John iv.
44, cf. Matt. xv. 57; John xiii. 20, cf. Matt. x. 40; John xiv. 31,
cf. Matt. xxvi. 46. Again, the first Gospels bave expressions
which even in respect of form remind us of John: Matt. xi.
25-30, viii. 22, vi. 22, xix. 17, xxvi. 29, Luke vii. 35, 45, cf.
Matt. x. 89, with John xii. 25, the use of diydwos and didorpeoc
Luke xvi. 11, 12, vio¢ tob gwréc Luke xvi. 8, with John xii. 36.'

It yet remains for us to clear up the last scruple, which is
how the discourses of our Lord, which exhibit a position of
such freedom, could have lain dormaut and inactive in him
during the time he continued in a rigid Judaism ? (Liitzelberger,
iber d. Ap. Joh. p. 179.) The scruple sounds like a very
important one, but it presupposes more than can be proved.
For in .what consisted the difference between James, John and
Peter, on the one side, and Paul on the other? Both parties
were united in the view that Gentiles were to be admitted to
the Church; the only point on which a scruple was entertained,
wag whether they were to be exempt from the observance of
the Mosaic law. Taul himself never designed to abrogate it
at once among the Jewish Christians. The question then arose,
whether, for the sake of unity among Christians, the Gentiles
also should not be obligated 10 keep it. An agrecement was
cffected at Jerusalem, which, from a spirit of accommodation
toward the Jews, (Acts xv. 21,) imposed upon the Gentiles the
avoidance merely of the grossest causes of offense. Now in all
the discourses of Christ given by John, is there anything
inconsistent with this ?  Can the scruple of the Disciples ocea-
sion surprise, when Jesus himself during his life subjected
himself to the demands of the law? The case would have

1 John xi. 11, where a pause observed in the discourse of Jesus is marked
may serve as a proof of nccuracy as to form in recollecting the discourse ot:
Jesus: so may viii. 23, “and he snid unto them.” Yect on the other side, we
may obsers> a carelessness to o remarkable extent, as regards verbal :Lgreen;ent
in xii. 34, xi. 40, x. 2& vi. 36. The verbal fidelity of the narrative is made
most evident where the Evangclist énterprets the words of Christ, chnp. ii. 20
vii. 38, xviii. 9, xii. 32, on the last of which passages, De Wette himself says;
“It must be accepted as a fact, that Jesus used this expression.”  But yet
the expression xii. 83, vil. 37, has the coloring peculiar to John !
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been very diflerent had John made the justification of man
dependent on the observance of the law. Nor have the other
Apostles done this in a single instance.  On this point compare
Schyweizer, in his worlk before quoted, p. 238.

§6. Ox Tui GENUINENESS AND AUTHENTICITY OF JOIN.

In the early Church no opposition to this Gospel found vent,
except that of the scct of Alogiaus, who also urged indeed
difficulties from the historical difference between John’s Gospel
and the synoptical ones, but cspecially as they rejected the
doctrine of the Logos, were led to object to it on doctrinal
grounds. After them—not to mention some anonymous Eng-
lishi deists—the first doubts of its genuineness were raised at
the close of the last and beginning of the present century ; its
genuineness was contested by Eckermann, (1793,) Vogel, (1801,)
Horst, (1803,) Ballenstedt, (1812.) The great difference in
Christ’s method of teaching, and the assumed coincidence with
Philo’s theology, were then the grand stumbling block of doubt.

These assaults were, however, destitute of foundation in
various respects, especially of a historical sort. Bretschneider
sought to furnish this in his Probabilia de Evang. ct Epist.
Tohannis apostoli indole et Origine, 1820; and that, too, on
grounds and presumptions of many of which the most recent
period has again availed itself. According to Bretschueider’s
theory, the author of this Gospel belongs to the first half of the
sccond century, and is a writer with a doctrinal drift, who
comnposed this work with the design of propagating the meta-
physical doctrine of the deity of Christ. At that time, cspecially
because of the partiality of the school of Schleiermacher for the
Gospel of John, thesc arguments obtain no currency. The
author retracted his doubts. The most important writings
against his work, are those of Calmberg, de Antiquiss patrum
pro Evangelii Ioh. authentia testimoniis, 1822, l{emsen, 1823,
and Crome, 1824. The attachment to this Gospel only in-
creased the more, while on the other hand the synoptical
ones, by obvious prejudice, were lowered. Suddenly, Strauss
appeared, and predminently with arguments drawn from inter-
nal eriticism, impugned the authenticity and historical basis of

D
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the fourth Gospel more decidedly than those of the first three.
While the first three were a confused, but natural echo of the
original history of Jesus, John’s was but an artificial resonance,
produced in part with skill and taste. It miglt have bcen
supposed that with this verdict, the age of brass for this Gospel
had come; but it was only the age of iron. It was but the
beginning of the end, for at once various persons began to make
various uses of the separate materials out of which Strauss had
built his theory, and, in part, applied them to the erection of
new edifices; or should we rather say, of castles in the air. First
appeared Weisse, (die Evang. Geschichte kritisch bearbeitet,
1838, 2 Th.) with the following so called essay toward medi-
ation: John himself (though with too strong an imagination,)
Liad written ¢ Studies for a biography of Jesus,” one or more
laborers had reduced these studies to the dialogue form, and
had added historical data, yet all this “has been spun out so
awkwardly,” that predicates like the following are heaped upon
the delincation: “insipid, whimsical, incongruous, obscure,
ambiguous, bordering on nonsense.” The new hypothesis
found a solitary adherent in Schenkel, (Stud. und Kritik. 1840,
IL ii1.) and has been attacked by Frommann, (Stud. und Kritik.
1840, II. iv.) and Liicke, 8d cd. Gfrorer, who, in his History
of Karly Christianity, has wholly surrenderved the genuineness
and anthenticity of the first Gospels, refers to the fourth as
“the Sanctuary aud the truth.” Ilere now we learn the
following: The Gospel belongs to the Apostle John, but partly
owing to the feebleuess of an old man’s memory, partly to his
fancy, the history and discourses liave in great measure heen
falsely detailed; for example, Lazarus is only the young man of
Nain, the history of the man that was born blind is merely an
embellishment of the same thing that Mark viii. 22, narrates,
&c. Dc Wette, as is his wont, on this question hesitates
between Yes and No, with a predominance of the Yes, however,
though with a decided limitation of the authenticity. Liitzel-
herger (Die Iirchliclie Tradition, &c.—The Tradition of the
Churceh in regard to the Apostle John and his writings proven
to be groundless, 1840,) thiuks that he has shown that the
Apostle never was in Asia Minor, and that he died before
Paul.  Ilis examination of the historic proofs of the genuine-
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ness of the Gospel embraces muel that is worthy of attention,
but his positive idea is the most baseless that could well be
imagined: that the unknown author (this is inferred from ch.
iv.) was probably a Samaritan, who relicd upon the Apostie
Andrew for his information, and wrote the Gospel beyond the
Euphrates. To Bruno Bauer (Kritik der Evang. Geschichte
des Joh. 1840,) we owe the discovery, that the Gospel is
throughout the pious reflection of the later Church, twined
about some historic fragments so slender as hardly to be per-
ceptible, and the whole thing done so awkwardly and scnse-
lessly, that the falsifier, for instance, thinking himself of Christ
as ascended to heaven, commits the blunder, chap. iii. 18, of
making Christ while yet lUving speak of himself as one who had
already ascended to heaven. If the iron age, as regards the
contents of the Gospel, may be regarded as having been reached
in Bruno Bauer—for in a literary point of view the charge of
want of sense degrades a writer more than that of deception —
the age of brass as regards the estimate of the external grounds
of genuineness seems to have come with Schwegler, (comp. the
Dissertation on John’s writings in his book: der Montanismus,
&c.—Montanism and the Christian Church of the second cen-
tury, 1841.) According to him, the Gospel was written about
the year 170, in Asia Minor, in the circle of the adherents of
the elder Apollinaris, and imputed to John to secure the favor
of the Jewish-Christian readers; it embraces allusions to the
prevalent disputes in regard to Easter, and designs to compose
the difference between the Ebionite and Gnostic parties.
Schweizer has made a new essay with a theory which makes a
division in the Gospel, (das Ev. Joh. nach seinem innern Werthe
und seiner Bedeutung, &¢.—the Gospel of John according to its
internal value and its importance for the life of Christ critically
cxamined, 1841.) The supplemental chap. xxi., some particular
verses, and the history of the healing at Capernaum, of the
miracle at Cana and of the miraculous feeding, he supposes to
be interpolations.

We will adduce first the external testimonies of tradition which
establish the genuinencss of the Gospel. "We may here remark,
that there has becn up to this time an agreement in the senti-
ment, that the Gospel and first Epistle must have proceeded
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from the same author, that the testimonies for the use in the
Church of the Epistle are an argument for the Gospel also,
though it does not necessarily follow from this that John was
its author.

Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. iii. 39, says of Papias, who must have
been cotemporary with Aristion, and the presbyter John, who
were Disciples of our Lord, that he cited testimony from the
first Epistle of John; Polycarp also, ad Philipp. c. 7, cites 1
John iv. 8. The fourth Gospel must then at the time im-
mediately subsequent to the death of the Apostle, have been
regarded as a Christian document. We would certainly sup-
pose that Polycarp, a pupil of the Apostles, or at least since his
Epistle is a brief one, that Ignatius, another of their pupils, who
has left seven Epistles, would have some citations from the
Gospel or allusions to passages in it. Yet the Letter to the
Romans affords but one certain allusion, chap. vii.: “I desire
the bread of God, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ—and I
desire drink, which is his blood,” comp. Joln vi. 83, 54, 55.
But it should be observed that in Letters, in hortatory writings,
less occasion offered for quoting the Gospel: in the letters of
Ignatius we have only some five citations from the Gospels,
whilst there are twenty-five or thirty from the New Testament
Epistles; in the Letter of Clemens Romanus, only two from
the Gospels, and some twenty-three from the Epistles of Paul
alone; in the nine chapters of the Letter of Polycarp, some five
from the Gospels, and about twenty from the Epistles; in the
Letter to Diognetus, a solitary expression from Matthew, and
about nine from the Epistles. The next witness is Justin
Martyr, in the middle of the second century, who says: ¢ Christ
said, except ye be born again (dvayevvypdire) ye cannot enter
into the kingdom of heaven, but that those who have once
been born cannot enter a second time into their mother’s womb,
is evident to all.” Comp. iii. 3-5. The grounds on which it
has been denied that there is a quotation in these words, are not
sufficient; Credner and Schwegler maiutain that the Dassage is
borrowed from the xjpuyua Ilérpov, because the ¢ verily, verily
characteristic of John is wanting, because he has dvaysvpdivae
and not dvwdtey yevyydirar, because he has ¢ kingdom of heaven
and not “kingdom of God,” and because this same passage
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occurs in ITomil. Clem. xv. § 26, but in these Homilies not
John but the wjpvyrua llézpov was employed, (Schwegler, Mon-
tanismus, p. 184;) but these Homilies (Ifom. iii. § 52,) cite the
cxpression which is undoubtedly John’s: My sheep hear my
voice,” cf. John x. 27, and the Recognitiones, 1. vi. § 9, quote
these words: “Verily I say unto you, except a man be born
again of water he cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven.”
Since in this place, too, where the citation from John is yet
more unmistakable, the expression used is “ kingdom of
heaven,” and not “kingdom of God,” it proves that in quoting
from meniory the more current expression derived from the
first three Gospels had been substituted for the “kingdom of
God,” peculiar to John.

With the mention made by Justin Martyr, we connect, that
in the letter to Diognetus, which assuming the latest date must
be referred to this time, if not to the Apostolic, (compare
Semisch, Justin der Mityrer, p. 185—Justin Martyr, his life,
writings and opinions, Tr. by J. E. Ryland, Edinburgh, T. & T.
Clark, 2 vols. Bib. Cab.) In this, c. 10, occurs the expres-
sion: to whom (men) he sent his only begotten Son,” and
immediately after: ¢ or how shouldst thou love him who before
so loved thec;” they stand in precisely the same connection in
1 John iv. 9, 10, compare, too, v. 19: “ We love him because
he first loved us.”” From the middle of the first [second. Tr.]
century wec have also the testimony of the Valentinians
(Valentinus died 160,) for the use of the Gospel. Irenwus
expressly testifics (adv. her. iii. 11, 7,) that the Valentinians
used the Gospel of John in order that they might be able to
appeal to a Disciple of Jesus. There is not, indeed, explicit
evidence that Valentinus himself used it, but his pupil, Herak-
leon, wrote a commentary on it, and Ptolemy and Theodotus
have also employed it. As this sect had their own Gospel,
Evangelium Veritatis, they could have added the Gospel of
Jolhu, only because it was auncicutly acknow]cfdged in the
Church, and in order to employ it in recommending their own
views.

After the middle of the second century, the indubitable
witnesses increase. First of all are to be mentioned the
Montanists, (Montanus flourished about 160;) they rested
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their appeal on the fulfillment in their sect of Christ’s promise
of the Paraclete. Schwegler has indced pretended to main-
tain that this sect did not derive the name ¢ Paraclete” froni
the Gospel, (in his work already cited, p. 188,) but in this po-
sition no one will concur with him. Valentinus himself, who
cnumerates as @ons the products which originated from the
union of dvdpwmoc and éxxhypaia, to wit: Hapdxlyros, Hisrte,
'Eiric, *Ayany, &e. has undoubtedly derived these terms from
Christianity, and not, as that critic insists, from Philo. The
Letter, also, of the Church of Lyons and Vienna, in the year
177, applies the term Paraclete to the Holy Ghost, Fusel.
Hist. Eccles. v. 1; we find in it also a citation from John xvi.
2. Yet earlier must we place Tatian, the scholar of Justin,
who in his Apclogy, c. 13, undoubtedly quotes the Gospel:
This is what was said: o010 darev dpa 0 eioyusvor % axotia o
¢@d¢ odx xaralapfdver, “The darkness comprehended not the
light,” and c. 19: mdvra 07" adrod xai yopis adzob yéovey obd:
€y, “All things were by him, and without him was not any
thing made.” That the Diatessaron of Tatian opened with
the first words of our Gospel: “In the beginning was the
viord,” has Dbeen disputed by Credner, but, as Danicl has
shown in his work, Tatianus der Apologet, p. 89, without
good grounds. The Apology of Athenagoras, written abont
177, embraces also (c. 10,) some words from John i. 8, and
ollusions to John xvii. 21, 22, 23, TReferences to the Gospel,
which can scarcely be denied, are to Dbe found after the
middle of the second century, in Celsus ; see Origen, cont. Cels.
v. 62, 1. 66, 67. In the last of these passages he speaks of the
demand which the Jews made of Christ n the temple, which
Jesus declined to satisfy by an explicit sign. It is impossible
here to mistake the refercnce to John ii. 18.  There is nothing
singular in the circumstance that none of the writers hitherto
mentioned quote Jolin by name, and that ordinarily there is
not a literai agreement in the words, for it is well known that
the citations by name, of the biblical writers, begin with the
second half of the sccond century, and the citation by book
and chapter still later. The first citation of the Gospel of
Johun by name, appears in the Apology of Theophilus of
Antioch, writted about 180, (B. ii. ¢. 22 ;) Ireneus belongs to
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the same period, (died 202,) in whom we have repeated citations
by nane, of the Gospel, the Revelation, and the first Epistle,
Ilis evidence derives greater weight from the fact that he was
anative of Asia Minor, that lie had known and heard Polycarp,
though only as a =uiz v oj, mpdcy HAxig “a mere boy,” and that
the Gospel, from its suiting the purposes of the Valentinians, as
well as on the account of the opposition in which it appeared
1o stand to the Chiliasm entertained by Irenmus, must have
been less consonant with his inclinations as an individual. In
a remarkable document he refers Florinus, his friend and
former fellow pupil with Dolycarp, to the fact that the com-
munications of the venerable Bishop of Smyrna, in regard to
John’s doctrines, coincide with the writings of John, (Eusebius,
ITistor. Ecclesiast. v. 20:) «I saw thee in my youth in Lower
Asia with Polycarp—for I remember the events of those times
much better than those of recent occurrence—what we learn in
fact in our youth, grows with our soul, and grows together
with it o closely, that I can even yet tell the place where the
lioly Polycarp sat when he discoursed, his entrance and exit,
the peculiarities of his mode of life, his bodily figure, the
discourses which he addressed to the pcople, how he told
of his familiar intercourse with Jobn and with the rest who
had seen the Lord, how he narrated their discourses, and what
he had heard of them in regard to the Lord, about his miracles
and doctrine, all of whicl:, as Polycarp had received it from
those who were eye-witnesses of the word of life, he narrated in
harmony with the Holy Scriptures—these things, by the mercy
of God theu granted to me, I attentively heard, and noted
down, not on paper, but in my heart, and by the grace of God
I continually repeat it faithfully.”

This very document, neverthcless, has been adduced by
Liitzelberger as an evidence that Irenzus not only received no .
testimony from Polycarp in regard to the Gospel, but that
Polycarp himself knew only of oral communications from the
Apostle ; that in general the witness does not descrve much
regard, since Irenwus was at that time a boy, (Credner even
says, “a child.”) Dodwell, we admit, goes too far when he
attempts to show that the term zaéc in Irenseus embraces the
age of twenty-five ycars; but that it cannot well indicate any
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thing short of the sixteenth year, may be inferred from the
improbability that a boy younger than this would have given
the strict heed to the instructions of the Bishop, which this
father of the Church represents himself to have done. Liitzel-
berger maintains, that Irenceus would have heen under the most
urgent necessity of establishing the genuineness of the Gospel,
for to conclude from the title which Irenseus has attached to
that polemical Epistle, Florinus must have heen attached to
the principles of Marcion, and must have held with them that
the Gospels had hcen corrupted by Jewish Christians; in place
of this, we find only an appeal to an oral communication of
Polycarp, and that too but a repetition of what John had orally
taught. To this may be opposed the following: That Florinus
was ai, that time a Marcionite is incorrectly inferred by Liitzel-
berger from the superscription of the letter mentioned; (sce
Neander’s Kirchengesch. 1. 8, p. 11, 4T—IIistory of Religion
aud the Church, Tr. by Joseph Torrey, Bostou, i. 677, 680;)
that he possibly had doubts of the genuineness of the Gospel
i3 conceded, althongh he might then, as he did at a later
period, when a Valentinian, have derived support for his errors
from an artificial exposition of the Gospel. The assertion,
liowever, that Irenzus was unable to give any historical proof
of the genuineness of the Gospel, can be supported by the
fragment we have quoted only on the supposition that this
father could have had no other object than to convinee Florinus
of lis heresy by means of John's wrétings. But in our opinion
this was not his object. Irenzus rested much more upon the
hope that the testimony of the writings in question, which
could not be cluded without some movenment of a better con-
sciousness, would appeal irresistibly to the consciousness of
the heretic, when he reminded him of what he had heard
with his own ears from the gray disciple of the Apostles,
and had at that time listened to with contidence.—To trace the
tradition further than Clemens Alexandrinus and Origen, after
the testimonics adduced, would be superfluious.  'We may
mention, however, that the learned Origen, who commented
ou the Gospel about 222, and who has mentioned cvery attack
on the New Testament writings, even that on the 2d and 3d
Epistles of John, without the shadow of a scruple uses the
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Gospel as genunine, and that Fusebins, the man who seems to
have been acquainted with the entire Christian literature in
cxistence in his time, speaks of it at the begiuning of the
fourth century as “a Gospel familiar to all Churches under
the heavens.”

Let us yet glance at the testimony presented in c. xxi. 24, 25.
Until the time of Tittmann, these words were regarded by a
large majority as the words of the Evangelist. Theodore of
Mopseustia was the iirst who regarded them as a testimony
from another hand; subsequently some Catholic writers whom
Maldonatus reproves; and besides these, Grotius, Basnage, and
all the recent theologians. They cannot be ascribed to John.
If they came from the same author as chap. xxi, then this
whole chapter must be referred to another hand, and this is a
perilous avowal, inasmuch as it would involve a concession
that at that time others, besides John, knew so well how to
write in John's style. But the contrast even between the sim-
plicity of John in what preccdes, and the hyperbole in v. 25,
shows that this testimony alone proceeds from another haud.
The expression “we know,” also points to the fact, that the
writer offered his testimony as the representative of a number
of persons. What then docs he testify ?  'What is the force of
the rodtwy and tefira? Do they refer mercly to the narrative
immediately preceding ?  This is not at all improbable. Since
that narrative is a mere appendix, this witness may have
felt himself called ou to attest with his own hand that the
Apostle was the author of it, and may have been led in this
way to the remark, that many other things might have been
added. We should, however, bear in mind the fact, that the
writer of this verse apparently had in his eye the closing verses,
30, 31,0f chap. xx. so that it is probable that in the roirwy and
rabra he designs a reference to the entire Gospel, and purposed
by the addition of these closing words to designate, as it were,
the appendix as a part of the entire Gospel. In this view, then,
what does he attest?  The authenticity and credibility of the
Gospel. Weisse, Ev. Gesch. p. 100, and Liitzelberger, p. 187,
seq. object, that a Gospel which needed the appending of a tes-
timony of this sort could not have been acknowledged to any
great extent. ¢ Are these words which indorse it,” asks



46 INTRODUCTION, § 6.

Weisse, “of such weight as to counterbalance the suspicious
circumstance, made obvious by their very cxistence, that pre-
vious to the publishing of the Gospel it must have passed
through other hands?— through hands, too, which imagined
that they could, by written additions made at their own pleas-
ure, impart & higher credibility than it possessed in itsel{?”
Do thesc words, then, presuppose a doudt of the authenticity ?
Is it not more probably the case, as Schweizer, p. 59, has
alrcady observed, that this attestation, like that of chap. xix. 85,
rather had a practical aim—to give an urgent call upon the reader
to lay the book to heart ? DBesides, how strange is this testimony
of a person appearing in the name of a number of others, yet
totally omitting the mention of any name! 1 regarded myself as
justified in drawing from this the conclusion, that this testimony
could not at least have originated with a forger, (Glaubwiirdig-
keit der Ev. Geschichte, . 273, 2d ed.) “Ilad any unauthorized
transcriber or forger of a later period desired to stamyp upon the
authenticity of the Gospel an apocryphal seal, would he have
added this scal without associating the name with it, and
thereby have deprived it of all its force?” Can this inference
be disputed on valid grounds? Cannot this, at least, be inferred
with certainty : that an honest and conscientious cotemporary of
the Apostle has attested the genuineness of the Gospel? When
Liitzelberger, p. 195, meets this with the remark: ¢ That only
forgers of the clumsiest kind invent every thing with great
preciseness, and by this very eircuinstance are detected at once,”
we would put but one question to him, whether he ever heard
of a forger so “clumsy” as to suppose that he was doing great
service to a friend by a brilliant testimony—to which no name
whatever was subscribed 2 Did not this testimony proceed from
an konest man, and from a sensible one too? DBut of what use
would such a testimony be ?—it is,” suys Liitzelberger, p. 195,
“under the circumstances in which John must have stood,
unneccssary, amounting to mothing, in fact, absurd and sense-
less.” But how was it, if the first readers were geucrally
acquainted with the man from whose hands they reccived the
Gospel, if they were in fact familiar with his handwriting ?
Th(_:re is nothing at the beginning or close of the first Epis:cle
of John to designate the writer more clearly. Grotius alrcady
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raises the query, whether this witness may not have been the
presbyter of the Church of Ephesus, in fact the presbyter
John? We might perhaps suppose a circle of disciples, like
Aristion, the presbyter John, and Andrew, who were in Ephesus
in the sccond century, as Credner does, Einleit. p. 237. If per-
haps this Gospel was first of all in use in the Church of Ephe-
sus, and at a later period was circulated from this among the
neighboring Churches, we have a still better solution of this
subscription. There is, too, an ancient tradition that this was
the case to which Usteri gives his assent in his Comamentatio 1n
qua Ev. Iohannis genuinum esse, &c. Zurich, 1823, p. 125, as
also recently Baumgarten-Crusius in his Commentary on John,
p. xxv. where he declares confidently that the writing of the Gospel
was not immediately followed by its publication. Thus much then
is cstablished, we have from cotemporaries and acquaintances of
John a testimony for the genuineness of his Grospel.

Certainly we might make yet further demands on the external
testimony. Let it be added, however, to this, that (with the
cxception of the Alogiens, whose objections were derived from
doctrinal interests,) from the beginning no opposition and no
difference of views was expressed, and nothing but the extremest
dogmatic prepossession can doubt the genuineness of this Gos-
pel.  We shall yet allude to but one point where doubt can
readily find something on which to fix, and that is the testimony
of Irenzeus. On that same historical testimony, to wit: on that
of the elders! of Asia Minor, on which rests his belicf that
John composed tlie Gospel, rests also his belief that the Apostle
was the author of the Apocalypse. Since the latter, however, in
the judgment of Credner, Liicke, Neander, is not genuine, since
Credner, the zealous defender of John’s authorship of the Glospel,
presumes, in reference to the Apocalypse, to speak of the wit-
nesses “of whom Irenzeus bhoasts,” what value can we attach
to those statements of the elders in regard to the Gospel? To
this add the questions with which Liitzelberger presses the
Apologists, how a man can deserve credit, who, from the tradi-

1Tt is usual to spenk of the ‘“presbyters” of Asia Minor, to whom Irenreus was
indebted for his intelligence, but the word is more correctly translated by ¢ elders;”
cf. the expression émouvnuovedpara umoazodinob Twogs mpeafvripov, (the commentaries
of & certnin apostolic elder,) Xusebius, Hist. Eccles. v. 8.
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tion of Churches of Asia Minor, communicates nothing hut
marvels and accounts manifestly false such as, 1) that the
Apocalypse was revealed at the close of the reign of Domitian ;
2) the strange prediction he has put in the mouth of Jesus in
regard to the monstrous grape clusters in the kingdom of God;
3) the tradition, that Jesus was fifty years old, (comp. Liitzel-
berger, p. 150, 151.) It is true that the things stated call for a
cautious testing of the historical tradition of Irenseus. To
commence with the last point, Credner (Einl i. 1, p. 215,) has
relieved the Church father of the reproach cast upon him. The
prediction of our Lord which was transmitted by the elders,
and referred to John as authority, (Iren. c. her. v. 83:) “Days
shall come, in which vines shall grow, of which each shall
have ten thousand shoots, &c.” which according to the declar-
ation of Ircneeus, has been embraced by Papias also in his book,
can certainly not be adapted to the discourses of our Saviour in
John's Gospel—compare, however, the xawor in Matt. xxvi. 29.
May not some expression similar to this very word of Christ in
Matthew lie at the bottom of the tradition, some expression
grossly colored and exaggerated by those who held Millennarian
sentiments ? If these ingredients of oral tradition tend to
destroy its value, we ask: does not, on the other side, this very
circumstance exalt the value of that which has been delivered in
writing, and which is free from every element of that sort ? As
regards John's authorship of the Apocalypse, confidence rests
upon sometliing more than the mere testimony of the elders;
if it be not genuine, internal and external reasons forece us to
the conclusion, that, at the least, John the Presbyter must be
regarded as its author. But to refer the Gospel to this man
hitherto unknown, would enter the mind of no one. The author
of a work like our Gospel, says Liicle, must have had a “shape
far more like life”’ than pertained to this enigmatical presbyter.
That the Apocalyptic vision was assigned by the elders of Asia
Minor to Domitian’s time, when the internal marks of the book
seem to establish the claim of the time of Galba, would certainly
detract from the historical authority of those witnesses; never-
theless, so little that is satisfactory has been contributed as yet
to the interpretation of the Apocalypse, that we are not justified
in drawing any confident conclusion in this case. We have
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entercd into these arguments concerning the historical authority
of the testimony to which Irenwmus appeals, only from an un-
willingness to pass by the strong side of the negative criticism
without reference. The genuineness of the Gospel would not
be in any more peril if we totally overlooked the testimony of
Irenseus.

§7. ToE MosT IMPORTANT COMMENTATORS ON THE (GOSPEL.

As an Introduction to the Gospel: Dr. Wegscheider, voll-
stindige Einleitung in das Evangelium Johannis. Gott. 1806.
Bertholdt, Verosimilia de origine Ev. Ioh. in Opusc, ed. Winer,
1824. (Introduction to the New Testament, by S. Davidson,
LL.D. London, Bagster, 1847. 3 vols. 8vo. i. 225-372. Tr.)

[I. The Patristic Expositors.]

Origen, (died 253,) Comm. in Ev. Ioh. In Jerome's time
thirty-nine tomes or divisions of Origen’s Exposition were
extant; Euscbius says that only twenty-two had reached his
time. Of this great worlk we have but portions, though not
inconsiderable ones, (Opp. Orig. ed. de la Rue, T. iv. Opera
Exegetica Orig. ed. Huet. T.1.) Important as this commentary
is for Origen’s doctrinal views, and beautiful as are passages of
its matter having a general bearing on Christianity, those which
in the stricter sense subserve the exegesis of the Gospel are but
meagre. [Rather speculative emanationes script. than expo-
sition.]

Theodorus of Mopsuestia, (d. 428,) Apollinaris, (400,) Am-
monius, (250,) Cyril of Alexandria, (400.) Important fragments
of all these are to be found in the Catena Patrum in Ev. Ioh.
ed. Corderius, Antwerpi®, 1630, They are to some extent
exegetical aids of value, especially the observations of Am-
monius. [A. Cramer, Caten® in Luc. et Ioh. Oxon, 184l.
An abridgment of Clirysos. Scholia lies at the basis, with selec-
tions from Apollinar. Cyr. Orig. and especially Ammonius.]

(Catena Aurea: Commentary on the Four Gospcels, collected
out of the works of the Fathers, by S. Thomas Aquinas, vol.
4, St. John. Oxford, 1845. Tr.)

Chrysostom, (d. 407,) Homill. 87, in Ev. Ioh. Ed. Morelli, T.
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ii. ed. Montf. T. viii.) (The Ilomilies of St. John Chrysostom
on the Gospel of St. John. Library of the Fathers, Oxford.
Tr.) These homilies are specially distinguished by great rich-
ness i practical observations. Chrysoston: in addition explains
the text in accordance with a sound grammatico-historical
mode of apprehension. Even here, however, the purely exe-
getical value is diminished, by an undue propensity on the part
of Chrysostom to give the text a polemic direction against
beretical views,

Theophylact, (d. 1107,) Comm. in Ev. (ed. Venct. 4 voll. vol.
ii.) IIe has collected the choicest portions of Chrysostom and
other Fathers, usually combining them afier his own judgment,
and for the most part following the grammatico-historical
method of exposition.

Euthymius Zigabenus, (about 1118,) Comment. in 4 Evv. ed.
Matthiee, Lips. 1792, 4 voll. in vol. iv. This commentary also
is collected from the more ancient Fathers; a good deal is from
Chrysostom. The collection has been prepared with diserimi-
nation, and very much of it is useful.

Augustine, (d. 430,) Tractatus 124, in Ioh. (ed. Antw. T. iii.)
(St. Aug. on St. John. Library of the Fathers, Oxford. Tr.)
These arc homilies in which Augustine explains the text very
diffusely, with many digressions. They present only here and
there a gleam of light in the exposition of the Gospel itself on
the principles of grammmatico-historical interpretation, but as a
compensation for tliis they ofter a treasure of profound Christian
thoughts, which has not yet been sufficiently drawn upon.

[IL. Ezpositors of the Catholic Church.]

[Erasmus, in the Critic. sacr. and paraphr.]

Maidonatus, (d. 1683,) Comm. in 4 Evv. Par. 1688, 2 vols.
[New edit. by Martin, 2d cd. 1852.] One of the best exposi-
tors of the Romish Church. Ilis erudition, especially in pa-
tristics, is great, as is his exegetical talent, which reluctavtly
enduares the shackles of the Church, yet wears them neverthe-
less.

[Este, Menochins, Tirinus, Cordoni, in the Bibl, sacr. Ven.
1756, Corn. a Lapide, Comm. in 4 Evv. 1670. Ad. Maier, Comm.
zum Ev. Joh. 1843, 2 Th. refers to and uses the recent aids.]
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[IO. The Reformers.]

Luther has commented on this Gospel from chap. i.—xx. in
part however, in a fragmentary way only. (Walch’s cd. vols.
vil. and viii.) Where Luther in this commentary lays aside the
polemic, he does not comment on the Gospel—he lives in it
and conduets it to the soul of the reader like a divine well-
spring of lite, for every one who thirsts for life. In the
exposition he nsually strikes the true point, although his ex-
egctical view may not always be properly cstablished and car-
ried through.

Melancthon, Enarratio in Ev. Ioh. (Opp. ed. Viteb. T. iv.) a
collection of Lectures published by Caspar Cruciger. In a
dedication to Duke Maurice, Cruciger claims this as his own
work. (He uscd the MS. notes wkich Melancthon had given
Lhim. See Mel. Opera. ed. Bretschncider, vol. xv. 1, Transl.)
The expositions are natural. In gcneral the dogmatic interest
predominates to the detriment of the exegetical. The bricfer
Annotationes by Melancthon, [Opera ed. Bretschneider, xiv.]
which Luther issued in 1523, is a distinet work,

[Bucerus, Enarratio in Bv. Ioh. 1528, Musculus, Comm. in
Ioh. 1545. Brentius, Comm. in Ioh. 15538. Opp. T. vi. the
dogmatic preponderating. Aretius, (in Bern,) Comm. in Ioh.
1578 ; acute.]

Culvin, Comm. in Ev. Ioh. (Opp. ed. Amstel. T. vi.) (A Har-
monie, &c. of M. John Qalvine, Transl. by E. Diaget, where-
unto is also added a Commentarie on St. John by the same
author, London, 1584, 4to. Comm. on John in Calv. Transl.
Society’s Publications. Tr.) Calvin’s Commentarics on the
four Gospels are less elaborate than those on the Epistles, never-
theless, this great Reformer in this work also distinguishes him-
self as an interpreter, by easy, natural, and at the same time
profound expositions. As regards excgetical talent, we must
concede his preéminence over his colleagues.

Beza, Comm. in N. T, Gen. 1556.—Tig. 1653. (5th ed. 1665.)
On the Gospels, yet more largely than in lis commentary on
the Ipistles, Beza developes the philological knowledge and
excgetical tact which he possessed. IIe nevertheless does not
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elucidate all the difficulties, nor enter thoroughly enough into
the spiritual meaning.

Zwingle, Annotatt. in plerosque N. T. libros. Tig. 1581.
Many characteristic conceptions.

A sort of Catena of the Reformers is presented in the valu-
able collection of Marloratus, Expositio Catholica N. T. Viviaci,
1605, in which the best portions of Calvin, Melancthon,
Bucer, Musculus, Brentius and others, are combined.

[IV. Seventeenth Century.]

Grotius, (d. 1645,) Comm. in IV. Evv. Par. 1644, Halee,
1769, ed. Windheim, 2 vols. Ilis Commentary on the Gospels is
marked by an exegesis which is unforced, and by a richness in
antiquarian and philological observations, as also in parallels
from profane authors, which, it must be granted, are not
always in their right place here.!

[Jok. Piscator, Comm. in libros N. T. 1613. Paul Tarnov,
Ev. Ioh. 1629, in syllogistic scholastic form, polemico-dogmatic.
Chemnitz, (d. 1586,) Harmonia Evang. (continued by Il
Lyser, J. Gerhard,) 1704, 3 voll. carefully aftcr the aids of the
period.  Aeg. Hunnius, (d. 1603,) Thesaurus Ev. ed. ult. 1705,
brief dogmatic explanation. Cocceius, (d. 1669,) Opp. T. iv.
Lnters into dogmatics, but deficient in clearness and acuteness.]

[V. Eighteenth Century.]

Lampe, (d. 1729,) Comin. exegetico-analyticus in Ev. Ioh.
Anrst. 1735, 8 vols. 4to. This Lamp, it is true, has been set in
a huge frame, hewn shapelessly out of abstract logic and
unaccommodating theology, but has nevertheless been em-
ployed by subsequent commentators to a large extent as a
light to their feet. TUnder the syllogistic coat of mail there
throbs a heart of scnsibility, and the crudition is so respectable
as to make it doubtful whether any one of those who followed
him, has devoted to the Gospel an equal amount of origical
labor.

Bengel, (d. 1752,) Gnomon N. T. 1778, (edited ancw by Dr.

1 Crell, Opp. Exeg. T. ili. 1656, (fo chap. 13,) is to be added, who has much
peouliar to himself,
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Steudel. 1835.) [New edit. Stuttg. and Berlin, 1855.] (B.
Gnomon, translated by Fausset. T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh,
1858. Tr.) The pointings of his fingers arc sunbeams, and
his /Zints gleams of lightning. When he trcads the beaten
path, what others eniploy wearisome pages in saying, he com-
presses into two or three words, often, too, through crag and
forest he opens up new prospects.

[VI. Nineteenth Century.]

Charles Christ. Tittman, (d. 1820,) Mecletemata sacra sive
Comm. exegetico-critico-histor. in Ev. Ioh. Lips. 1816. (Trans-
lated by J. Young. Clark’s Biblical Cab. 2 vols. Edinburgh,
1844. Tr.) Upoun the whole, an exegesis quite easy and natural ;
but it fails in the depth required to develope the ideas, and in
precision.

Paulus, Comm. zum. Evangel. Joh. in the 4th vol. of 2d
ed. of his Comm. zu den Evangelien. The Gospel of John is
only commented on to the xi. chapter, to the history of the
Passion. This commentary is not quite so full as that on the
synoptical Gospels. The present time is perhaps miore con-
gcious of the defects of this commentary, than of that which
may be regarded as its merit. If the commentator were as
thoroughly at home in the things of hecaven as he is in the
matters of earth, his book would be admirable. The author
would doubtless have handled the legal technicalities of Pales-
tine with more success than he would the history of Ilis life
in whose mouth was found no guile, and who was bruised for
our iniquities.

Kuinol, Comm. in Ev. Ioh. 3d ed. 1826. This commentary
may yet have its use as a repertory of the views expressed in
the exegetical period from 1750 to 1820, when the exposition
of the words was as destitute of exactness asthat of the things
was of depth.

Liicke, Comm. zum Evang. Joh. 8d ed. vol. 1, 1840, vol. i1
1843. 1In the first edition of this work, a youthful enthusiasm
welled up, which yet, like that of Ilerder, was not clearly con-
geious of its object; this was, however, the first exegetical
work in which the believing spirit of the more recent theology

expressed itself in a living form. The secoud and third
B
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editicns have undergone important changes, and are distin-
guished alile by clearuess and finish of expression, and thor-
oughness of investigation. [This commentary, which among
recent ones is justly distinguished as the most excellent, has
nevertheless, even in comparison with De Wette, several defects;
it is defective in not referring to more of the previous writers,
especially the Reformers, in not using séveral of the rarer aids;
it wants independence of likes and dislikes. Expositions
which have been generally received in the Churches of almost
all confessions, are not regarded as worthy of an examination
even, as for example, the Explanation of John iii. 5. There is,
morcover, a want of independent philological rescareh, and of a
thorough penetration into the thoughts. On the other hand,
the merits of this commentary, are a varied and thorongh
exarmination of the aids used, clearness and easiness of expo-
sition, carcful handling of the critico-historical questions.]

Olshausen, Biblischer Commentar zu sirnmtlichen Schriften
des Neuen Testaments, Th. v. ed. 3d. 1838. (Commentary on
the Gospels, translated by H. B. Creak. Edinburgh, T. & T.
Clark. Revised after the fourth German edition, by A. C.
Kendrick, D. D. New York, Sheldon, Blakeman & Co.
1858. Tr.) The distinetive excellence of the exposition arises
from the cffort to cvolve the substance of the thought in the par-
ticular Liblical writers, and that, too, with refercnce to its uni-
son with the Bible system of faith in general. It secms to us,
Liowever, that the exposition of the first three Gospels has been
more carcfully labored, and possesses higher claims to original-
ity, than that of John.

Pikenscher, biblisch-praktische Auslegung des Ev. Johan. 8
vols. 1831-1833. This work is a biblical exposition for edu-
cated laymen, but embraces many valuable hints for the learncd
interpreter.

H. A. W. Mcyer, kritisch-cxeget. Commentar iiber das N.
5. Th. ii. 1834" The commentary of the author increases
in value in the subscquent volumes; the exposition of John
must be regarded as scanty. [Independent and linguistie-logi-
cal acuteness, but wanting in unity of doctrinal position, and in
the internal element of interpretation.]

1 Second edition, 1852.
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De Wette, Kurze Ecklirung des Ev. Joh. 2d ed. 1839. The
most important materials of exposition are compressed together
in a judicious manner, and with independent judgment,
though the mass of diversified notices, crowded together in so
narrow a space, makes the impression indistincet; the brevity,
too, of his own cxposition, is such as to make it impossible to
gain from it anything like a satisfactory insight into the more
important passages. The criticism of Strauss has also had its
influence on his exposition of this Gospel, though far less than
on that of the first three Evangelists. [4th ed. much enlarged;
edited by DBriickner, 1852. With all the wvaccillation of its
doctrinal position, concise and full of spirit, and essentially
enriched by the additions of the editor.]

[B. Crusius, 1843, 2 Th. Fuller usc of his predecessors than
Liicke has made; views peculiar in many respects.]

Frommann’s Johanneischer Lehrbegriff, (System of John,)
1831, and Neander's Geschichte der Pflanzung, &c. 8d ed.
1841, p. T57, seq. (Planting and training of the Christian
Church. Tr. by J. E. Ryland, Bohn, 1851, vol. i. 384,) may
be used with great advantage as a preparation for the reading
of the Gospel.

[Luthardt, Das Johann. Ev. nach seiner Eigenthiim-lichkeit,
2 abth. 1852.  An Introduction, in which various parts may
be used to advantage, an independent revision of recent cxpo-
sitions, not without arbitrariness in its own assumptions.]

[Practical Expositions. O. v. Gerlach, N. T. 2r Th. Stier,
Reden Jesu, 4r Th.  (Stier: Words of the Lord Jesus. Trans-
lated by Pope. T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1855.) Fr. Besser,
Bibelstunden iiber das Ev. Joh. 1852.]

(Sumner, 3d ed. London, 1838. Hutcheson, Edinburgh,
1840. Jacobus, New York, 1856. Tr.)



CHAPTER 1.

THE LOGOS.

I. DoctrINE oF ToE Locos ¥ 1Ts HISTORICAL ASPECT.

WHILE the other Evangelists commence with the history of
the God-man when he appears in the nature of man, John
passes beyond his earthly manifestation, and shows that before
his incarnation he had revealed Deity to men internally, that
from eternity, indeed, he had constituted the principle of the
revelation of God to himself. What value he attached to faith
in the eternal existence of that Redeemer who appeared in
time, is apparent from the fact that he commences his first
Epistle, also, with the words, ¢that which was from the begin-
ning.”

By John only is Christ designated as the incarnate Logos.
We feel that he employs the expression in this place, as a term
not unknown to his readers, for he uses it not only here, butin 1
John i. 1, and Rev. xix. 13. In the more recent time, con-
sequently, (with the exception of L. Lange in Stud. u. Krit.
1830, H. 3,) the raerely grammatical exposition of the word,
according to which the interpretation was either with Valla,
Beza, Ernesti, Tittmann, 6 Adyoc = émayyekiv and this = o
énayreddeic (the promised one) or as abstr. for coner. for ¢ 2éywy,
the Revealer of Good, or as some shallow expositors expressed it,
“the Teacher,” has been abandoned. Elsewhere in the New
Testament, and out of it, we find doctrines which we may
believe John had in his eye in this place; in fact, we find the
word Aéyoc used in a similar sense. The doctrines which exhibit
this affinity must bo considered, partly that we may understand
the meaning of the Evangelist better, partly that we may judge

(67)



58 Caap. I.—Tne Loacos.

how far he has had regard to them, or cven been dependent
upon them.

That the distinction between God as concealed and as re-
vealed, has a certain necessary basis in the nature of thought,
might be already deduced from the fact that the East, under
various modifications, acknowledges it, and that it has penc-
trated even into the blank Monotheism of the Mohammedans,
(see Tholuck’s Abh. iiber die spekul. Trinititslehre, &c.—Treatise
on the speculative doctrine of the Trinity in the East, 1826.)
We commence with the analogies to the doctrine of the Logos
which present themselves in the Old Testament, aud afterward
in the Apocryphal Books. Although the Old Testament faith
in God, as contrasted with the heathen polytheism, is a strict
Monotheism, yet it cannot, like the religion of Mohammed, be
termed an abstract Monotheism. Ouly by supposing a complete
want of thorough acquaintance with the Old Testament, can
we account for it, that those who are of the Ilegelian philosophy
in religion have maintained, for a long time, that the God of
the Old Testament is one not immauent to the world, but
merely transcendent; even the one passage, Ps. civ. 29, 80,
cxpresses the opposite view most strongly. But undoubtedly
the Old Testament points to a distinction between God in his
immanence and in his transcendence. Just that far is there
a certain truth in the theory. Does he appear and work in
the world, especially for his people, then is the ¢« Angel of
Jehoval”  qxyn his representative, of whom it is said, Exod.
xxiil. 21, “My mame 1s n Lim.” The opinion embraced by
the older theologians cannot, indeed, be sustained, that this
“Angel of Jehovah" is always to be regarded as a peculiar
person, distinctly separate from other angels, (sce the amyple
discussion of that view by J. A. Michelis, de Angelo Dei, Halm,
1702. De Angelo interprete, 1707. Ilengstenberg’s Christologie,
p- 219, seq.! (translated by Reuel Keith, D. D., vol. i. 164.)

1 Mlengstenherg's Christplogie, ii. 1 abth. p. 23, (Keith’s Tr. ii. 23,) should also
be compared, where he discusses the “Angel of Jehovah* in Zechariah. Since in
that place (as Dr. llengstenberg argues, and as we also think is most probable,)
this angel of God differs from the Angelus interpres, the delincation of Zecharial
which in so many points of view is important for Christology, coincides best with
the older theologicnl view of the ‘“Angel of Jehoval.” (See also Geschichte dus

Alten Bundes von J. Il Kurtz, 2te verb. Aufl. Berlin, 1853, i. 3 50, and i
v. F. Delitzsch, 2te Ausg. Leipz. 1853, 1. 330-337. Tpa 450, and Genesia
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Stendel has offered, indecd, in his Whitsuntide Programme
of 1830: de Dco occulto et manitesto in libris V. T., some
striking remarks against that view, although his own explana-
tion is unsatisfactory. At present, most concur in the view
that in the use of the word 9 by the Old Testament writers,
therc exists a certain indeterminatencss, that sometimes (as the
word does not properly designate a personal being, significs
legatio, not legatus,) they cntitle a concrete appearance of
(od 7873, at others give the name to a personal created being.!
(Hitzig on Isaiah, p. 622, v. Coclln’s Bibl. Theol. i. p. 190,
scq. Baumgarten-Crusius, Bibl. Theol. p. 307.) DBut in the
tormer case even, God, in as far as he reveals himsclf to men,
is distinguished from God n Admself; he speaks of him, refers
to him, le is his representative.—The expression, Is. Ixiil. 9,
“the angel of his face,” is peculiar, a name given lcre to an
angel who is the mediator of what God does for Isracl. We
could hardly explain the term as Steudel does, by Matt. xviii.
10 ; rather: “the angel in whom I am by my active providen-
tial prescnce.”—We rust consider, also, ihe excecdingly re-
markable passage, Iixodus xxxiil., 12-23. Ilere, first of all,
Moses implores the Lord to make known to him, him who i3
to be sent with him. The answer, v. 14, is: “ My face shall go
with thee,” and he adds: “JZ will bring thee to rest.”” There-
upon Moses repeats hisrequest : ““Yea, thy face, yea, thow must
gowith us,” and God replics: “The very thing thou askest [
will do.” Moses, now emboldencd, desires to sce the glory of
God. The answer is: “ My beauty ("2:0) thou shalt see. T will
pass by thee; when I am by, thou shalt look after me, (*31%) but
my face (*12) thou canst not sce.”” First of all, it is necessary
to observe, at this point, that the 2 is used here in different
scnses. For where it stands in opposition to ", it desig-
nates the profundity of the Godhead, as the face is the nobler
part of man. Where, on the contrary, the fice of God is
said to go with them, it is a circumlocution for person, as in
many other places. Tlere i3, Dbesides, a distinction made

1 Only in this way can tho contradiction be harmonized, that in Exodus xxiii. 20,
geq. the sending of tho angel, in whom is the name of Go_(_l', iy rreprcseutc.d as an
evidence of the grace of God, whilcon the contrary, ch. xxxiii. 2-5, the sonding with
them of an angel only, is regarded a5 o sign of the withdrawal of his favor.
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here between an inner and an outer side of God, his essence
and his appearance; the former remains closed to man, the lat-
ter is opened. It is called the glory, the beauty of God. This
glory of God, at other times, appeared also to thc people,
(* %33) Exod. xvi. 10, xxiv. 16, xl. 34, 1 Kings viii. 11.—
The word of God is also mentioned as mediating the creation
of the world, Ps. xxxiii. 6, (see 2 Pet. iii. 5;) and in Ps. cxlvii.
15, Is. lv. 11, as mecdiating the government of the world, the
manifestation of the divine energy. (See the Festprogramm
of Olshausen on Hebr. iv. 12, in his Opuscul.)—The Spirit of
God, from the very beginning of the world, appears as the
fructifying, motive principle, and is, furthermore, the princi-
ple by which all animated creatures have life, (Ps. civ. 29, 380,
Job. xxxiv. 14,) and by which men have wisdom and sanctify-
ing power, (Ps. 1i. 18, exhii. 10.)— Wisdom, also, that is, the attri-
bute of God which assigns to things their objects, appears in the
Old Testament with a certain independency, even in Job xxviii.
12. seq. more distinetly Prov. viii. 22, seq. She is called the
daughter of God, who arose as the firstling of his work, (nes)
1297) before the foundation of the ecarth she was anointed
quecn of the world; at the creation of the world, she was by
God’s side as the artificer by whom he arranged the whole.
“Therelation between God and the world, and between wisdom
and the world, is couternplated as that of a tender parental
love.”” (Ewald Poet. BB. d. A. T. iv. p. 76.)

Yet more clearly does this distinction of God appear in that
working out of Old Testament views which we find in the
Apocrypha.  According to Ecclesiasticus i. 1-10, wisdom is
from cternity with God, before all that is finite she procceded
from God, and was poured out upon all his works; accord-
ing to xxiv. 14, (Eng. Tr. xxiv. 9,) created from the begin-

1 Steudel’s mode of trenting this part of Exod. xxxiii, in the dissertation we
have cited, is very unsatisfactory. Ho understands it that the vision of the glory
and beauty of God is here 7efused to Moses, (p. 29;) the whole narrative, in his
opinion, meuns.tlmt ghc ottributes of God, either singly or collectively, cannot be
known by manin their essence, that man can only afterward recognize therein the

traces .Q‘f the divine mercy, (see xxsiv. 6, in which there is certaiuly a refercnce
to xxxiii, 22,

3 The older theologians used Prov. xxxi. 4, to prove that wisdom is also ecolled
the Son of God, That oxpression, and indeed the whole passage, has certainly
never boon satisfactorily explained. :



Tue DocrrINE oF ToE Loaos. 61

ning before the world, and euduring to the end, she has
entered into the children of Israel, and has founded her glory
in Jerusalem, and poured herself forth in the Book of the Law,
(Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 10, seq.) According to Baruch, also, wis-
dom has becn given to Israel, and has been made known in the
Book of the Law for all eternity, (ch. iii. 87, 88, iv. 1) In
the Wisdom of Solomon, written in Alexandria, wisdom, from
ch. vii. 7, to ch. xi. is depicted as the reflected splendor of the
cternal light, the breath of the power of God, the efilluence of
his glory; in her is an understanding spirit, holy, one only,
going through all rational spirits, (ch. vii. 22-26,) in all ages
entering into holy souls, she prepares them to be prophets of
God, (ch. vii. 27.) An approximation to what John teaches of
the Logos, is presented in these Apocryphal writings, in this,
especially, that they speak of a certain embodiment of wisdom
in the people of Israel, in its law, and in its prophets.—The
question, whether in the expressions used in Ecclesiasticus and
the Wisdom of Solomon, wisdom (cogia) is simply a poctical
personification, or is regarded by the authors dogmatically as a
distinet hypostasis, has for a long time been variously answered.
The view to which Liicke assents, which is now most com-
mouly entertained, and in our judgment isthe true one, is
this, that in the Book of Proverbs, and in Ecclesiasticus, there
js merely a personification, but that this personification in the
Wisdom of Solomon, from ch. vil. 22, passes over into a dog-
matic hypostatizing. See also Diiline, Alexandrinische Reli-
gionsphilosophie, ii. p. 134, seq. 154, seq.

We must further trace the doctrine after the type of the Jews
of Palestine and those of Alezandria. The Chaldec paraphrasts,
from whom we ascertain the former, never speak of (God as opera-
ting immediately, but constantly represent him asacting through
the mediation of the 8w or W37 the word of God. In them
we have, Gen. iii. 8, Deut. iv. 12, ¢ The voice of the word of GO.(l
spake;” Gen. xlix. 18, the Jerusalem Targum translates: “Iwait
not for liberation through Samson or Gideon, but for salvation
through thy word.” Jonathan, in particular, in place 9f :che
¥in frequently employs the term Shekinah, “the hablta.tl(?n
of the splendor, the glory,” corresponding to the ¢“glory” in
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which God revealed himself under the Old Testament, (cf. the
Septuagint, Deut. xii. 8, and see 2 Peter i. 17.) The Mecmra
is also employed in a sensc parallel with angel of the Lord,
Judg. 11, seq. (J. H. Michelis, de usu Targumim anteju-
daico, ITale, 1720. XKeil, Opusc. ii. p. 526.) Under the covper-
ation of the Oriental and Greek philosophy, these tendencies
of the doctrine of the hidden and revealed God were carried
out further by the Cabbalists. Two leading works of this liter-
ature, the Book Jezira and the Book Sohar, are, to appearance,
of so late an origin, that the latter, at least, can only be regarded
as au interpolated writing of the Rabbi, Moses Leon, (see Tho-
luck’s Commentatio de ortu Cabbale, 1837,) of the thirteenth
century, but they follow more ancient speculations. Iu Sohar is
found only the distinction between a great and small counte-
nance of God, (T21% 7Y M) an open and closed eye; in the
Book Jezira, the Revealer is called the brightness of the unity
of God, (mnxn )

As to Philo, it is this Alexandrian Jew, so conversant with
Plato, in whom the inmost aflinity of the Greek with the IIe
brew wisdom meets us, for the God of Plato, the éy, the adzd 7o
drudov, does not himself appear in this world of decoming, but
is mediated through the ideas; Plato had also spoken of a vol¢
Baatdexos év 1y Tob ded¢ pvas, (a regal principle of intelligence in
tha nature of Jove,) (I’hiicb. p. 80. d. Steph.) Thus did a more
perfeet doctrine of the Logos evolve itself to the Alexandriarn.
The absolute God begat his counterpart in the Logos, (though
ouly a relative, not an absolate one, for the Logos is only deoc,
not 6 deog,) who is the sum, the p7rpémoles of the divine duvdpeeg
or égéat, the xdapoc voyric; after this was the x6apo0s atodyroc
formed, through it he operates in the world. This sum of the
divine duvdpeec Philo calls Aéyog, which term he prefers to
that of gopia, partly because in the sense of reason, it is closely
connected with the Platonic role, and in the sense of word,
with the Old Testament, partly because the word as thought
rendered cxternal, presents a designation conformable to the
x6apo¢ voyrog stamped upon the actual world, This Adyoc e
also denominates 6 zpeaicaroc vidz rob deol, (the eldest son of
God,) 6 mpwroyovog, (the first born,) and even o debrepoc Pedg, (the
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second God,) although, as he adds, év xarayproe.. ITe sometimes
uses gogta, too,in the same sense as i6yog.  (Dihne, Alexandri-
nische Religionsphilos. i. p. 220.)

If we seek for the term 6 Aoyoc before John, we find it pre-
dominant only in Philo. OQut of his writings, to wit: it occurs
but once, Ecclesiastic. xxiv. 26, (28,) as a designation of the
creative word of God, and Wisdom viii. 15, as a designation of
the punitive power of God, which, in poetical personification, is
represented as an angel. This fact might casily lead to the
idea that John’s doctrine, if not directly, yet mediately, might
e connected with that of Philo. This opinion, first maintained
by DBallenstedt, (in the book ¢“Philo and John,” Goéttingen,
1812,) has recently been embraced by the major part of the
theologians. De Wette and Liicke also concuv in it; the latter
says: “Itis dmpossible to mistake as to the immediate historical
connection of John’s doctrine of the Logos with the Alexan-
drian in its more perfect form, as it is presented in Philo.” In
fact, since Gfrorer’s work on Early Christianity, the belief has
been embraced, that even the Pauline form of the doctrine of
the Logos is connected with the Alexandrian Wisdom, (Col. i.
15, 16, 2 Cor. iv. 4, 1 Cor. i. 47, viii. 6;) in regard to the Epistle
to the Hebrews, (ch. i. 1, seq.) this was believed still earlier,
(see, opposed to this, Tholuck’s Commentary, 2d ed. p. 67. Eng.
Trans. i. 129.) On this point, also, De Wette and Liicke are
in harmony with Gfrérer, (Liicke, Komm. 3d ed. i. ThlL p.
284, geq. 290.) For proof, Liicke appealsto Gfrérer, Philo, &c.
il. p. 280, seq. and Dihne in his work before quoted, ii. p.
237, scq.

We will first glance at the question, whether it is probable
that the Alezandrian Gnosis had also found an entrance among
the Jews of Palestine. Of that which Gfrorer advances, much
needs a sifting before it can be received; much is unsound, or
at least precarious. Proceeding on the supposition that the
Lsscnes were, beyond doubt, an offshoot of the sect of
Fgyptian Therapeute, he would, from this fact, derive the
date at which the Alexandrian Gnosis was transplanted. But
at the very beginning, that derivation of Esscnism from
Egypt is very precarious: Neander, too, in the most recent
cdition of his Church History, 1842, 1 Thl. p. 105, ex
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presses an opinion adverse to it. The establishing of thot
date rests throughout on error. Gfrirer’s strongest argument is
the passage adduced, p. 849, from a Karaite author, according
to which, Simeon Ben Schetach, a Rabbi of Palestine, who had
been banished to Egypt some eighty years B. C. is alleged to
have brought with him out of Egypt a Iabbala, that is a Tradi-
tion “of which not the remotest trace is sald to remain in
the written law.” This passage, which is given in full in
Trigland Notitia Kareorum, p. 87, seq. does not, however,
refer at all to what we call the Caballa, that is, the metaphysical
speculations of the Jews, but to the Talmudie doctrine, whose
genuineness the Caraite writer attempts to invalidate, inasmuch
as it was derived from Egypt. The Rabbinic writers, too, who
make us acquainted with Ben Schetach, say no more, than that
through him, on his return from Egypt, the “oral tradition”
was invested with new brilliancy. (Liber. Cosri. edit. Buxt. p.
240.) It is true, other learned men, Brucker, especially, in his
Hist. Philos. ii. 706, have advanced the opinion, that the
statement of the Jews to which we have alluded, is inaccurate,
and that Simeon more probably introduced into Palestine the
Alexandrian metaphysics. This opinion, however, is a mere
hypothesis.  Gfrorer, Dihne, and in unison with them,
Liicke, appeal further to the traces of Alexandrian views in
Josephus, and to the fact that the Jewish writers complain of
the influence of the Greek wisdom in Palestine, and thart
Gamaliel also was acquainted with 1it. Whatever is to be estab-
lished by Josephus, is exceedingly precarious; in the passages
cited from the Talmud, the poiunt is: what are we to under-
stand by the ¢« Greek wisdom, the rar poon?” It is certainly
too hasty, without anything further, to understand by it, «the
allegorical exposition.” See in addition what I have remarked
on this expression in the Treatise before alluded to, de Ortun
Cabbale, p. 8. Although from the beginning we have been
far from regarding as impossible, an influence on Palestine
derived from the Alexandrian theosophy, yet we feel ourselves
forced to declare, that what has hitherto been urged to sustain
it, does not, in our judgment, warrant the confident language
that has been employed. Liicke himself is disposed to think
that with the theosoplic views of the Chaldee paraphrasts, and
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of Simon Magus, there has been a cotperation of Gnostic
clements, which were brought back on the return from the
exile. In this case, the necessity is still less of supposing an
influence derived from Alexandria. As it is granted that
Alexandria itself, in the centurics immediately preceding
Christ, was influenced from the East, is not the remark at once
suggested, that Palestine, also, may have been touched from
the East? Compare here the weighty language of Neander
used by him with reference to Simon Magus, in the Pflanzung
der Christlichen Ilirche, 8d ed. i. p. 80.' That John had
adopted his doctrine of the Logos during his residence in
Palestine, is nevertheless not maintained, but rather the belief
that the Palestinian-Gnostic type of this doctrine is to be met
with only in Paul and in the Epistle to the Hebrews.? John,
on the other haund, in Ephesus, a city where, as in Alexandria,
various religious elements were mingled, might (not indeed by
the study of Philo’s writings,* but trom the circle of his own
intercourse,) have become familiar with the Alezandrian type
of the doctrine of the Logos, and adapted it to Christ. To
the adoption of this view, in the first place, we are urged by
no necessity whatever. If we bring together the points of the
0ld Testament to which the doetrine of the I.ogos can be linked,
if we connect with those passages which Liicke has enumerated
those that he has passed over, (he has made no reference to the
«Angel of Jehovah,” and to Exod. xxxiil. while Nitzsch, in his
Dissertation ““ On the Essential Trinity of God,” in the Stud.
u. Krit, 1841, 2 H. p. 316, seq. attaches great importance to
them ;) little in fact remains to be done to develope it to the
point at which we meet it in the Prologue of John. Nor is the
fact to be passed over, that in its connection in the doctrine

1 In this place Neander cites from a Palestinian Apocryphal work, a passage

overlooked by Gfrorer and Dihne, which yet, more than any thing before
adduced from Palestinian authors, embodies & spirit allied to the Alexendrian

theosophy.

2 Strauss, also, Glaubenslehre, i. p. 419, seq. supposes the Christology of
Paul to proceed from oo scqunintance with the Hellenistic Apoerypha, that of
John from o direct adaptation of the doctrines of Philo.

3 Gfrérer also thinks that the Apostle did not derive his views from tho
works of Philo, but from a widely extended: circle. .The cu_'cu}:mon of the
writings of these theosophists must have been limited indeed, if it be true, ns
Valckenaer thinks he can show, that even Philo had never read the writings of
his great predecessor, Aristobuluz  Seo Valckenaer de Aristob. p. 95.
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of Philo, the Logos has a different meaning from that which
it has in its connection in the Christian doctrine of the Trinity.
In Plilo it is not so much the principle of the revelation of
God with God himself, as that of revclation to the world.!
(Bruno Bauer, in his Zeitschrift f. spekul. Theol. i. 2, in the
Dissertation “iiber den alttestamentl. Iintergrund des Ev.
Joh.”—On the Old Testament background of the Gospel of
John.)

Be the question as it may as to whether the Evangelist is
indebted mediately to the influence of Philo for the doctrine
of the Logos in this shape, yet is the point of essential im-
portance this, whether he and Paul have associated only in an
tncidental manner, their Gnosis with their faith in Christ.
Against this we must declare ourselves in the most decided
manner. We fully subscribe to what has been said by Neander
in his Pflanz. 8d cd. ii. p. 690, (Planting and Training, i. 505:)
“ Certainly it could be nothing merely accidental which induced
men so differently constituted and trained as Taul and John,
to connect such an idea with the doctrine of the person of
Christ, but the result of a higher necessity, which is founded
in the nature of Christianity, in the power of the impression
which the life of Christ had made on the minds of men, i the
reciprocal relation between the appearance of Christ, and the arche-
type that presents itself as an inward revelation of God, in the
depths of the higher self-consciousness. And all this has found dts
point of comnection and its verification in the manner in which
Christ, the unerring witness, cxpressed his consciousness of the
indwelling of the divine essence tn him.’? In fact, the witness of
Christ of himsclf, that he is the Son of God, which is found not

1 Frommann, Joh. Lebrbegriff, p. 142, alleges also, ns a distinction, that the
Logos of Philo came into being, while on the contrary, the Logos of John ¢ was
iu the begivning.” DBut as Johu also regards the Father as the Oriminal, s
God xar ¢oysv, the ‘“was” employed hy the Evangelist cannot exclude the
iden of generation from God. Though Thilo, on the one side, calls the Logos
‘“first born,” on the other he designates him as ‘¢ without beginning.”” As he

mekes time to commence with the world, he could not regard the being begot-
ten as a temporal relation.

2 Compare with this, Neander’s Kirchengeschichte, i. 3, p. 989: ¢ Providence had
so ordered it, llm:‘, in the intellectual world in which Christiunity made its first
appearance, many ideas, apparently at least, closely related to it, should be current,

in which Christianity could find & point of connection for the Goctrine of o God
revealed in Christ,”



Tur Dogua oF THE Loagos. 67

ouly in John, but in Matt. xi. 27, xviii. 85, (% My heavenly
Father,”) xxii. 44, xxiii. 87, xi. 10, (cf. Mal. iii. 1,) and xxviii.
18, 20, is quite suflicient to explain the application of the doctrine
of the Logos to him. And if no other necessity for supposing
a connection with Philo can be established, the whole matter
is narrowed to this, that the Evangelist, from the circle around
him, borrowed the designation by the name Logos, “in order to
lead those who busied themseclves with speculation on the
Logos, as the centre of all thcophanies, to lead them from
their religious idealism to a religious realism, to the recognition
of that God who was revealed in Christ.”” Neander, same work,
p. 549, (Eng. Tr. 402.) In the same manner entirely, Nitzsch,
(in his work already quoted,) p. 821, expresscs himself, and
protests against the idea that the Christology of Paul, of John,
and of the Epistle to the Hebrews, presents merely a concep-
tion which was the growth of time, (p. 805.) Frommann, (in
his work quoted,) p. 146, says: “We do gross violence to the
exalted and simple Christian spirit of our Apostle, if we repre-
gent him as an immediate disciple of that Alexandrian scho-
Jasticism which, with all its show of monotheism, was close
upon the borders of pantheism.” DBruno Bauer himself, in his
Kritik der evang. Geschichte des Joh. p. 5, declares that the
doctrine of the Logos is to be aseribed to existing clements
only thus far: “that they invested with new importance, and
advanced to amore decided form, views already firmly established
in the mind of the Disciple of the Lord;” the Apocryphal books,
he remarks, might already have excited reflection upon the
internal distinction of the Godlead, and adumbrated the doc-
trine of the Logos. Cf. also, Olshausen’s Comm. p. 30, scq.

II. THE DoGMA CONTAINED IN THE DOCTRINE OF THE JLogos.

The view widely cmbraced at the end of the cighteenth cen-
tury, and defended Ly Teller, Lofiler, Stolz, Eichhorn, Am-
mon and others, that the Logos in this place is but a personifi-
cation of the divine reason, as in the Wisdom of Solomon, ch.

1 As early as Count Lynar, in his Paraphrase of the Gospel of John, Halle, 1771,
we have the remark: “The Logos, a term under which, as every onc knows, hoth
Jews and Gentiles of the present time understand something more !;hun human,
under which name I propose to describe Jesus, who is not yet saficiently under-
stood.”” Morus takes the same View.
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vii. 27, x. 16, 17, may be regarded at this day as superseded; a
confutation of it may be found in an Essay by Siisskind, in
Flatt’s Magazin. f. Dogmatik u. Moral 8t. 10. As at this time
a dogmatic hypostatizing is acknowledged in the Wisdom of
Solomon itself, there is the less hesitation in conceding it here.
It is now the problem of Theology to grasp the relation of
this hypostasis to God, or rather in God. Exegesis cannot well
avoid linking itself here to the results of Dogmatik.

In place of the term Omdaraois, abstractive rpomos Smdosewc,
#0irye, commonly employed in the East, the Western Church
used the term person. Yet this term is not applied to the hy-
postases of the Godhead in the sensein which itis used of human
individuals. The unsatisfactory character of the expression was
felt, in fact, very strongly already, by Augustine, who says:
“Tres—quid tres ?”’ (three—three what ?) and elsewhere: ¢ per
son®x, si ita dicende sunt,” (persous, if they may so be called.)
Person applied to men, designates the human individual as an
impress of the conception of the human species under an incom-
municable modification of being in the single one. In this
sense, the term cannot be applied to the Godhead, partly be-
cause Godhead is not a conception of a species, but exists once
only, and partly because the same essence belongs to all the
persons, and the formula of the Church runs: Una essentia in
tribus personis. It is very certain that the Aristotelian Boe-
thius, whose decfinition became the current one in the Occi-
dental Church: “ Persona est nature rationalis individua sub-
stantia,” by no means proposed in that way to define the divine
persons, but designated the divine Trinity as diversitas relati-
onum, (de trinitate, ¢. 5, p. 159, seq.) And thus the specula-
tive theologians of the West commonly used the expression,
subsistentiz, relationes subsistentes, (Thomas, Summa. qu. 40,
Art. 2.) The persons then of the Godhead, are: real dis-
tinctions, having a necessary basis in the essence of the Godhead,
and at the same time are relations. God has knowledge of him-
self in a triple action of self-consciousness; he knows himself as
subject, as object, and at the same time as the identical in sub-
joct and object. ' As an analogy, the humau spirit may be

I'See Nitzsch, (in place already cited,) who shows that the reference of the
Trinity to a necessary internal Modnlity, if you choose to call it 80, can by Do wmeans
be denominated Subellianism.



Tux Docaa oF tone Logos. 69

referred to in its self-distinguishing, as thinker, and as thought
of idtself, and again, as act of thinking. God as object of him-
self is the Word, for in the Word (that is, regarded as an in-
ternal thing,) the spirit becomes opjective to itself. The Word
is consequently the principle through which God is revealed to
himself. The Word is distinet from him, and at the same time
the distinction is taken away, for God would not have perfectly
rendered himsclf objective, had not (so to speak,) his thought of
himself been as great and as substantial as he is.!  As he now
contemplates himseif in the Word, he beholds the fullness of his
owun cssence, and in this the archetypes of the world, for the works
of God which, according to Rom. i. 20, mirror “the cternal
power and GodLead ” of God, must have been thoughts of God.
In the Word, therefore, lies the xdouoc voyréc, (the intelligible
world,) and so far the counterpart of God. The other coun-
terpart of man, by which he is conscious of his individuality,
is external to hini, God has it in himself, in his Word. First,
in having reference to this counterpart, he is also love. As
the abstract Onc, he would be without love, for it pertains to
the notion of love to find oneself in another. In his distinction
from his counterpart, and in his reference fo it, he is love.
This love, accordingly, has rcference also cternally to the
world—but 10t to the world in its limited being, in its actually
entering on existence, but as it is rendered objective to him in the
‘Word, in his own essence. It is, then, not a countepart for
itsclf, but only for Aim. In virtue of his love, it attains now
also existence for itself, that is the xéopuo¢ voyroc becomes real-
1zed in the xéopos alodytéc; the creation of the world ensues.
Hence we have the Bible formula, that the world was created
of the Father, by the Son. (Johni. 8, 1 Cor. viii. 6, Eph. iii.
9, Col. i. 16.) This explains, too, why every revelation of .(}0(],
whether in the Old Testament, (John xii. 41,) in the conscious-
ness of the human soul, (John i. 5-9,) or in Christ, is referred
to the Logos. What does the expression, ““God reveals him-
self,” mean, but this: he imparts the thought, the knowledge

i f God of him-
1 Luther also calls the Logos ¢o discourse,” or a ‘‘thought of him
gelf;” tho dissimilarity in human analogy he traces prqfouud)y Lo this, that God is
causn sui, and then adds: “although in fact our word gives s little information, in-
deed gives cause for reditating on the thing.”
¥
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of himself? God's thought of himself, God objectively con-
ceived, is the Logos. In Christ, however, the Logos has be-
come man, inasmuch as this man is the archetype of humanity,
which was contemplated in the Logos, which archetype, in virtue
of that, views God with the same absoluteness of knowledge, 1s
participant also of the love of God, in the same way as the Logos
in his preéxistent state.! Luther says strikingly: ¢“The other
sons of God first become such through this Son, who, therefore,
is the omnly begotten "—their creation, like their new creation,
he says further, is founded in the Word, to wit: through the
original man.

Among the theological discussions of a very recent date,
in regard to the Trinity, the greatest interest is claimed by
the missives of Liicke and Nitzsch, the first of whom presents
with plainness the considerations opposed to the doctrine of an
immanent divine Trinity, the latter, with an cqual absence of
rescrve, mceets these seruples, (Stud. u. Kritik. 1840, 11. 1, 1841,
II. 2.) The Dissertation by Dean Mehring, in Ficlhte’'s Zeit-
schrift fur Spekulat. Theol. 1842, 5 Bd. H. 2, also deserves
notice. Among the philosophical dissertations, Billroth’s
Religionsphilosophie, p. 57, seq. and Erdmann, Natur oder
Schopfung, (Nature or Creation,) p. 70, scq. may be referred to.

ProLoGUE. — V. 1-18.

The train of thought in the Prologue is now to be explained.
The grand thought which stands before the soul of the Evangel-
ist 1s, that the Logos has appeared as a human person. The Evan-
gelist, however, starts from a remoter point, and commences
with the thought, that from eternity the Logos has revealed
God to himself, (v. 1, 2,) that through him the world has been
brought into existeice, as also the consciousness of God in man,
(v. 3,4.) DBut mankind have not had the proper disposition of

1 As regards the question, whether the Logos only, and not the Godhead, became
man, the answer is to be found in the formula employed by Bernard: éredimus
ipsam divinitatern sive substantiam divinam sive naturam divinam dicas, incarnatam
csse, sed in filio, (‘‘we believe that the Deity itself, call it divine natu’re or divline
substance, ns you please, became incarnate, but i the Son.”) Tt is fu;'therto b
remarked, in regard to Christ, that the sphere of his earthl .

: n th y being does not present
th ing ; iti
ofee?u::li;?i‘ﬁ?n of the Logos in its complete unfolding ; that follows the condition
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mind for this light, (v. 5.) As John purposes to make a tran-
sition to the personal appearing of the Logos, he prefaces it
with a mention of the testimony of the Baptist, which was
designed to produce faith in him that was to come, (v. 6-9.)
He that was to come was, in fact, already present, but had
been rejected, (v. 10.) He now camec to his own peculiar
people, and these also rejected him, (v. 11.) But the richest
blessing became the portion of those who acknowledged him
that had appeared, (v. 12, 13.) Thus he prepares for the
delineation of the appearing of the Word in flesh, so abun-
dantly rich in blessing, whose two grand benefits, designating
them in the strongest manner, are called the grace and the
truth, (v. 14, 17.)

V. 1. Ev dpyj, in the view of most expositors, is connected
with the nwx13 (“in the beginning”’) of the Old Covenant, to
carry on, as it were, to a higher point, the beginning there
mentioned. It may be so; nevertheless, if that n@¥) means
the beginning of the creation itself, dpy7 must here have
another meaning, for the Logos was not merely at, but before
the creation of the world. It is most probable that John, by
év doyy here and d7’ doyic, 1 John 1. 1, means dn’ aidvog, which
is used, Prov. viil. 23, (Septua.) in regard to wiscom, in place
of which Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 14, (9,) has d=’ dpoyjc. < We show
unto you 7. fwiy T. aloveoy,”’ says the Evangelist, 1 John i. 2.
Our conception cannot grasp au infinite range of time. When
we wish, therefore, to speak of eternity, we fix a beginning,
which we call original beginning.—John says: ‘“Ile was in the
begianing ;" but according to the doctrine of the Church, the
Son is begotten. DBut as the Church in this conception denics
the prius and posterius, it follows that the existence of the Son
is to be regarded as posterior to that of the Father, only in the
order of apprehension, not of time. The sunbeam is dependent
on the sun, and yet is not later than it. In fact, there is a
reciprocal condition, since the Father without the Son cannot
be Father, in fact, not self-conscious God ; the effect is thus, on
the other side, cause also.

Ilpés with the accus. here in the sense of with, cf. Winer,
§ 53, h. and the wapa goi, xXvii. 5; 8o too () Lp) fre v mpog Tov
zarépa, 1 John i. 2. DBy the word “with” as indicative of
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space, is designated that idea which we call distinction, which
is, however, annulled by the ¥edc v which follows, as Luther
expresscs it: “That sounds as if the Word were something
different from God, he resumes, therefore, and closes the ring.”
O¢dc is not to be regarded as the subject ; the oirog, v. 2, which
again is connected with 6 26yoc, shows that the latter is the
leading idea. O:b¢ without the article, designates God as the
divine substance; on the other hand, 6 deé¢ is meant to desig-
nate God as subject and (in connection with what precedes,)
the Father himself. The consubstantiality of the Logos with
the Father, is thus cxpressed, as lirasmus remarks, Those
who maintain in general a close connection of the Evangelist
with Philo, suppose that dedc without the article signifies, as
in Philo, God in a subordinate sense, 6 dedrepog. The bear-
ing of this on the doctrine of the Trinity would not be un-
essential, for the Son would in that case no longer be the
absolute image of the Father.

V. 2, 8. The discourse again takes up the first words of v.
1, as the thought of the creation of the world connects itself
with that of the eternal existence of the Word. Only in virtue
of his cternal existence could the Logos eftect the temporal
existence of the world. The temporal beings are the thoughts
of God which have become existent, and which were contained
in archetype in the Logos; according to Col. i. 16, all things
were created ¢n the Logos. The proposition ywpic adrod x. 7. A,
is not to bc regarded as merely rhetorical, repeating in a
negative form the thought which before had been expressed
positively.  That a special emphasis is attached to it, is clear
from the fact that we have not the mere obdév. But why this
express testimony, that everything cxisted through the media-
tion of the Logos? According to Liicke and Olshausen, to
exclude the Thilonic view of the 02y, (matter as a principle of
being.) DBut the testimony is designed to assure us, not of the
dependeice of everything on God, but of its existence by means
of the Logos. Must not, then, the purpose of the Evangelist
rather have been to represent the Logos as exalted above all
orders of spirits, as ’aul expressly gives prominence to the
verv same 1dea to the Colossians, Col. i. 16.

V. 4,5. Luther: “John now sharpens the pin and makes a
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new point, as he designs to bring in the thread of the Auman
race,”” (an allusion to lace-weaving. Tr.) As the ezistence of
beings has its root in the Logos, so also has their 4fe. This
life, however, was in men a self-reflected life, a consciousness
of God effectuated by self-consciousuess. That ¢dc does not
strictly designate the self-consciousness, is manifest from v.
5 and 9, (cf. Matt. vi. 23,) yet the consciousness of God pre-
supposes a capacity of self-consideration. Karalapfdvew can-
not idiomatically signify “suppress,” (Origen, Chrysostom,
Schulthess,} it means “comprehend,” in the spiritual sense, too,
in expressing which the middle voice is usual, cf. v. 10, &rvo,
and iii. 19. In unison with this, Paul says, Rom. i. 19, that
God was manifest in the heart of the heathen, and was not
acknowledged. The abstract gxoréa designates the concrete col-
lective idea of humanity not penetrated by the consciousness
of God. With the Aorist, we have gasvecin the present, as the
Evangelist has before his mind an act yet in continual progress.

V. 6-8. The thought that mankind did not comprehend the
Logos at that time, already excites in the mind of the Evangel-
ist a reflection on the unbelief that attended his appearing in
humanity. He thus had occasion for the admonitory remark,
that by God’s arrangement through the Baptist, John’s cher-
iched teacher, preparation for faith in the incarnate Logos had
been made, and so far rendered easy—¢ that all men (are the
leathen already cmbraced in this, as Luther supposes ?) through
Lim might believe.” The explicit assurance in v. 8, appears
superfluous, nevertheless, v. 20 and ch. iii. 28, show (cf. Paul, Acts
xiii. 25,) that the establishment of what is here asserted, seemed
of importance to the Evangelist; the earliest traces of disciples
of John the Baptist, who regarded him as the Messiah, are
found in the second century, but there might already exist an
occasion for these remarks of the Evangelist, in the fact that
cven after the appearance of Jesus, a secluded circle of John's
disciples remained.—The construction with fva serves for the
circumseribing of the idea of should, (cf. ix. 3, xii. 18, Mark
v. 23.)

V.9. The point of time is now specified at which that
witness resounded. The translation of Luther, which is also the
one of the Vulgate, Syriac, Chrysostom, Calvin, (and the English
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authorized version. Tr.) cannot therefore be allowed, since
to justify it, an obro¢ would be indispensable hefore the jv.  We
must connect the Jv with dpyépusvoy, and 7y pyép. is susceptible
of two interpretations. It may mark the imperfect: ¢He
came just then into the world,” (De Wette, Liicke, 3d edit.)
On this view, indeced, the thesis cannot well be connected with
what precedes, which would seem to make zéce necessary,
although this objection may be met by the consideration, that
the following theses also are pretty abrupt. There is yet
another difficulty, however. If we take it in this way, v. 10
must be understood of Christ after his appearing, and would
not the #y then be out of place? since De Wette and Liicke
themselves cannot avoid translating: ““was (appeared.”) We
prefer, therefore, with Theodorus of Mapsuestia, Grotius,
Larape, Schott, Olshausen, to understand the partic. pres.
dpyoucvoc of him who was shortly to enter the world, and to
translate : erat venturum ; the proposition is then more closely
“connected with v. 8, as an elucidation. ’Alpd:éc, “that which
answers to its idea,” (iv. 23, vi. 82.) A share of the light is
indeed ascribed to the Baptist, but the true light illumines all
men.

V.10,11. With the thought that the Light was first to come,
is connected by reference to v. 5, what obviates a possible
misunderstanding, and by which, at the same time, the thought
expressed in v. 11 is strengthened. As v. 9 has already
referred to the personal appearing, we now have the masculine
ajréy. Instead of a conjunction making a clear logical deter-
mination, we have, like the Hcebrew, merely xa/, the first xof
having an augmentive, the second an adversative sense. V.11
can only be understood of the personal appearing of the Logos,
as is shown by the 748 and Dby v. 12 and 13; though Luther
interprets 74de as referring to Christ’s appearance subsequent to
his baptism. Ta ida, his own, that is his own property,
peculiar possession, not essentially ditferent from the concrete
of é0coe. If this designated no more than the previous x00 ptoz,
it would be the men in general, who belonged, in a more
specific sense than other beings, to the Logos, since they are
conscious life, inazsmuch as they bear in them the conscious-
ness of God; but the impression is irresistible, that o0 is
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meant to express more than 6 xéouoc. In this light, the view
of Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, and the recent writers, com-
mends itsclf, that Isracl is referred to dc oyolvspa xAypovopas
adrob, (“‘as the portion of his inheritance,”) Ecclesiasticus xxiv.
13, Exod. xix. 5. If we take ¢doc in this sensc, can we not
say that the whole Gospel is an expansion of this theme, since
the party in apposition is always designated by John as of
‘lovdaioe? (see on i. 19.)—The rejection of Messiah expressed in
as unqualified & manner as in iii. 82, receives, nevertheless, in
v. 12, its limitation., The Baptist had designed to lead *all”’
to faith, (v. 7,) but the great mass had been blind.

V. 12-13. The Evangelist depicts the more copiously the
richness of blessing shared by the few. ’Efovséa has, in the
classics, the meaning of prerogative, 5 d§iwoec, (Beza, cf. 1 Joh.
iii. 1,) but certainly not in the New Testament, nor can that of
dvvasuec, internal power, (1 Cor. i. 18,) be supposed here ; better,
therefore, according to the classic usage, where it has the mean-
ing of ability, as Erasmus: ut liccret filios Dei fieri, (that they
might become sons of God.) In what way is this ability
brought about? We may answer in the words that follow: by
the ydoec and @i deea, (the “grace” and “truth.”) Téxa Jeod
cannot here have the derivative sense ‘protegé, favorite;”
the thought, rather, as v. 13 shows, is that of a regeneration, a
participation of the divine gioec, (2 Pet. i. 4,) so that Christ
is preéminently the vioc 7. 9eod, of. 1 Johniii. 9,1 Pet. i. 22, 23.
At the same time the condition or mediation of the new birth
is given, Faith. The idea of spiritual birth is then, v. 13, ren-
dered more distinet by putting it into antithesis with natural
birth. We may regard the three members as distinct designa-
tions; Luther: the corporeal descent, the adoption, the sonship
as a title of honor, or the second and third as subdivisions ot
the first, though in that case ofre—olre would be required.
The blood through which the chyle is distributed to the differ-
ent parts of the body, is the seat of life, hence the connection
between child and parents is called blood relationship, and 1n
classic usage, also, we have the expression ‘to spring from the
blood, that is from the seed of any one,” (Acts xvil. 26.) il‘he
plural is used in the classic poetry for the singular. The idea
of the older theologians that these words have a controversial
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aim against the Jewish pride of Abrahamic descent, cannot be
well allowed in this conneetion. The lowliness of bodily descent,
is depicted in antithesis to spiritual generation, yet more par-
ticularly in the expression, ¢ the lust of the flesh,” (Eph. ii. 3,) that
is, the natural impulse, and the “desire of man,” that is, a more
particular limitation of the fleshly desire. Over against this
stands the “divine counsel of love.” ’£¢ marks in Greek, not
merely the point of material origin, but also the efficient cause,
cf. on iii. 6.

V. 14. Inv. 11, the incarnation of the Logos was already
presupposed. Linked with the thought of the regeneration,
effected thereby, that incarnation is now depicted with an en-
thusiasm inspired by its glory. The Evangelist speaks with the
cnthusiasm of an eye-witness, and with like fervor he speaks in
the beginning of his first Epistle, written in extreme old age.
Kai, as in the Greek classics, and like the Latin atque, serves for
the continuation or elucidation of a discourse, cf. v. 16, 19, 24.
2dp€, like the fuller phrase odoé xat aipa, (1leb. ii. 14,) desig-
nates humanity with reference to its character, as endowed with
the senscs and passions, cf. Ileb. v. 7, 2 Cor. xiii. 4. We are
not to understand by it the body merely, which would lead us
into the error of Apollinaris, which was, that Christ had not a
liuman soul, but that in its place was substituted the Logus.
The word edpé is selected by the Evangelist to mark the incar-
nation as an act of humiliation, perhaps, too, with a glance
toward the docetic denial of the sensuous nature. (1 John iv.
2.) In men, in general, the Logos was divine consciousness as
potential, but not come to encrgy in will or cognoscence;
in Christ, the divine conscionsness alike in will and €Ognos-
cence attains to absolute cnergy, and therefore unites itself
with the sclf-consciousness in personal unity. Fwpdw, pro-
perly “to pitch tent,” in a wider sense, “to dwell.” The ex-
pression is used solemnly in the first sense, to express the reality
of his abode among men; (Luther: “not like the angel Ga.
brick,”) ¢f. poyiy zoeetv, Jobn xiv. 23; though the image of
pitching a tabernacle may serve to express the transientness of
the abode of God’s Son in the lowly condition of humanity.
(Phil. 1i. 7.)  According to Olshausen, Meyer and Liicke, thero
1s an allusion to the name Shekinah, (that is, dwelling,) scc above,
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D. 62, as too, the mention of the §é€a, which properly formed the
Shekinah, immediately follows. That the Evangelist was indu-
ced to the selection of the Greck suppoby by the mere similarity
of sound with the Hebrew word, is not to be supposed, and if
he designed an allusion to that idea, the expression “he pitched
a tabernacle” is not distinct enough; yet the mention of the
06¢a certainly favors the view. 4ééa designates, first of all, in
the Old Testament, the radiance (7123) the sensible token of the
presence of God; to this a reference might be found, as though
the Evangelist would say: “the sensible manifestations of God
under the old covenant are now completed,” for in them that
which appeared, and ke who appeared, were distinct, but this is
the case no more. According to New Testament phraseology,
the ddsa is imparted to Christ, and them that are his, only in
the other world. (vii. 89, xii. 23, xiil. 32, xvil. 1, 5, 24.) To
this o5« pertains also the immediate dominion of the spirit
over nature:; sinec this, however, is averred of the Saviour
even in this world, John here, and ii. 11, already ascribes to
the Son of God a 665« in this world. It is nevertheless possi-
ble that in this he had in his mind the spiritual glory, also, of
Christ. Luther has less fitly everywhere translated ¢ofugery by
verkliren, (transfigure,) instead of verherrlichen, (glorify.) ‘%¢
is to be taken as tlie falsely so-called 2 veritatis, (this was
thought to stand merely for asseveration,) in Ilebrew, i. e. the
object is attached to its idea, “such as is duc one who is the
only begotten,” cf. Is. i. 7, Neh. vil. 2, Matt. vii. 29.  Movoyevys,
“that which cxists once only, that is, singly in its kind.”
Would the others become what Christ is, (John xvii. 22, Rom.
viii. 29,) they become such through the éfovsia bestowed by
him. [lape marpéc may be coustrued with diéa, but it is
better to connect it with govoyevobc, in which lies the verbal
conception of yewy#évros.  Olshausen thinks that here only the
Logos in itself is denominated povoyevy, and appeals to the
&y elc T. xoAmoy T. Tarpds, v. 18, but as we shall show, not with
justice. JTjpyc may, by anacoluthon, be referred to povora’;obs,
as Eph. iii, 17, but it is better to take xal e'c?sao‘a,uec?a—l?ra‘rpoc as
a parenthesis called forth by strong emotion, so that 71/177,0771: refers
to éomjvwgev. All that Clrist has been to the worlld, is com-
prised in the two blessings of salvation, ydpes and dAjdeca; what
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they embrace is brought out more clearly in the antithesis,
v. 17.

V. 15. He again returns to the testimony of his beloved
instructor, and inserts it parenthetically in the same way as the
exclamation in v. 14 ; the mention of the ydpec, v. 16, is again then
connected with v. 14. The vivid feeling, as though what he
speaks of were actually present, causes him to use the present, and
even xéxpaye belongs to the perfects, that have the force of the
present ; the expression cited is the one employed by the Baptist
on the occasion mentioned in v. 30. “0v elmoy with the accus.
of the person, of whom we speak, Matthire, ii. 162, cf. ov &ypagse,
v. 46. The discourse of the Baptist has the pointed antithetical
character which is displayed in the prophetic expressions in
the Old Testament. The exposition must be determined by
the force of éumposdev. According to the current usage, this
designates only before with reference to space or time, but not
precedence ; it is accordingly interpreted of preéxistence, among
the more recent writers, by Walil, Bretschneider, Lex. 8d ed.
Meyer, Hengstenberg, (Christol. iii. 490); in the proposition
which specifies the reason, they then understand zp@roc also as
referring to the preéxistence. If with this conception we were to
translate yéyovey, ““he has become,” it could not well be taken
except in an Arian sense—the Arians, indced, make their appeal
to this interpretation ; but we may also translate, “he has been.”
In that case, however, it is impossible to deny the tautological
character of the proposition, aud if, to avoid this, we understand
mpdroc of dignity, why have we 7, and not éori? We must,
then, procceding from the signitication which relates to physical
space, adopt the meaning of precedence, as in Genesis xlviii. 20,
(Septuag.) thus: “he has been preferred before me, has obtained
a higher position”—which meaning may also be justified by
v. 27, where the Baptist acknowledges himself as filling but
the position of a slave in relation to Christ. The TPABTOG
which follows, has likewise been referred to the dignity by
Chrysostecm, Erasmus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Lampe, in which
case, however, as we have already remarked, we would expect
doti, and prefer, therefore, to refer it to the preéxistence, (Lu-
ther, Beza, Calovius, Le Clerc, Liicke.) The eternal being of
the Togos, or Messiah, is the reason of his precedence. As the
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language here rclates only to a comparison of two persons,
7parog 1s used in the sense of mpérepos ; the genitive is used in
consequence of the comparison. (Winer, 4th ed. p. 222.) The
criticism of Strauss and Bauer, as this expression is one that
could not have been anticipated from the Old Testament posi-
tion of the Baptist, regards it as a fiction of the Evangelist,
derived from his own point of view. In reply to this, we ob-
serve: 1) that the historic notice in v. 80, in regard to the
expression, is an argument for its authenticity; 2,) so, too, is
its pointed antithetical character; compare the language of the
Baptist, iii. 27-30; 3,) that the view of the preéxistence of the
Messiah was not foreign to the Jewish conception, (Bertholdt,
Christ. Judeeor. p. 181. Schmidt, Bibl. f. Kritik. u. Exeg. i. p.
38. Justin Martyr, Dial. e. Tryph. p. 226, 336, ed. Col.) and
espcecially, that a man like the Baptist might have been led to
it by an examination of such passages in the Old Testament,
as Mal. iii. 1, Micah v. 1, Daniel vii. 18. It cannot, indeed, be
demonstrated that John represented himself as that messenger,
that Elijjah, who is spoken of in Mal. 1ii. 1, 23, but it had been
done, according to Luke i. 16, 17, 76, by Zacharias, his father;
Christ himself designates him in the same way, Matt. xi. 10,
Mark ix. 12; 13; the passage of Isaiah which the Baptist ap-
plies to himself, is like that in Malachi, in fact, according to
Ilengstenberg, the basis of it; how probable is it, then, that
the Baptist himself had observed and applied to himself spe-
cially, the words in Mal. iii. 1, and that is the very passage in
which the Messiah is designated as the Lord and Angel of the
Covenant. May he not also have referred the xpeoc in Mal. iii.
28, (Eng. Tr. 4, 5,) to Christ as Jehovah?

V. 16, 17. The jueic mavres clearly points to the members
of the Christian Clurch, the mAjpopa to migoyc, and ydpw to
ydoerog, v. 14; we cannot, therefore, regard thesc as words of
the Baptist, as Origen, Erasmus and Strauss suppose. Ka‘ be-
fore ydpw is epexegetical. ’Auré, “instead of,” that is, one in
place of the other, alternately, as we say, “ one after another,”
thus ever nmew gifts of grace; the fullness is consequeutly
an exhaustless one, snflicient for all. Instead of this use of

! What Hengstenberg, in pass. abv. ref. to, advances, to establish o reference to
Mal. iii. 1, in the words ¢ dmiow pov épx., does not seem to me to be convincing.
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dvré in Greck, it is more common to employ mepd with the
accusative.—V. 17 proves this ydpec to be the distinctive quality
of the New Covenant. The antithesis which is made in this
place by John, as in Paul, too, between vopoc and ydoes, is
worthy of remark. The ydpec is the leading idea, but the
dijdeca also forms an antithesis to vopoc. Bengel: Lex iram
parans et umbram habens, (the law preparing wrath, and hav-
ing the shadow.) By the legal relation, condemnation falls
upon men; the law, indeed, in its sacrifices and ceremonies,
had grace also, but only symbolically, (Col. ii. 17, Heb. x. 1,) as
opposed to which, the unveiled, absolute ¢ruth now appears.
For éyévero, John could not well have written édody; it is the
historical fact of the appearing of Christ in humanity, by which
grace and truth have become the portion of mankind. Cf. the
éreviidy, 1 Cor. 1. 30.

V. 18. Now follows a detailed statement in relation to the
dljdeea.  The proposition, that God cannot be looked upon,
stands in the Old Testament, Exod. xxxiii. 20; the mode, how-
ever, in which even in that passage the view of the back of
God is spoken of, lcads to the belief that in that proposition
not merely a sensible vision, bnt an adequate knowledge also
was contemplated. Cf. doparog, Col. i. 15, A decided distinc-
tion is supposed, John vi. 45, 46, between hearing God and
sceing him, and the first is attributed to men in gencral, the
sccond to the Son alone. Ilearing causes us to have percep-
tion of the object in motion, consequently in communication with
us; vision perceives the object in the condition of rest, is
conscquently better adapted to express that knowledge which
springs from personal unity with God. That sole absolute
knowledge of God, Christ also claims for himself in Matt. xi.
27. That in the passage before us, 6 povoyevyc vidc designates,
as Olshausen thinks, the Logos only, is shown to be untenable
by the éxetvoc éppjoaro; the language is employed to mark the
Logos personally united with the humanity. Yi6c #eod, used
of Christ, refers in the profoundest sense to the unity of
cssence, a8 Christ himself intimates, Matt. xxii. 43. We have,
consequently, in this chapter, v. 50, 6 vfoc 700 Feod and &
fosthede Tob *lopayh associated, as also xi. 27, and Matt. xvi, 16,
xxvi. 63.—E« has reference to the corporeal idea ““to be on the
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breast.”” 1In oriental usage, the one best beloved lies in the
bosom of the host, so that his head rests on his breast, and ke
can impart and receive confidential communications, (Johu xiii.
23.) In Latin proverbially: in gremio, sinu, alicujus ecsse;
Calvin: ¢ Scdes consilii pectus est,” (the breast is the seat of
counsel.) *ESyyyaaro requires as an object “4t,” (Eng. Tr. him,)
which is not expressed in Greek and Hebrew.

AcCREDITING OF CHRIST BY THE TESTIMONY OF THE DAPTIST.
v. 19-34,

The preparatory thoughts have been expressed: the only
begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth, has appeared,
but—his own have not received him. The history which begins
at this point, gives the amplification. The of 'fovdaioc first
appear here, under which name John, throughout the entire
Gospel, designates the party inimical to the Son of God.
This national appellation is ordinarily regarded as a designa-
tion of the representatives of the people, hence, members of
the Sanhedrim. These certainly are so designated n specie,
cf. for example, vil. 13, where the dpyeepsic and of *Jovdaior are
identified ; but on the other hand, the people are called *fovduio,
s0 as specifically to distinguish them from the dpyespss, (xil. 10,
11;) by the name’fovduior are meant, in general, all with whom
Jesus had to deal, whether high or low, enemies or friends, cf.
viii. 31. A rcason for the use of this generic name of the
people by John, must be sought for; we find 1t, as has already
been remarked, p. 17, (of the translation,) in this, that he ex-
hibits the conflict between the divine light and the corruption
of men in the Jewish nation, where, in consequence of their
clection, it presents itself in the most glaring form.'—The
intimate conncction of the author of this Gospel with the
Baptist, displays itsclf here also in his thorough acquaint-
ance with his testimony. So complete was his familiarity

1 By an independent process I have reached the same conclusi‘qns, especinlly
in reference to v. 11, with those presented in the treatise by Fiscber, on the
expression of 'lovdaioc in the Gospel of John, in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1840, H. 2.
As for the rest, the writer, who is dependent on Strauss, thinks that from the
data specified, the conclusion is justified that the Gospel was composed from &
later Gentile-Christian point of view.
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with it, that he here does what clsewhere occurs only in the his-
tory of the passion, he follows in chronological order the succes-
sion of the days, (c énabpeoy, v. 29, 85. ii. 1,) and the day on
which the deputation came forms the starting point. “The
narrator must indeed have a personal and historical interest in
that day, as was actually the case, since he, as that Disciple whose
name is not given, who at that time left the Baptist for Jesus,
had found in those days the influences that determined his
whole course of life.” (Schweizer.)

V. 19-23. By the 'fovdaioe, we are evidently here to under-
stand the Sanhedrim, which necessarily watches the more closely
a teacher appearing in an extraordinary form, as no prophet
had appeared for almost four hundred years. This superior
tribunal was also under special obligation to prevent the ap-
pearing of false prophets, (Matt. xxi. 23.) In addition to this,
the Messianic baptism performed by the Baptist could not
but excite mistrust and solicitude, (John xi. 48-50,) for which
reason the question, v. 25, bears specially upon his baptism.
‘We are not, indeed, to suppose that the various opinions men-
tioned here prevailed in the Sanhedrim itself, it is more pro-
bable that the popular views had reached their ears. Among
the people, the intense longing for the Messiah, connected
with the extraordinary features iu the appearing of the Bap-
tist, had aroused, during the first cxcitement, surmises whether
he might not be the Messiah. (Luke iii. 15, Acts xiii. 25.)
The importance which the Evangelist attached to the refusal of
any such dignity on the part of the Baptist, is shown by his
expressing it, not only ina positive, but in a negative form.—” Ore
is used not only in the New Testament, but in the classies also,
to introduce the orat. dirccta, Plato Critias, p. 52, a. It was
very natural to think of Elias, as Mal. iii. 23, was usually taken
in a literal sense, (Matt. xi. 14, Mark ix. 12.) Now, although
the Baptist, as was remarked on v. 15, probably had referred
to himself the expressions in Malachi, yet he must respond
negatively to their question, since those who inquired, intended
not HElias in the ideal, but Klias in the literal sense. (Cf. the
popular notions, Mark vi. 14, 15.) Besides this, some special,
distinguished prophet was cxpected by the people, as precursor
of the Messiah, by sowme, especially Jeremiah. (Matt. xvi. 14,
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cf. 2 Mace. xv. 13, 14, 4 Ezra xvi. 2-18, 2 Mace. iy In vii
40, also, we are to understand by o zpogyric, a great prophet,
preéminently the object of expectation; probably from the in-
terpretation given to Deut. xviii. 15. The brevity of the Bap-
tist’s answers may be accounted for, by the compendious char-
acter of the narrative, but v. 22 shows that he, in accordance
with his rugged, ascetic character, actually answered no more
than the question demanded. In other places, also, his dis-
courses are brief and pointed. His positive answer he gives by
quoting the verse, Isaiah xl. 3, in which, according to the report
of all the Evangelists, he found adelineation of his own mission.
The meaning of “making straight the way,” is brought out
more clearly in the expressions derived from Malachi, and
applied to the Baptist, (Luke i. 17.) The prophet in the pas-
sage quoted, speaks of the manifestation of God, yet the
Baptist may have understood, by the xpoc and sorypuov o5
deob, (Luke iii. 6,) in a direct sense, the Messiah.

V. 24-28. For the question as to the right to baptize, the
Evangelist seems to design furnishing a motive, when he states
that those who were sent were Pharisees; this sect was ex-
tremely rigid in matters pertaining to the ritual. A lustra-
tion of the people in the time of the Messiah was expected,
in accordance with Ezek. xxxvi. 24, 25, scq. Mal. iil. 2, 8, and
as this was ascribed in the Old Testament, in part to the Mes-
siah himself, in part to his legates, we have, with the Messiah,
the prophets also here mentioned who were to prepare the
way for his advent. Instead of odre—olre, the best evidence
sustains the reading oidé—ovdé. What John means by bap-
tism ¢n, that is, with water, is made clear by the antithesis
which Le had in his mind in connection with it. 1In v. 33, the
antithesis is farrifew év mvebpare dyi; thus the merely ritual
symbolical baptism, and the real baptism, which imparts the
Spirit, stand opposed to each other. But in the account given,
Luke iii. 16, with év mvebpare driw, we have also nvpi. 1f this
mwoé is not to be regarded as merely an explanatory addition of
the narrator, if it is the Baptist's own phrase, (perhaps a remi-
niscence from Mal. iii. 2, 3,) we have the more special antithe-
sis of a purification from outward, gross oﬂ'cnses,_ ‘wh-ich
opcrates more in a ncgative way, and an internal puritication
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working positively through the impartation of the Spirit; the
same antithesis would then meet us which lies in the words
eic perdvoray and eic miotw xai dpeoww opapri@yv. The expression
péooc—oidare presupposes that Christ was no longer in private,
that he had already appeared, ¢f. Luke xvii. 21, if 2vci¢ Spav
there means “among you;” had the Baptist himself not yct
known Jesus as the Messiah, would he have said: 0v dpeZc o«
0idure? (Jacobi, in the Studien u. Kritiken, 1838, p. 851.)
It appears, then, that we are to suppose the baptism of Jesus to
have taken place before this language was used, on which point,
sce what is said at the closc of this division, “0<—jéyovey is to
be regarded as spurious, as perhaps, also, avro3 datev.  The fig-
urative, concrete expression, by which the Baptist designates
his inferiority, was fixed, as Acts xiii. 25 shows, in the Evan-
gelical tradition. The untieing and bearing the sandals, was
the duty of slaves; how highly above himself must he then
have esteecmed Christ! On the construction of diwg with fva
instead of with the infinitive, sce Winer, 4th cd. p. 812. (Agnew
and Ebbeke’s Transl. p. 264.) Origen supposed that for &
Bypdavig, the reading should be év Byda3upd, as tradition in his
time assigned the latter place on the Jordan as that at which
the baptism had been performed, and no other Bethany than
the one near Jerusalem was known to him. DBut we must fol-
low the unanimous testimony of the Codices, and it is just as
supposable that there were two Bethanys as two Bethsaidas, to
which there is probably an allusion in the wépav 70d *lopddvov.

V. 29. From the solitude in which Jesus, after his baptism,
had abode, he comes again to the Jordan. Of the object of
Jesus’ coming, nothing specific is mentioned, since the Evan-
gelist is concerned only with the testimony of the Baptist. If
the words be not, as most regard them, a sudden prophetic in-
spiration, they are yct uttered with a design presupposed, espe-
cially v. 86, of directing the Disciples to Jesus. The grand
siguificancy of Jesus, he finds in Lis propitiatory office. In tle
expressiol o dpyoc Tob deod, it is an obvious inference from the
article o, that a designatiou already well known is alluded to,
somewhat like % pifu tod *lesoa, (Isaiah xi. 10, Romans xv. 12,)
and it is most natural to think of Isaiah liii. 7. By the genitive
700 deod, this Lamb is more particularly cliaracterized, cither as
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destined by God, or as well-pleasing to God, cf. &pya rod Jeob,
(vi. 28.) dipeey dpap=1p Ny is in many connections, equivalent
to dparpely, “to take away sins.” Dut afoev also means, in the
Septuagint, to bear, (Lamentations iii. 27,) hence afpew duap. for
My 939. If the Daptist had in his eye the prophecy in Isaiah liii.
we must adopt the latter meaning, since in Isaiah liii. 11, we
have expressly 733 N 0P3y xat tdc dpaptias adtay dvoics. The
bearing of the sins of the world is, therefore, the suffering for
the sins of the world, whicl, indeed, is the basis on which the
taking away is accomplished. It is true, lambs were only used
under certain circumstances for sin offerings;' but the more
readily could the Baptist designate Christ as the expiating
lamb, if he intended, at the same time, to direct attention to
the feature of patient suffering, which had been held up by
Isaiah. 'That the words of the Evangelist are to be explained
in the mode mentioned, is confirmed, too, by this, that in Rev.
v. 6, 12, xiii. 8, Christ, with reference to his expiatory death, is
called doviov éogayuévoy, cf. also, 1 Peter i. 19. The difficulty,
however, now arises, that the Baptist, on this view, must have
known something of a suffering Messiah, and yet this idea was
one which remained wholly unknown to the most intimate Disci-
ples of Christ, in fact, to those very ones, also, who, likeJohu, had
had intercourse with the Baptist, (Matt. xvi. 21-25.) Strauss
and Bauer draw the inference that the Evangelist here also im-
putes his own creed to the Baptist. Were we compelled to
concede that Jewish antiquity knew absolutely nothing of a
suffering Messiah, yet even then he who concedes to the Baptist
an extraordinary inspiration, such as v. 83 expressly testifies of,
can have no difficulty in allowing a similar one here. Do we not
find a similar prophetic glance of the spirit in Simeon, Luke
ii. 25% (Krabbe, Leben Jesu, p. 155.) Had not the DBaptist
already announced that the Messiah would establish his king-
dom only by conflict with the portion of the people whose
minds were alicnated from God, (Matt. iii. 12, Neander, Leben
Jesu, 8d ed. p. 66, M’Clintock and Blumenthal’s Tr. § 40.)
Even though he speaks here of redemption in its widest extent

1 Levit. iv. 82, Numbers vi. 14. Nevertheless, Bihr, Symbolik des Mos. Eullus, ii.
p. 364, seq. shows that the daily morning and evening sacrifices of lambs had alse

un expiatory force.
@
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——rob x6apov—yet. this cannot appear strange upon the lips of
one who had declared that God could raise up children to him-
self from the stones that lay by Jordan. Dut the position
which has been taken ancw by De Wette, and falsely grounded
on John xii. 84, that the times before the Christian era were
entirely unacquainted with a suffering Messiah, cannot by any
means be conceded. Numerous passages from the Rabbins
argue the very opposite. See Martini, Pugio fidei ed. Carpzov,
p- 8562; Hulsius, in his instructive work, with which few are ac-
quainted, Theol. judaica. Brede, 1653, p. 309 ; Schmidt, Bibl. f.
Krit. u. Exeg. 1. p. 43-49; Hengstenb. Christol. I. i. p. 252-292,
I ii. p. 291, seq. It is true that the age of the Rabbinical
authors, from whom these testimonies are adduced, is uncertain;
yet, supposing that the whole of them wrote subsequently to
the birth of Clirist, would this doctrine, so hateful to a carnal
Judaism, be brought out at the very period when the Chris-
tians were everywhere proclaiming a crucified Messiah in that
preaching, which was unto the Jews a stumbling block?
Would the Jews lave taken refuge in the figment of a two-
fold Messiah, one a suffering, the other exclusively a glorious
one, if the doctrine of a suffering Messiah had not found con-
firmation in their ancient exegetical tradition? The opinion
defended formerly by many, (Herder, Gabler, Paulus,) that the
Baptist only meant to allude to the gentleness with which the
innocent martyr bore the sinful treatment of the world, (cf.
Eydpay aipey, 1 Mace. xiii. 17,) need no longer be confuted, as
it has been universally abandoned.

V. 380, 31. We lave here the expression of the Baptist
which has already been introduced, v. 15. The mept o) eirow
refers to an expression which he had already employed in re-
gard to the appearing of Jesus, as in v. 27 the 6 émicw pov
doyopevos alludes to an carlier application of the same phrase.
In v. 31, the baptism of Christ is already presupposed to have
taken place, for although the Aoy Baxricwy embraces Johu's
whole work, yet the baptism of Christ must be regarded as in-
cluded, in fact, must be preéminently the ohject of allusion,
since, not by the activity of Jolin, as preparatory to the future
appearing of the Messiali, but Ly the baptism of Jesus, did
Jesus become gavepoc before Isracl.  If we think now, accord-
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g to Lulke iii. 21, of the people as present at the baptism of
Jesus, and of the grand aim of the Baptist, as that of convin-
cing the people, the ¢avepoiodar may be explained with refer-
euce to those facts. But that John could have not meant this,
that he rather regarded the convietion to be wrought in the
Baptist himself, as the grand aim, is clear from v. 88, and also
here from the antithesis odx ety adrdv. 'We must, then, take it
in this way : the Baptist had baptized, in order that Ae might
learn to know the Messiah, and that consequently, the people
might also. A4yd, not “I also,” but “and I.” It is proper to
consider how the ovx 7idsey a0y is to be harmonized with Matt.
iii. 14, in which passage it is presupposed that prior to the bap-
tism of Jesus, the Baptist acknowledged in him, if not spe-
cially, the Messianic dignity, at least, a very high one. Difter-
ent modes of conciliation have been adopted: 1,) the journey
from Nazarcth to the hill country of Judea, and back, would
take six days—the young kinsmen had, therefore, visited but
once or so, or not at all; John, therefore, did not know Jesus
personally, (so recently again, ITug.) 2,) in Matt. iii. 14, the Bap-
tist testifies that he had already known the holy innocence of
Jesus, but not kis dignity as Messiah, (Lless, Tittman, Kuinél,
Keorn.) 8,) first at the approach ol Jesus, he had a presentiment
that this was the Messiah, which presentiment was exalted to
an infallible divine certainty by the baptismal act, (Bengel,
Kuhn, Leben Jesu, p. 116,) or as Neander (I. ¢. p. 80,) expresses
it, *“the words obx 7dsev arc to be understood relatively of a
knowledge not yet confident; in the light of the divine inspi-
ration, all earlier knowledge seemed to him as ignorance.”

V. 82-34. As the repetition at the beginning of v. 33 shows,
we have not here a testimony from another date ; the Evangel-
ist stops only because, as in this division iu general, so also here,
he is concerned with the paprupia. The act of baptism itsclf, the
Evangelist presupposes as known; the statement is peculiar to
John that the Baptist was prepared by a revelation for the
manifestation at the baptism of Jesus. The dove, the symbol
of innocence and purity, (Matt. x. 16;) the abiding and the
tranquil hovering over Christ, expressed the tranquil and equa-
ble movement of the power of the Spirit in him, in contrast witk
the detached impulses given to the prophets, (Isaiah xi. 2.)
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According to the description in John, and also in Matthew, this
baptism had a significance preéminently for the Baptist himself,
he, and no otlier spectator, beheld the opening heavens and the
dove; for had others seen it, why the emphatic “I saw,” *“the
same said unto me2”’ This view does not at all exclude the
supposition that Jesus also had the same vision, as Mark 1. 10
compels us to believe.! But does it not seem from Luke iii. 21, as
though the people assembled at the time, also saw the miraculous
sign ? But in the condensed phraseology there used, there lies
properly no more than this, that Jesus came to the baptism, and
that the miracle attending it happened at the same time when
all the people came to John's baptism, (Usteri, Studien u. Krit.
1829, 3 H. p. 444.) What, then, did John and Jesus, respectively,
behold? Did all occur outwardly or inwardly ? Origen supposed
that only an emotion of the mind occurred, in virtue of which
the Baptist supposed himself to see outwardly what was revealed
to his internal eye; Theodore of Mopscustia, also, explains
the occurrence as a mvevparay) dewpia. What is said of the
heavens being opened, must, of necessity, be taken in this way;
those who resist a conclusion of this sort Aere, are nevertheless
obliged, in Acts vii. 56, to concede an internal vision, where
Stephen, in the hall of the Sanhedrim, sees the heavens opened,
and Jesus at the right hand of God. That Luke, in speaking
of the Holy Ghost, uses the expression swparmi <2dz, is not op-
posed to this view, for in visions of this sort, that which is seen
internally presents itself under the same form in which it is an
object of sight. According to 2 Cor. xii. 2, Paul saw and
heard, and yet knew not whether it occurred in the body or out
of the body. With this the question connects itself, whether
the act of baptism had for Christ mercly a symbolical signifi-
cance, or whether an émpartation of the Spirit in the act, is to be
thought of ? If we regard the grand object of the miracle at
the baptism, to be the certification to the Baptist of the Mes-
siahship of Jesus, there is no necessity for supposing, in addi-
tion, a special operation of the Spirit on Jesus beyond that
which, in the nature of the case, would be induced by an act
of inauguration of this kind, (Neander, Kern.) A solemn con-

1 Hoffman, 1. ¢. p. 394, usks what can be brought agninst this view, since the
Jact was the same for both, and the laws of the soul's l.ifog are the same,
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secration of this kind was undoubtedly the soliciting agent for
the wvshpa in Jesus, (John iil. 84, Acts x. 88;) by that solicita-
tion, however, of the power, it was, in a certain measure, vivified
in him, in that sense, namely, in which it is said, Hebrews v. 8,
that Christ learned obedience, since the solicitation to the act
authenticated the propension to émaxo7 which lay in him.

V. 34. The perf. pepapriprxa presents the testimony as
closed and firmly established in its validity. What the idea of
vioc de0d comprehended in the Baptist's mind, cannot be deter-
mined with certainty, yet from what has been observed on v.
15, it may be inferred that he meant more by the expression than
the Messianie dignity in general, ¢f. on v. 15 and 18,

We have yet to ask, in what relation the testimony presented
by John to the legation stands to that of a similar character
uttered before the people, of which Luke iii. 16, and Matt. ii1.
11, give an account. It is certainly very arbitrary criticism,
when from this harmony is drawn the inference that John's ac-
count is a mere arbitrary remodeling of the narrative of Luke,
when De Wette regards Luke’s narrative as a corrupted tradition,
and Bauer sets down both narratives as inventions. The legation
certainly was sent after the Baptist had already been in his work
for some time; if now, at his first appearing, the people were
ready to sec in him the Messiah himself, (Luke iii. 15,) must he
not have explained himself? And is there anything surprising
in tlie fact that before the anthorities he explains himself in re-
gard to his work and destination, in the same pregnant expres-
sions in which he had addressed the people? Is it not evident
from v. 30 and 36, that he was in the habit of repeating certain
pregnant expressions? The expressions, moreover, coincide
only in asingle dictum.—We must inquire further, how the bap-
tism of Christ is ehronologically to be arranged in John? The
opinion of Olshausen, that it followed on the evening of the
day on which the legation arrived, or on the morning of the
following day, in whose later hours the Daptist gave the testi-
mony, v. 32, cannot be entertained, for the temptation of the
forty days is immediately connected with the baptism, and that
could not possibly be brought into the arrangement here.
With entire unanimity, the recent critics and interpreters fix
the baptisn at a period prior to the legation of the Sanhedrim.
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For this, arguments may be drawn from the two circumstances,
that the Baptist must have becn engaged in his work for some
time, before we can imagine that an investigation by the au-
thoritics would take place, and cspecially that we have the
expression péooc—oidure, v. 26. In the third edition, Olshau-
sen, also, has changed his earlier opinion.

GATIERING OF THE FIRST DISCIPLES OF JESUS.—V. 35-52,

V. 85-37. John again is standing at the Jordan, waiting
for those who are to be baptized, his two disciples with him;
they can hardly be supposed to be other than those who, on the
previous day, had reccived the significant testimony; for the
addition o afpwr—sxoapov is wanting here, without which the
mere s 0 dpvde Tob Peob is not intelligible; we must, therefore,
supposc a reference to something preceding. One of the Dis-
ciples, according to v. 41, is Andrew; thc one whose name is
not given, is probably the Evangelist himself, since in other
passages it is usual with him to omit his own name, (xiii. 23,
xviit. 15, seq. xix. 26, xx. 2—4 and 8.) This feature answers most
perfectly, alilkke with the other historical traits preserved of John,
and with his literary character, in which a certain delicacy and
virgin reserve appear. Characteristic, also, is the reverential
timidity with which these two Disciples walk in silence behind
Jesus.

V. 3840, Jesus tenderly draws them on to open their hearts
to him, they respond with the question as to where he dwelt—
probably as to his abode for the night? (cf. péver, Judges xix. 9,
Septuag.) They will not trouble him on the way, they wish to
speak with him alone. The formula employed by the Saviour in
his answer, i8 very common among the Rabbins, especially when
attention i1s to be aroused to something; John, too, has it again
in v.47. Christ then invites them forthwith to accompany him.
They go, aud feel interested to such a degree, that they remain
to the close of the day. According to the Jewish computation,
which reckoned to the day twelve hours, which were longer or
shorter according as the day broke earlier or later, the tenth hour
would be about four o’clock in the afternoon. The 3 fpépay
dxetvpy would then be limited to about two hours. In this
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passage, however, as also (iv. 0,) xix. 14, it answers better to take
the Roman computation of the hours. According to the in-
vestigations of Ilug, (Bemerk, zur Leidensgesch.—Observations
on the History ot the Passion, in the Freiburger Zeitschr, .
5, p. 91, cf. Rettig, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1830, 1L 1,) the
Romans, in the time of the Republic, divided the hours from
midnight to miduight, yet in the time of Horace, in common
life, they reckoned the hours from daybrealk, without dropping
the other computation, however. That both modes of compu-
tation were usual among the Jews, we know from Josephus,
who in his de bell. jud. 6. ix. 8, employs the Jewish, and in
Vita. ¢. 54, the Roman division. The present pévec in v. 40, as
in iv. 1, v. 13, vi. 24, is explained by the rule, that the
Grecks, when they narrate that a person has heard or said
something, place themselves in the point of time at which 1t
happened. Winer, 4th ed. p. 244.

V. 41-48. DBetween the readings wpwroc and mparov the
evidence fluctuates. If we read mpdroc, the sense is: both
Andrew and John went to seek Simon, and to malke the com-
munication to him, and his brother found him first, cf. mparog,
Joln xx. 4. ”/dwg, in the later Greck usage, like proprius at
times in the later Latinity, does not differ from the possessive
pronoun. Ieter here appears as one of those who belonged to
the circle described in Lulke 1. 88, of those who looked for the
redemption of Isracl; he had probably, also, been onc of the
Baptist’s disciples. The IHebrew name Messiak occurs, iv. 25,
also. In this beautiful sceue, we behold the commencement
of all Christian activity in missions. The Saviour, with that
piercing glance which tested men, and to which the Evangelist
so often gives prominence, (v. 48, ii. 25, iii. 8, vi. 71, cf. Luke
v. 22,) looked through the Disciple brought to him. It is a
custom of the Arabians and Hebrews to derive significant sur-
names from peculiar events in life, or from personal character-
istics; the Rabbins, also, have attached to them certain stand-
ing surnames, (Bashuisen, Clav. talmud. p. 52.) Clirist now
selects for Peter one of this kind, he names him fock, in Aram.
x2'3. But it is a question whether this appellation, like that
given to the sons of Zebedee, Mark iii. 17, can be given to the
character of Peter? Would it not rather presuppose a firm
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character like that of Paul? In fact, the subsequent conduct of
Peter isin such contrast with this appellation, that the penectration
of Christ can only be vindicated, by referring it less to the char-
acter of the Disciple, than to that which he became lhistorically
for the Chureh, and this is also the prominent reference in Matt.
xvi. 18. ‘0 viog ’Jwva, the full name, serves only to give so-
lemnity to the language, (Matt. xvi. 17, John xxi. 15.)

V. 43, 44. If 70élyoer is designed to express no more than
the mere design of leaving the country about Jordan, we can
sec no reason why prominence is given to this. We are led,
therefore, to suppose that Philip, after the journey had com-
menced, was found by the way, on the road, where also was
the fig-tree under which Nathaniel was sitting, (Matt. xxi. 19.)
The remark, v. 45, scerns to point to the fact, that the two
brothers had brought about the acquaintance of Jesus with
Philip. This confirms the presupposition which would natu-
rally exist, that more words had becn exchanged between Jesus
and Philip than are here given. Aun earlier acquaintance with
Matthew, must also (Lule xi. 13,) have preceded the “Follow
me,” (Matt. ix. 9.)

V. 45, 46. It is not, indeed, ahsolutcly necessary that this
sceie with Nathaniel should have taken place immediately, yet
it is most natural to suppose that Philip, who had now attached
himself to the little society, found his friend on the way. Na-
thaniel seems also to have been one who had previously hoped
for the Messiah; in heart-stirring words Philip utters the joy
of longing fulilled. For 6y, of. i. 15. Since Nathaniel himself
was anative of Cana, (xxi. 2,) it may be asked whetlier he here cx-
presses himself from a sense of the contempt with which Galilee
was regarded, (vii. 52,) or whether it was the village of Nazarcth
merely, which, on account of its smallness, (cf. Hengsten-
berg, Christol. ii. 1, p. 1, seq.) appeared to him so contempti-
ble. In cither view, it is characteristic of the whole Christian
interest, that Christ arose from a small, despised town, of a
despised province, of a despised people, and we may apply here
what Paul says, 1 Cor. 1. 27.  Philip appeals to the test of ¢x-
perience.

V. 47-50. Nathanicl lad been resting under the fig-tree,
and now comes to mect Jesus, who also here exhibits that
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power of looking into the soul, which our Evangelist is wont
to present as marking him. That ’Jepayiiryc is an honorary
title, cannot be satisfactorily proven, and ’fovdazoc might have
been used with the same foree, (Rom. ii. 20.) Christ recognizes
in the man an ideal of his people, a mind to which all hypoe-
risy is foreign. It is not what Christ acknowledges him to be,
that surprises the young man, it is that he shows himself able
to read his heart. In the words that follow, syra—ouviy are to
be connected with ¢/doy, and not with with gpwvfoa, as v. 51
shows. Under the shade of the fig-tree, the Jew was wont to
repose, as bencath a leafy roof, occupying himself with reading
of the law, (Winer, Realw. at the word Feigenbauni.) It can-
not be meant that Jesus supernaturally, by a far glance, had
known the outward oceupation of the man, for how could he
have drawn from this merely, a safe conclusion as to what was
passing in his mind? Nor is the impression made, that Philip
went far from the way to seek Nathaniel. The miraculous
feature which surprised Nathaniel so much, is consequently to
be found in the fact that his state of mind was known by Jesus.
As nothing impresses 2 man more profoundly, than to find that
even the tenderest and most sacred emotions of his heart are
penctrated, this simple-hcarted man breaks forth in an ac-
knowledgment of allegiance to Jesus, (1 Cor. xiv. 25.) It cor-
responds with the internal emotion which might be anticipated
in him, that over an official title he gives precedence to a des-
ignation which expresses the inner character of the Messiah.
If Olshausen’s “doubtless’ be too strong, we may nevertheless
regard it as highly plobable that Nathaniel, in his heart, per-
haps, had just been praying for the coming of the redemption
of Israel, and these very prayers mark the true Israclite.

V. 51-52. The introduction of v. 62 with the special xai
Méyer abrdp, is designed to throw into yet greater prominence
what is said in that verse, which is connected with v. 51, cf. on
v. 32. Ags the Redcemer, in the history of Nicodemus, leads
on to a higher and more spiritual degree, the faith which had
been exmted by miracles, so he does here. We find here, for
the first tlmc, the name “Son of man,” which, with the exception
of Acts vii. 56, occurs only in the GOQpels That this appella-
tion is denwd from Daniel vii. 13, is put beyond question,
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especially by Luke xxi. 27, Rev. i. 13; on the other hand, it is
certain that among the Jews the Messiah was not designated by
this name, (John xii. 34.) Why, then, would Jesus, if he meant
to designate himself as Messial by it, select so unusunal an ap-
pellation? The opinion that it is simply equivalent to Messiah,
(thus Chemnitz, Beza, Scholten, Liicke, Strauss,) must, there-
fore, be abandoned, as Matt. xvi. 13 also shows. We have
then to choose, either with De Wette, to Lold that he designs
to mark his humiliation in humanity, or with Harduin, Mosche,
Schleiermacher, Olshausen, Neander, that he so calls himself as
the one who expresses the idea of humanity, in whom it becomes
glorified, (Matt. ix. 8.) We confess that the remarks with which
De Wette, on Matt. viii. 20, has 1act our earlier view, have
caused us to waver in it, and have inclined us to prefer what is
properly the most ancient opinion, which is, that prominence is
given by the predicate to the point of the manifestation in
humanity, in antithesis, consequently to the higher nature, (Jus-
tin Martyr, Dial. c. Tryph. ed. Thirlb. p. 355; Ircnzeus, c. hewr,
1. 8, c. 19; Tertullian, de Carne Christi, c. 5.) If we explain
the predicate “the mortal, the incarnate,” the appellation is, in
fact, more closely connected with the Old Testament. Ezekicl
gives himsclf this name in contrast with God, and in Daniel,
too, this meaning is the basis of the appellation; it is also thus
taken in Ileb. ii. 6. The antithesis which then exists between
“Son of God” and “Son of man,” is more after the analogy
of Holy Scripture than the other view, according to which the
true humanity and the Deity are opposed to each other, as two
diverse aspects of the same thing; and it offers, too, a far more
satisfactory solution of the abandonment of the expression by
the Apostles after the exaltation of Christ2 De Wette does
not, indeed, seem to have reflected that by his admission, that
Jesus, even in the synoptical Gospels, continually designates
himself as a higher being, who has appeared in humanity,
Jolm’s delineation of Jesus, against which the rationalistic

1(¢¢1 cannot, with Tholuck, draw from Joln xii. 34, the inference that the Jewa
were unacquainted with the term hy which Daniel designates the Messiah.”—Do
Wette, 3d ed. On Matt. viii. 20, Tr.)

2 Neander, indeed, Leben Jesu, p. 144, se
his iden on the different passages, but esp
view decidedly commend itself more,

q. has applied in an interesting way,
ecially in John iii. 13, does the second
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view is directed, is confirmed. The opened heaven here, as at
the baptism of Jesus, can only designate the rich impartation
of divine power, and the eflicient succor from on high; the
angels, of whose appearing we first read in the history of the
Passion, can be regarded only as a symbol of the mediating
divine powers—as, indeed, in the Old Testament, 3892 designa-
ted originally, not a personal being, but ¢ divine mission,” (Ps.
xxxiv. 8, Sack, Comment. Theol. p.19. See C6lln. Bibl. Theol.
Lp.191.) Inall probability, Jesushad before his eyes the image
of the ladder reaching to heaven, on which the angels of God
ascended and descended, Gen. xxviii. 12, and in that place, also,
it designates the agency of the powers of God in the welfare
of the patriarch. It is remarkable that the xarafaivery, like
N in Genesis, is placed first, for the intercourse betwecn
lieaven and earth is represented, not as something which is to
begin, but as already begun, and therefore an uninterrupted
one, (De Wette.) The meaning, then, of this sublime passage
is, that Nathaniel should come to recognize in that Messiah
who had appeared as a feeble mortal, the unbroken revelation
of heavenly powers. Luther: ¢ We must, therefore, explain
this history in a spiritual way. When Christ became man,
and had entered on the office of preacher, heaven was opened,
and it remains open, and since that time never has heen closed,
nor shall it ever be closed, though with our bodily cyes we
behold it not. Christ bends over us, but invisibly. Christ mecans
to say: Ye are now citizens of heaven, yc have now your citi-
zenship above in the heavenly Jerusalem, ye are in communion
with the blessed angels, who, without intermission, ascend and
descend for you. Ileaven and carth have now become one,
and it is as if ye sat on high, and the blessed angels served
you.” Calvin, also: “Multum autem errant meo judicio, qui
anzie querunt tempus et locum, ubi et quando Nath. et reliqui
celum apertum viderint.  Potius enim quiddam continuum
designat, quod semper extare debebat in ejus regno.  Fatcor
quidem aliquoties discipulis visos fuisse angelos, qui hodie non
apparent.—Sed si probe reputemus, quod tunc factum est, perpetuo
viget. Nam quum prius clausum esset regnum Dei, vere zn
Christo apertwm fuit”” “In my opinion they make a great mis-
take, who are solicitous as to the time and place, the when and
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where, Nathaniel and the others beheld heaven opened. For
he rather designates something which was to continue, some-
thing meant to be permanent in his kingdom. I admit that to
the Disciples angcls sometimes appeared, who no longer ap-
pear.—DBut if we look at it aright, what was then done, con-
tinues forever. For the kingdom of God, which was before
closed, was in Christ truly opened.” It might already be in-
ferred from this promise of Christ to Nathaniel, that at a later
period he would be received into the number of Apostles, as in
ch. xxi. 2, he is actually found among them, and from the
connection of ch. i. and ii. we must suppose him to be em-
braced among the padyrai of ch. ii. 2. As his name does not
occur in the enumeration of the Apostles, Matt. x. and Luke vi.
but a Bartholomew is coupled with Philip, the inference is
correctly drawn, that under that name, equivalent to son of
Ptolemseus, we have a surname of Nathaniel.

In what relation does this calling of the Disciples stand to
that detailed in Matt. iv. 18, seq. Mark 1. 16, seq. Luke v. 1,
seq. according to which the two pairs of brothers, Peter and
Andrew, James and John, were called from their occupation as
fishermen, to Jesus, and received, as we must believe, especially
from Luke v. 11, permanently into association with Jesus?
The usual answer, that here, only the first meeting, while in the
synoptical Gospels, the entrance into an enduring connection,
may be narrated, has been met by Strauss with the objection
that in John, from the time of this first gathering, and in the
synoptical Gospels, from the time of the calling they mention,
the Disciples just named constantly appear as attendants of the
Saviour, and besides this, the difliculty that if we suppose subse-
quently to the miracle at Cana a new and temporary dispersion
of the Disciples, the overwhelming effect produced by the
miraculous draught of fishes on those who had witnessed the
turning of water to wine, would be wholly unaccountable.
Neander meets the difficulty Ly the supposition, that between
the calling of Nathaniel and that of Philip, and cousequently
between v. 44 and 45, a longer space of time is to be put, during
which the Disciples had again dispersed, and during which the

! Bauer, L. c. p. 58, seq. is specinlly vigorous in pointing out contradiction and
sbsurdity in the evangelical narrator at this point.
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miraculous dranght of fishes occurred.  Tj jpéoa o tpiry, ii. 1,
must then be dated from the calling of Nathanicel. The follow-
ing conciliation scems to us more plausible. From Perea, whither
the Disciples had been drawn only by the call given through
the preaching of the Baptist, since they now had given up this
association, they must return again to Galilee ; this they did in
company with the Master whom they had recently found. The
way to Capernaum and Bethsaida lies through Cana, there they
stop with Jesus; having reached home, they again pursue their
occupations. Jesus, however, before he takes his journey to
the Passover, calls them to be his constant followers. Luther
already has the remark : “The Evangelist is not speaking of the
calling of the Apostles, but that they alone went about with
him as companions.” This holds good until the first journey
to the Passover.



CHAPTER II.

Tag FirsT MIRACLE IN GALILEE.—vV. 1-12. PURIFICATION OF
THE TEMPLE.—v. 12-22, JAITH OF MANY OF THE CITIZENS
OF JERUSALEM.—V. 23-25.

V.1,2. So vividly does the Evangelist move amid the
ovents of the time in which his first calling occurs, that he
also mentions in this place the date: threc days after the com-
mencement of the journey to Galilee. The mother of Jesus
had already come from Capcrnaum to Cana to the wedding
feast; Jesus, who went by the road from Jordan through Cana,
(on his journey from Jerusalem to Galilce also, he first comes
to Cana, iv. 45,) was, together with his new Disciples, invited to
the feast by the family of friends. In two days he could readily
pass over the road from Bethany on Jordan to Cana, which
males the reference to i. 44, of the statement of time, the more
easy.

V. 3-5. It was, indeed, usual to keep up wedding festivals
for several days, (Gen. xxix. 27, Judges xiv. 14,) but verse 10
shows that the want occurred toward the end of the supper, so
that the celebration could not have been prolonged, as some
supposc, beyond one day. The mother of Jesus applies to him
—perhaps only in order to obtain from him assistance of some
sort in the emergency, [Liicke: something extraordinary,] if
not exactly a miraculous one ? O, shall we say, that Mary, in
order to .spare their hosts the mortification, only designed to
ask Jesus to give to the guests a sign te break up, (thus Bengel,
Hoffman.)* DBut the answer of Christ, in which he puts her off,

[! See Winer's Realw. 7th ed.]

[? Colvin: That he should say something to hush the guests. 7Tth ed.]
(98)



Tue Frnst Mrracre IN (GALILEE. 99

can hardly be explained cxeept on the supposition that his mother
urged Lim to a meiraculous assistance. But how was his mother
led to do this? Had Jesus previously performed in the domestic
circle! much that was wonderful, or was the power of miracles
first aroused when lie had entered on the exercise of his Mes-
glanic vocation? We do not feel disposed to take ground
against those who, like Hase, (Leben Jesu, 8d ed. p. 91, cf.
Liicke,) embrace the first of these views. Yet Mary's desire
does not necessarily decide for this view. For the exhibition
of extraordinary power on the part of her divine son, she was
beyond doubt prepared. She expected them with his entrance
on his public career.” 1Ie had just returned from his solemn
baptism at the Jordan, for the first time with Disciples atiending
him. His philanthropic disposition was known to her; might
she not expect some proof of that disposition under these cir-
cumstances, when on it was depending the happiness of a pious,
poor family, and the sparing them the mortification on their
festal wedding day? Yet to Jesus the occasion may have
seemed less fitting, and in this way the answer in which he puts
off the request may be explained. Or shall we say that he de-
sired to appear first in Jerusalem in his miraculous endow-
ments, (see on iv. 45.) The time determined on by himsclf had,
at all events, not come, as the obzw Fxee §) dpa pov shows. This
expression designates, in general, the cntrance of a decisive
point, (John xvi. 21, iv. 23;) John uses it, elsewhere, with refer-
ence to that point in the life of Jesus most decisive of all, the
hour of his death and his glorification, (vii. 80, xii. 23, 27, xiii. 1;)
in Matt. also, xxvi. 18, Christ says o xaepoc pov éryic éorw.
Here is the decisive point of the public appearance as Messial.
The pres. 7xo has in Greek usage the meaning of the preterit, as
also in viii. 42. The phrase e épot xat goc is a literal tran§latiou
of the Hebrew 77! 7= (Jos. xxii. 24, Judges xi. 12, 2 Sam. xvi.
10, 1 Kings xvii. 18, 2 Kings iii. 13, Matt. viii. 29, xxvii. 19,
Marlk i. 24.) Tt is also found in the classics,® (Beruhardy, Synt.
p. 98) The radical idea appears to be: “ What have we
common ? Our relations are wholly different.” The formula

[! 80 Huonius snd Le Clerc. 7th ed.]
[2 Chrysostom: She wished to glorify Lerself through her son, 7ih ed.]
[® Arrian, dissert T. iii. in the indez, p. 458. Tth ed.]
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there is used to express unwillingness to be disturbed or hin-
dered by any one. It always implies reproof, although some-
times a friendly one merely, (2 Sam. xvi. 10,) here: “Mingle
not thyself in my concerns; we pursue different aims and thou
comprehendest me not.” If Christ, then, did not consider this
as a suitable occasion for the performance of a miracle, why
does he, nevertheless, follow his mother’s suggestion ?  Because
it could not, on the other hand, be regarded as an unsuitable
ong, for it offered him an oceasion for proving his philanthropic
disposition. As Messiah he uttered the reproof, as a son he
complied with the request.! The address yuvar is not disrespect-
ful, but solemn, cf. the address from the cross, xix. 26. In
Dion Cassius Hist. 1i. 12, Augustus thus addresses Cleopatra:
“Jdpoce, & yovae, xat Jopov Eye dradov,”’ (“Take courage, O
woman, and keep a good heart,”) cf. Wetstein. That the look
of Jesus expressed more than his words convey, may be gath-
ered from the address of his mother to the servants.

V. 6-8. Dy the purifying, we are to understand the usual
washing of the hands, Matt. xv. 2, Mark vii. 8. The Attic
metetres contained 21 Wiirtemberg quarts, (about 8% gallons
English. Tr.) sothat the entire capacity of the vessels, supposing
all the water to have been converted into wine, would give 13
ahms (Strasburg,) of wine, (about 53} gallons English. Tr.) The
Ewg dvw serves to augment the miracle ; by it, moreover, the pos-
sibility of deception is excluded.  Triclinium, aroom with three
xdiva, three sets of cushious. “The person who presided
over this, and arranged the feast, was called by the Romaus,
triclinarches,” (sce the Dissertation by J. E. Walch on the Tri-
clivarches, Jena, 1763.) 1lle is not to be confounded with the
cupmoatdpyys, modimperator among the Romans and Greeks,
who was elected from the guests, to preserve order during the
meal.

V. 9,10. The master of the feast supposed that the wine
had been provided by the Dbridegroom, and half sportively
gives him an admonition. Medbarops, like the Ilebrew now

[* According o Besser, (compare Bullinger,) for this reason especially, that in her
words to the scrvants he perceives the evidence of her fuith, Tth ed.]

{* The architrikiinos, or archon of the triklinion, bearing among the Greeks the

name trapezopoios also, is defiued by Atlienmus as ¢ one Who superintends the
tables, and preserves order.” 7th ed.]
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means not merely to become drunk, but also to drink largely;
as we say, “to have well drunk,” (Septuag. Gen. xliii. 34,
Hagg. i. 6, Rev. xvii. 2.)

V.11. The first words, with which iv. 54 is to be compared,
can only be translated as Luther has done: “tlis miracle, the
first which Jesus wrought, he performed in Cana of Galilee.”
During the brief abode in Capernaum, v. 12, no miracle (iv.
45,) was wrought; in iv. 54, therefore, prominence is given to
the fact that the second Galilean miracle was wrought in this
very Cana again. The impression produced on the guests is
not mentioned, but only the aim which it attained, as regarded
the Disciples. [larehery is nsed of the different degrees of a
weaker or stronger faith, (v. 22, xi. 15, xiii, 19, xx. 8.) In re-
gard to §oa, see on i. 14.

As the miracles which Christ wrought on irrational nature
are in general more remarkable than the miracles of healing,
since in the latter a psychologic mediation is possible, which is
entirely wanting in the former, it is precisely this miracle which
is designated by Strauss as the very acme of the miraculous,
since it involves a qualitative transmutation of an elementary
substance, a transubstantiation proper. The period of illumina-
tion had naturally already stumbled at this miracle! Paulus’
exposition of it may claim a notice in commentaries even
for the future, at least as a characteristic voucher for the
tendency of the mind from which it proceeded. The event
reduces itself to a happy wedding jest, as Jesus, by means of
wine privately brought with him, intended to give the company
an agreeable surprise. The earnest solemn address of Jesus, v.
4, is therefore “spolcen in the tone of one who jests, and who
cliecks his mother lest her precipitancy should spoil the joke
he bhas in view.” The dofa is “the frank humanity of Jesus,”
in which they were “won to confide,” (éntorevoay) since a serious-
ness which would lay men under constraint had been anti-
cipated on the part of the Messiah.? The exposition of the

[} Venturini, Langsdorf, Gfrérer, explain it as natural. 7th ed.]

[® Strauss finds the mythical basis in Moses' conversion of the bitter water
into sweet, Exod. xiv. According to Br. Bauer, ¢ mine hour” refe_rs to the time
of our Saviour’s passion, when he should for the first time distribute the truc
mirnculous wine.  Baur, in accordance with the pragmatic charaoter of this
Qospel, would espluin this miraclo as o symbol that the time had come for

u
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miracles from the ¢ genuine historical ” position of Gfrdrer, has
not been able to go much beyond this. The miracle at Cana,
we learn from this writer, is, to be sure, historical ; only we must
not at all suppose that Jesus had bewitched the wine, when he
might casily have bought it for a few pieces of money, but the
mother of Jesus had brought it with her as a present to the poor
couple, and during the meal, when the right time had come, gave
her son the sign to present the gift.t So long as the genuine-
ness of the Gospel is firmly established, the aversion to miracles,
has in the case of miracles like this, no other refuge than such as
have been mentioned. Even Strauss, when for a little while he
assumes the air of one about to concede the genuineness of the
Gospel, finds relicf (in his essay : ¢ The transient and permanent
in Christianity,”) in the frivolous remark: “The transmutation
of the water—how often has wine been drawn in the most
natural manner from a vessel which previously contained
water.””  Schweizer regards this narrative as one of the inter-
polated parts of the Gospel. 1lis hypothesis of interpolation,
in spite of the acuteness with which he has labored to maintain
it, docs not, as a general thing, sustain itself. If, then, the
liistorical character of the miracle is firmly established, how is
it as regards the way it is to be conceived of? The ultimate
cause of a miracle lies in God, who, as the absolute power over
nature, operates through the doer of the miracle. As the
cause of nature’s conformity to law, or as it has in more recent
times been cxpressed, as the absolute and universal law of
nature, God must also have power over the particular laws, as
of gravitation, organic life, &c. that is, within subsisting nature.
ILc can put forth a particular and immediate operation. Such is
the case, when after the cntrance of death into the organism,
the vital function begins anew. In the contest with the most
recent rejecters of miracles, the question is reduced to this:

Josus, the true Dridegroom, to make the transition from the woter——th
paratory peition of the Baptist—to the wine of the higher Messianic glory. In
the older writers we find allusions to the antitheses between the Old Testa.mcut
and New Testornent positions, thus Erasmus, Luther, and so, also, Luthardt, con-
furmably to the sense of ajueiov, as an indication of something higher ; ‘
to 1lofman, (Schriftbew. I1. 2, §81,) Tiage
Licaven, Rev. xix. 8.7 Tth ed.]

e pre-

o i f ) according
a predelineation of the marriage supper in

! Kern, also, has not been able to come to an

. ! ' ) more satisfuctory ac
this. Tubing Zeitschrift, 1839, 2 LI, p.26. ) 7 account than



TaE Firsr MiracLE IN GALILEE. 103

Would a will in unison with God desire in this way to operate
on the laws of nature?—would it be willing to do it, since
these very things arc the general will of God for nature?
(Strauss, Streitschriften, 8 1L p. 116, Glaubenslehre, 1, p. 245.)
Against this, ouly the counter question need be urged : How is
this absolute universality established? So established, that
even in an ethico-teleological interest no exception can be
allowed? Yet even he who holds that an immediate creative
activity in the God-man is admissible, will ask in these particu-
lar cases, whether there is any occasion to fall back upon that,
whether an activity mediated by the nature given be not sufhi-
cient, that is, whether the docr of the miracle has not been
merely the agent in soliciting an extraordinary process condition-
aryin the object. Augustine had already applied in this sense
to the miracle before us, the category of ‘““an accelerated process
of nature.” The change of substance of the water, which year by
vear is taken up into the vine, appears here only in an accele-
rated form ; thus Hase, Leben Jesu, § 58, 2d ed., Olshausen. The
more rational and insinuating this formula sounded, the more
energetically did Strauss direct his ridicule against it, and it
actually scemed as though its glimmer of philosophy had been
at once extinguished by the dry remark, that in the transmuta-
tion of water in Cana, it was just the most important thing of
all that was wauting, to wit: the wegetable agent, the wine.
Nevertheless, this objection of his has not prevented Ilase, in
the 3d ed. p. 92, nor Olshausen, 3d ed. from persisting in what
they had said, without, indeed, making any reply to the objec-
tion of the critic.! If the Apologists by their analogy intend the
identity of the process, they are certainly wrong; if; on the other
hand, they mean, as in fact the expression secms to imply, only
the similarity, if they mean a smaller and yet similar miracle,
(this plus and minus need not seem strange, even Strauss has
not only spoken of degrees of the miraculous, but of degrees of
the smpossible itsclf, LL. p. 155, 1st ed.) they are right. Can, then,
Strauss deny the transmutation of inorganie matter into organic

! When Olshausen there remarks, that Strauss himself had since in his Streit-
schriften, 3, p. 113, acknowledged the formula of an accgllemted process of nature,
it is in thss conncction calculated to mislend. The oritic makes the cencession,
indeed, p. 115, that in miracles of healivg especially, this category 13 applicable, but
not in tronsmutativn of sulwtances.
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by the organic process? Must we not, in the assimilation of
nutriment, speak of transmutation—in the case of the plant,
of the transmutation of the elementary matter of water (more
strictly of carbonic acid and nitrogen,) in the plant? The
critic, indeed, speaks as though the elementary matter did
nothing more than excite an activity in the plant, but in this
he will find nobody to agree with him. In his fencing, his
hardest coup is, that the accelerated process of nature will not
answer, because not must but wine was made, that there must
be an accelerated artificial process of the wine-press also, &c.—
as though a process of nature could not produce results like or
identical with those of art.! In general, nothing compels us
in the case before us to assume a transmutation of substance.
The miracle becomes intelligible on the supposition of such a
change in the chemical qualities of the water as would impart
to it the color and taste of wine; so Necander, who refers to
instances mentioned by Athenzeus and Theopompus, of springs
of water which liad the intoxicating property of wine, to which
may be added the example in Vitruvius, viii. 3, which Lampe
quotes from Casaubon.

But not merely the possibility, but the conformity to any good
purpose, and the propricty of this miracle particularly, have been
called into question. While the miracles of Christ on other
occasions were worthy of honor as the emanation of his mercy,
this which was an abetting of the luxury of a banquet, seems
almost immoral. But we have already intimated, that we
must suppose that a family with which the mother of Jesus
was on intimate terms, was a poor and pious one, and for their
poverty there is a palpable evidence in the want of wine on an
occasion when in Palestine such a deficiency could scarcely oc-
cur, except with very poor persons. ¢This is now the second
honor, (the first was his presence,)” says Luther, « that he pre-
sented to the poor couple at their wedding good wine—he had,
perchance; no gold uor jewel to give them.” Maldonatus:
“Voluit Christus non solum presenti inopie subvenire, sed multum
etiam vini sponso remanere, tum ut illius paupertatem sublevaret,

[! P. Lange, (Leben Jesu, IL. 1, p. 307,) says that the elevated frame of mind on

the part of the Master of the feast and of the ts
ot e wine ) guests, caused them to taste the
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tum ut diturnum testimonium ac monimentum esset facti mirac-
uli.”  “Christ desired not only to relieve a present necessity,
but that a quantity of wine might remain for him who had just
married, alile that He might assist him in his poverty, and leave
a lasting witness and memorial of the miracle that had been
wrought.” In fact, under the circumstances stated, the vast
quantity of wine is accounted for in a very satisfactory man-
ner. Thus, then, this miracle is an expression of love on the
part of Christ, and to Lis Disciples, as we read, a stimulus of
faith.

ToE PURIFICATION OF THE TEMPLE,.—v. 12-22,

V.12, From the southern and higher side of the region
which lay around the sca of Galilee, Jesus repaired to Caper-
naum, which lay on the north, consequently xacéfy. As his
mother and brethren accompanied him thither, and as Caper
naum is called, Matt. ix. 1, Ais own city, we may conclude that
the family had gone to settle there,’ or at least, that Jesus was
m the habit of sojourning there for considerable periods of
time ; yet at this time he remained but a little while, and, ar
it appears, without any display of miracles, (sec iv. 44, 45.)
He purposes to make Jerusalem the first theatre of his activity
as Messiah. As the Disciples accompanied him on the journey
to the Passover which he was now about to make, we are to
suppose that in the interval he had united them with him in a
permanent manner.

V. 13-16. Ilaving arrived in Jerusalem, Jesus at once ap-
pears in that holy place, which he had once, as a boy, declared
to be the house of Ais father, and performs the act of a prophet
and judge in it, by which he, as it were, takes possession of it,
(Calvin.) In addition to the three courts of the temple,
there was yet a large space outside, which embraced a place
which was paved, open at the top, and surrounded by a great
colonnade; this wus the Court of the Gentiles; and this we
must regard as meant here by the general appellation, {epoy.
Lattice-work, to which there was a flight of four steps, separa-
ted this place from the inner temple, and on the entrance of

[! Wicseler, Chronol. Synopse. p. 169. Luther: There in_Caperaum, Christ
had been Pastor, ond had labored in the word of God. 7th ed.]
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this lattice, was an inscription which forbade any dilégvios
(foreigner,) to advance further. The traffic may originally
have been pursucd without the precinets of the temple, and only
by degrees have insinuated itself into it. It certainly promoted
the object for which the temple was resorted to, and found an
excuse in this fact. The occasion may have been given by
persons from other lands, who came to the feasts, who would
desire to purchase sheep and oxen for sacrifice, and in doing
50, find it neccssary to exchange their foreign money, and
would also embrace this opportunity of discharging the temple
tribute, (Exod. xxx. 13, seq.) which could not be paid in foreign
money. The rebuke of Christ, as we read in this Gospel, was
directed to the business to which the temple was now exclu-
sively devoted ; thestronger expression, Matt. ¥xi. 13, points at
the same time, to sinful practices in the commercial transac-
tions. The scourge which he lifted scrved, without being
used, to direct greater attention, on the part of the rude mass,
to bis words. That Christ should have used it, is opposed to
our conceptions of his dignity; but independently of this, we
would Dbe the less inclined to such a view, as confessedly (even
by Strauss, 3d ed. retracted, 4th ed.) such meauns wonld not have
sufficed for the end in view ; this, the overpowering personal ma-
jesty of Christ alone could eftect, which ereated the impression
that here one had appeared with divine authority; cf. what is
said of the impression produced by the appearance of Jesus, ch.
vii. 46, and xviii. 6.  An interference in God’s name in the
reform and regeneration of civil and religious institutions, was,
indeed, allowed to the position of the Old Testament prophets.
Nor must we confine our view exclusively to the special prac-
tical aim of this temporary purification of the temple; the
Saviour certainly contemplated in this single transaction the
symbol of liis entire work—purifying the house of God. If the
sellers of doves are treated with more mildness than the others,
the reason. perhaps, is to be found in the nature of that bird, or
probably in the fact that doves were offered by the poor.

V. 17. This same formula &uwisdyoav is found also in v. 22
and chap. xii. 16, but with the addition, “after the resurrection
of Jesus;” as this addition is wanting here, we are left to infer
that the passage of the Old Testament occurred to them at the
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time. As David in Psalm Ixix. 10, is speaking of himself, we
can of course suppose no direct prophecy, and can only say
with Luther: “the individual is an inference from the genus.”
In the fact, to wit: that such a consuming zeal is predicated of
the Old Testament saints in general, the Disciples find a justifi-
cation for the zeal of the Lord; of. on quotations of this sort,
Tholuck’s work, “Das Alte Testam. im N. T. (The Old Testa-
uent in the New,) 2d ed. 1839.” (3d ed. 1849. Tr.)

V. 18. The “Jews” are here, as in i. 19, members of the
Sanhedrim. They do not deny, in the general, that an act of
such zeal is admissible, but they desire evidence of the right of
Jesus to do it.  According to v. 23, Jesus at this first presence
performed many miracles, but as his entrance into the temple
had occurred before these, the demand of the Jews is easily ex-
plained. deaviswy like drodecxy. and émedecxy. exhibere, to show,
x. 32, 1 Mace. vi. 34. “0Or¢ like the German duss, (Engl. that,
seeing that,)is used in similar connection, equiv. to e¢ robro b,
vil. 35, ix. 17.

V. 19. The imperative dooare is the permissive imperat. as
in Matt. xx. 32. Tobrov must have been spoken deuxrexdic,
(pointing with the finger,) and as the Saviour had just purified
the temple, there has been an inclination to take the following
view of the meaning of his words : “ Carry on your desccration
of the sanctuary, of which you have just been giving an exam-
ple, carry it on to the destruction of the temple itself, the cen-
tre of your symbolical worship, and in a little space of time
I will establish a new spiritual temple in its place;” thus
Ilenke, Iecrder, Liicke, DBleek. A similar view was held
among the ancient writers, by Athanasius, Opera, 1. 545.  Since
it is unmistakably the case, that the Disciples have applied
many passages of the Old Testament (without, indeed, deny-
ing the historical reference,) in a different sense from that which
the historic exposition demands, and since, morcover, they
were accustomed to the symbolic character of the discourses of
Jesus, it cannot be regarded as singular, that at alaterperiod they
may have felt themselves obliged to seek a deeper meaning in
such an expression as that before us, and consequently hav'e ex-
plained it incorrectly. A meaning which is not historically
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exact, is attached to expressions of Christ, in xviil. 9; cf. xvii. 12,
as also, vil. 89. Nevertheless, we feel compelled, after repeated
reflection, to persist in the opinion, that no important objection
can be urged against the interpretation which the Disciple him-
gelf gives; that, on the contrary, there are many difficulties in
the way of that more recent exposition mentioned above.
This, too, is the view of Flatt, Symbole in Ev. Ioh. p. 1; Hey-
denreich, in Hiiffell and Heydenreich’s Zeitschrift. f. Predigerw.
2 bd. 1 H.; Meyer, Kling, in the Studien u. Kritiken, 1836, H.
1; Neander, (L. c.p. 400.) We begin with the difficulties which
conflict with the modorn view. The argument used by others,
that the New Testament kingdom of God would not have been
designated as a resuscitation of the temple, we do not consider
valid, {or in substance both economies certainly form a unity,
as in John x. 16, the ¢fold,” and Hebrews iii. 2-G, the house
of God in the Old and New Testament are considered as iden-
tical. We would rather urge the following: 1) Even Strauss,
Liicke and De Wette, now concede what was urged by me in
carlier editions, that the vouchers for év tpwaiv fuepacs, mean-
ing in a short time, do not seem to answer their object; the
proverbial expression, Hosea. vi. 2, Luke xiii. 82, is only
analogous. 2) The declaration of the witnesses, Mark xiv.
58, Matt. xxvi. 61, is called by the Synoptists a false wit-
ness. We cannot, indeed, impute to these witnesses the
spiritual apprchension of which we have spoken ; by the ¢“tem-
ple made without hands,” they probably, in a material sense,
understood an cthereal temple to descend from heaven. Some
of the people, nevertheless, understood the false testimony as
implying that Jesus had promised a reformation of the temple,
as we see in Acts vi. 12-14. When Liicke and De Wette say
that the falschood lay in this alone, that they had imputed to
Jesus the design of destroying the ‘temple, while in fact he had
sald: “Destroy ye this temple,” this difference has no essen-
tial bearing on the matter. As to the main point, the witnesses
who are called false had repeated correctly, as also Liicke him-
self subsequently declares: “On historical grounds, I do not
shrink from regarding the apprehension, or rather the explana-
tion of the false witnesses in Mark, as more correct than that
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of the Apostle,” (Johu.) 8) IIad Christ, when he used robroy,
pointed to the building, the Jews must have supposed that a
destruction of that building was meant, and almost unavoid-
ably must the cxpresssion have appeared to them as a boast,
(Matt. xxvii. 40.) So far the difficulty. That, on the other
hand, the explaunation of the Evangelist gives a pertinent sense,
caunot be denied. He who, Matt. xii. 6, used the expression :
“I say unto you, That in this place is one greater than the
temple,” might well in this place reply: Destroy, as this is in
keeping with your unhallowed disposition, this temple, in
which in a far more real manner than in yours, the Deity has
niade his habitation, and I will raise it up again.  The answer
to this is indced urged, that such a reply must have been abso-
lutely unintelligible to those who put the question; but is it
more so than when Jesus refers the Samaritan woman to a
period when men should worship only in spirit and in truth—
an expression whose authenticity is expressly conceded by De
Wette himself. This argument, of which we hear so much,
with which, however, the very interpreters who use it rarely
remain consistent, we cannot in general acknowledge as valid.
How many cxpressions of our Lord, which were originally un-
intelligible, at a late period bore fruit not only in his Disciples,
but beyond doubt in his very opponents who were susceptible
to the truth. And besides, do not exalted spirits utter many a
thought out of their own selfconsciousncss, without caleulating to
what extent it may be comprehended by those who hear them 2 To
this may be added, that even in Matt. xii. 3841, and xvi. 4,
Christ proceeds in entirely the same manner. On the other
side, they who make the reply, that if Christ in using thesc
words pointed to his own body, his words could not at least
have been referred to the temple-building, leave out of the
account that ill-will which the superiors of the people displayed
in all particulars, (viii. 22, 57.)—ow widely this expression of
our Lord must have been circulated, is clear, not only from the
allegation of it by the false witnesses, and by the accusers of
Stephen, but from the mockery of those persons at the cross,
Matt., xxvii. 40; and as John is the only Evangelist who has
narrated it in a congruous, historical connection, and in its
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original form, we have in this fact an important evidence of
his historical fidelity.

V. 20. As they refer Christ’s words to the external temple,
the mention especially of the space of three days malkes on
them the impression of a boast. In the 18th or 15th year of
ITerod, the rebuilding of the temple erected by Zerubbabel had
commenced ; it was not cntirely finished until under Agrippa
II., A. D. 64; we may suppose that at this time, probably after
the completion of some main part of the edifice, a cessation in
building had taken place.

V. 21, 22. It is clear from v. 22, and from xx. 9, ef. with
Luke xxiv. 46, that the Apostles and our Lord himself found
prophecies in the Old Testament in regard to the resurrection.
Luke xxiv. 26 shows, too, that in doing this, passages were had
in mind, in which the “glory” of Christ was spoken of, there-
fore, especially Isaiah liii. In addition, the mode in which
Christ, John iil. 14, establishes in the Old Testament in a
typical manner the idea of expiation by one crucified, gives us
an important hint as to how we are to understand these
authentications of the resurrection. Cf. on v. 46.

A purification of the temple when Jesus last repaired to the
Passover, is also recounted in Matt. xxi. 12, Luke xix. 45. The
identity of these two occurrences was first maintained by some
English theologians, Pearce and Priestly, and subsequently by
a majority of the recent writers, (by Krabbe himself, L c. p.
248.) After most writers (even Strauss, 1st ed.) had contended
at first for the correctness, chronologically, of the position it
held in the synoptical Gospels, the opinion now is that the
position in John is the correct one, as also Strauss held in the
3d cd. though decidedly on the other side in the 4th ed. The
Synoptists, it is supposed, had probably got an account of our
Saviour’s driving the dealers out of the temple, but without a
complete historical detail, and as they knew of no other Pass-
over, at least furnish an account of no other than the last, they
“have disposed of it”” in this place. We ask, first, has the
repetition of the action during Christ’s last entry into the
temple any improbability 2 We can find none. We should
not be surpriscd if the dealers had by the very next Pass-
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over renewed their evil course; in fact, the opposite could
only be anticipated in the degree to which this extraordinary
appearance in the department of religion, made av impression
on their cousciences. Perhaps, however, the disorder was
abated for the second year; if, however, in the third year, the
1mpression from the earlier period did not remain in sufficient
strength to prevent its repetition, there is nothing in this to
occasion sarprise. Christ, in the Synoptists, does not allude to
his having acted in a similar manner before, but the tradition
transmits in all cases only the more striking characteristics of
the discourse. To these would especially belong what Christ
says, v. 19, as we sec by the repeated allusions to it, of which
mention has already been made. If, now, what the Evangelists
recount, 13 the same fuct mentioned by John, would we not
expect to find in them this important expression of Christ?
We would lay no weight upon the other points of dissimilarity
in the narratives, but that this expression is wanting in the
Synoptists, we must regard as an evidence that they narrate a
different occurrence. It has, indeed, been thought that in Matt.
xxi. 28, Luke xx. 2, we have the same thing that John ii. 18
mentions, but the question of the superiors there refers to the
teaching, and occurs, according to Matthcw, on the following
day, according to Luke, on one of thc following days.

Errect oF THE MIRACLES IN JERUSALEM.—vV. 23-25.

V. 23-25. On the following days Jesus performed a num-
ber of miracles, which are also alluded to in ch. iv. 45. Jesus,
nevertheless, penetrated the hearts of men,. and did not con-
sider those his true Disciples who had been moved to the recog-
nition of him mercly by miracles or even by superficial impres-
sions, (viii. 81.) On the importance attached by Christ him-
self to miracles, cf. especially Neander, L. c. p. 273, seq.  Most
of all under the bondage of the senses, was that class for whom
miracles had no other than a sensuous and selfish object, (John
vi. 26;) those were a step higher, who demanded the miracle,
indeed, from personal interest, but who allowed themselves to be
led by it to a loftier aim, (iv. 63;) of a yet higher grade were
those who felt the nced of faith, but who required the media-
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tion of such proofs of divinity as addressed the senses, (il
2;) highest of all, those who, by the word and appearing of
Christ, were enabled to belicve, (x. 88, xiv. 1.}—John loves to
give prominence to our Lord’s profound knowledge of men,
(ch. vi. 61, 64, v. 42; of. also, Matt. ix. 4.) The article before
dvdpwmos, designates each particular man whom he meets, each
one with whom Christ has to do, (Winer, p. 103, Agnew and
Ebbeke’s Tr. 95.) . His not committing himself to them, can-
not, indeed, mean that he refrained from disclosing himself
further, for Nicodemus also was of this number, but that he felt
a distrust in their actual discipleship, (vi. 61-66.)



CHAPTER III.

CHRIST LEADS TO A HIGHER POSITION OF FAITH ONDE WIOSH
BELIEF IAD BEEN EXCITED BY MiracLes.—v, 1-15

V.1, 2. Tue Evangelist gives an example of one of those
who have attained to what Luther calls “the mzlk-faith,” an
example in which Christ revealed deep insight into the human
breast. The ordinary view assigns Nicodemus too low a place.
The impression which Nicodemus had already received, must
have been a strong one, for there was no little for him to over-
come before he could go, even by night, to Jesus. 1le was a
distinguished member of the highest judicature of the land,
and, as we may conclude from that fact, a man of property, and
advanced in life, (v. 4;) as a Pharisee, he was spccially exposed
to temptations to self-righteousness. Luther: ¢Here we have
o pretty spiritual play presented to us, how the best reason and
most heautiful piety upon carth stumbles at genuine truth and
spirituality. He is assisted, so should we paint it, by power,
the highest piety and prudence, all combined, and yct more,
even by love to Christ; yet sec how he stumbles.” That, nev-
ertheless, some of the prominent men had received like impres-
sions, may be concluded from the oidapey, from the example of
Joseph of Arimathca, and from what the Evangelist says, (xii.
42.) To what now does Nicodemus confess? To faith in
the prophetic dignity of our Lord, cf. with the “come from
God,” the “sent from God,” i. 16. And for the superhuman
origin of what Jesus did, he draws an inference in regard to

1 On this division, ¢f. the Dissertation in Knapp, Scripta varii argumenti, No. vi.,
on v. 14, 15, the Dissertation by Jacobi, in the Studien u. Kritiken, 1835, 1L 1,
which enters thoroughly into the suthor's meaning.

(118)
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what he taught, and ackuowledges God as the common author
of both.

V. 8. Lutber: “That might be thought, forsooth, an un-
fricndly answer to a friendly salutation.” If we presuppose the
insight of Jesus iuto the heart of the Pharisee, the abrupt charae-
ter of the answer will not surprise us. Of a similar nature in
this respect is the answer vi. 26. The full discussion of the
conception of “kingdom of God,” (for which Matthew has ¢“ling-
dom of the heavens,”) belongs to Matt iii. 2. See Tholuck’s
Commentary on the Sermon on the Mount, on Matt. v. 3. As a
designation of the kingdom of the Messiah, the expression is
found, Daniel vii. 14, xviii. 27. It bears this name, because, in
this kingdom to whose final consummation we are pointed, 1 Cor.
xv. 28, all the powers which oppose God shall be overthrown.
According to the different degrees of enlightenment, the expres-
sion was naturally understood by the Jews in a more or less
spiritual sense.—The expression {dsiv, according to Hcbrew
usage, “to experience, participate in,” (iii. 30, viii. 51.) Whether
dvwitev here 1s equivalent to devrepoy, (a sccond time, again,) or
to odpavédey, (from heaven, from above,) has been up to the
most recent period a matter of dispute; Origen, Cyrill, Non-
nus, Erasmus, Liiclke, Meyer, De Wette, take the latter view;
the Syriac, Vulgate, Coptic, Olshausen, Necander, the former.
It 18 certainly worthy of notice, that in v. 81 and xix. 11,
dvwdev is equivalent to odpavédey, and that in i. 18, 1 Joh. ii.
29, 1i1. 9, iv. 7, v. 1, iv. 18, we have only the conception of “being
born of God,” which is cquivalent to odpavédev. Nevertheless,
the fact that Nicodemus puts this counter-question, and that in
this question he uses the words “to be born the sccond time,”
18 decisive for the first mode of taking the expression, which
has, in the New Testament, the parallels, “begotten again,
born again,” 1 Pet. 1. 3, 23, “regencration,” Titus iii. 5, “new
creature,” Gal. vi. 16. YAvwiey, however, is not exactly the
same as mdAw, but means over again, that is, anew ; Gal. iv. 9,
we have 7ddw dvedsy together. Nicodemus was thus referred
at ouce to the centre of the Christian faith. The sixth verse
indicates more clearly what our Lord meant by the new birth;
Fhat 1t is the origin of a condition, in which the Spirit of God
1s throughout the deciding principle. The Rabbins were not
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unacquainted with this image; they call a proselyte a new
creature, MY M3 (Schottgen, Ioree Talmud. I. 704; Light-
foot, Hore Talmud. p. 984;) it is possible that Paul presup-
posed the expression as familiar, even if Christ did not, in
this place. '

V. 4. That a man familiar with Scripture, and advanced in
years, should have been so little versed in figurative expres-
sions as Nicodemus appears in this place, and in a yet higher
degree in the question repeated, v. 9, (when at the same time
it was common to call proselytes new-born, or new creatures,)
has to the most recent criticism appeared so incredible, that it
regards the conversation as a fiction, in which the contrast has
been purposely depicted in the most glaring light, in order to
represent the Jewish master as a fool, (Strauss, Bauer;) it is
characteristic of the author’s manner, too, say they, to spin out
the dialogues of Jesus by carnal misapprehensions on the part of
the hearers. This last position, in its general application, as well
as in reference to this passage, has been criticised by Schweizer,
1. c.p. 32. He endeavors to show that Nicodemus throughout is
not speaking of understanding, but of believing. If understanding
were the thing involved, why does the scribe, v. 9, repeat the
question, since then he could have been thinking of none but a
gpiritual birth, and why does Christ, v. 12, reproach them that they
did not believe 2 The language, v. 4, 1is to be understood as com-
parative, urging a parallel case; Nicodemus doubts whether so
great a thing can be accomplished, and answers, thercfore, that
this demand would be as difficult to fulfill as for a man to enter
the second time into his mother's womb, and be born. To
this idea, which had presented itsclf to me also, at an earlicr
period, I am now inclined to give the preference. We must,
then, take the first question in v. 4 as purely figurative, the
second, on which Bengel finely remarks : animosius objicit Nico-
demus, we must take as an explanation by comparison: ¢Can
one who is old be born anew? It is as impossible as it would
be, &c.”” There, is then, also, a better occasion for v. 8 in the
conneetion of the discourse; v. 5 and 6 confirm, in figurative
expressions, the necessity of the new birth; v. 8 shows the pos-
sibility of it, namely, by the Spirit of God frecly working. If
it still be thouglt necessary, however, to find in these ques-
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tions the language of onc who does not understand, they may
be thus {aken: “You cannot mean to be understood literally ;
what, then, is your meaning?” (Liicke, Olshausen.)—Dy
the yéowy dv, Nicodemus applies to himself the words of Christ,
(Beza.) . '

V. 5. DFirst, the necessity is once more confirmed, then the
nature of this birth explained —the same antithesis as in i.
13. By the statement of the begetting principle, the mode of
generation is also characterized. But what means the specifi-
cation é¢ §daro¢? Chrysostom already explained it of baptismn,
and ingeniously after the analogy of physical generation, the
paternal principle was found in the Spirit, the maternal in the
water, (Theodorus of Mopsuestia, Ammonius, Maldonatus,)
thus, too, the Catholic and Lutheran interpreters; Bucer, also,
and subsequently, Tittman, Knapp, Fikenscher. For thig an
argument is found in the connection in which clsewhere in the
New Testament, regeneration and baptism are placed, (Eph. v.
26, 1 Pet. iii. 21, Titus iii. 5,) and &v 8dare xai alpare in John
Limself, 1 John v. 6, which Liicke even, interprets of baptism.
It is probably the dogmatic dificulty that in this way Christ’s
own words would aseribe to baptism a like share with the
Spirit in regeneration, which has led especially the Reformed
expositors to abandon this interpretation. Zwingle interprets
“water ” as a figurative designation of “knowledge, clearness,
heavenly light,” (coguitio, claritas, lux cclestis.) Calvin, as
cpexegesis: ““aquee spiritnales, non fluviales,” (waters of the
gpirit, not of the river;) so, also, Beza, with a reference to the
addition 7up¢, Luleiii. 16. A reference of a comparative nature
to the baptism of John is assumed by Beausobre and Herder,
the former says: “8i quelquun n’est né non seulement de 1'cau,
mais aussi de Pesprit,” (unless & man be born not only of water,
but of the spirit also.) Recently, however, an cffort has on the
oue side been made to reach a fuller meaning, and on the other,
with no dogmatic aim, to fix the meaning. The former by
Olshausen.  Calvin already mentions, that some regarded water
as an elementary symbol of the tender disposition, and the spirit
or wind of the facile, movable disposition of mind without
which conversion 1s impossible. Thus, also, Olshausen inge-
niously regards the water as the symbol of the soul yielding
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itself up in love; the spirit designates, as it were, the masculine
potency by whose codperation the new birth is effected. But
in the compass of the New Testament usage such a symbolical
meaning of water has no analogy; on the contrary, the refer-
ence to baptism has the greatest analogy. To this view, con-
scquently, even the negative critics have returned. But in the
very fact, that in the juxtaposition of “water” and “spirit,”
we must by the former understand baptism, and that mention
of it at this time and to this man is improbable in the last
degree, Strauss and Bauer think they have found a new
evidence of the fictitious character of the whole interview.
But the idea of an intentional interpolation of this reference
to water, from a doctrinal interest for the sacrament, (to give
additional authority and value to baptism,) is the less tenable,
as the expression is dropped in iii. 8. (Neander’s L. J.,
M’Clintock and Blumenthal’'s Tr. 175.) It would be more
plausible to say, that the Disciple, from the later conscious-
ness in which baptism and regencration are brought into closer
mutual relations, had involuntarily inserted the expression, *of
water.”” Is it, however, true, that Christ himself could not have
spoken of baptism ?  His Disciples certainly baptized, see chap.
iv. 2. In addition, could not the Saviour express from his own
consciousness what his hearers at the time would not under-
gtand ? see on ii. 19. We ask further, is it truc that if we refer
“water ” to baptism, it can be apprehended only in accordance
with the Catholic or with the Lutheran doctrine of baptism?
The mention of the spirit alone, in v. 8, already contradicts
such an opinion. It may still be said in accordance with the
Reformed doctrine, that baptism is mentioned as a pignus,
signaculum, (pledge, scal.) Or we may say with Neander and
Liicke : “The water may have already been known to Nicode-
mus from the baptism of John, as a symbol of the purification
of the inner man.” Nevertheless, should not the mode in
which elsewhere of water” and “of the spirit” are placed 1n
opposition, (i. 26, 81, 88, Acts i. 5,) make it probable that our
Lord actually had John's baptism, and by consequence, the
baptism of repentance in his mind, so that precisely these two
points are made prominent, on which, according to the
doctrine of the Church, regeneration rests? The é here and
1
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in v. 6, does not, indeed, as in i. 13, designate the ‘““causa
efficiens,” but the clement from which, according to the per-
ception of the senses, the birth proceeds.

V. 6. The dignity of this birth is stated as in i. 13. The
antithesis here, too, is simple : bodily and spiritual birth. The
ncuter more general than the masculine. From the act of
begetting on the natural side of humanity, originates a product,
in which nature preponderates, and which, first by a new act
of grace from above, becomes genuine spirét. That the
mvebpa, ¢ Spirit,” means mvelpa tod Peod, ¢ Spirit of God,” is
shown by v. 8. The product which in a spiritual generation
proceeds from this Spirit, is of like kind.

V. 7, 8. These verses rigidly taken, do not lead to the view,
that Nicodemus, v. 4, had expressed an inability to understand,
but that he had declared his doubt of the possibility of such an
extraordinary change. They show, namely, that the Spirit of
God cxhibits an uncontrolled activity surpassing all under-
standing. [Zvebpa and MY mean both wind and Spirit. The
first time, as the ofrwe shows, we are not to understand the
Spirit, (Origen, Augustine, Bengel,) but wind, which is used
also in Ecclesiastes xi. 5, as an image of the inexplicable, and in
Xenophon, Memorab. iv. 8, 14, as an image of the Deity who is
invisible in his essence, and is to be traced only in his operations.
There is a threefold point of comparison: the wind blows with
a strength which man cannot resist ; its operation is perceptible ;
but its mode is incomprehensible—we know in fact in but fow
cases, the causes of the disturbance of the equilibrinm of the
atmosphere. It is a question whether the last member is to be
understood yet more strictly in its particulars, whether by it is
intimated that the first beginnings and preparation for regene-
ration, and its last goal reaching into eternity, are incompre-
hensible to man.

V. 9,10. The words do not compel us to suppose that
Nicodemas does not yet understand : they have not the charac-
ter of a question, but of an exclamation. In this way, Luther
regards it in one of his expositions of the Gospel, (B. xi. p.

1 Luther: ¢ David has hit it, Psalm exxxv. 7.

eccret places, (
secth it.”

| He bringeth the wind out of his
Eng. Tr. trensuries,) couscquently so that no man kuoweth and
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2074,) in the other, however, he says of Nicodemus, “the
longer he listened, the less he understood,” (p. 1556.)—Even
now, Nicodemus cannot comprehend the greatness of such a
change. Christ had spoken of the power of the Spirit of God;
of this, a teacher of the Old Testament law must have known,
(Ps. 1. 12, Ezek. xviii. 81, xxxvi. 24-28, Jerem. xxxi. 88.)
The article before d¢d. is rhetorical, (Bernhardy, Synt. p. 815,
Passow, ii. p. 311,) which is evident, too, from the solemn zov
"lepayd.  Erasmus, Bengel, Knapp: “tu ex eruditione notus ille
et clarus Israelitaram doctor es,” (art thou that teacher of the
Israelites, known and distinguished by thy learning ?) Whether
we translate “knowest not,” or “understandest not,” it amounts
to the same thing.

V. 11. The 12th and 13th verses have inclined expositors to
the view that the plural is to be taken as the rhetorical plural
for the singular, (Theoph.;) cspecially as Christ specifically
attributes the o6pdv to himself, (John vi. 46.) DBut common as
this use is in epistolary style, it is not found in ordinary dis-
course. Butitdoesnot seem admissible to regard the prophets
as included, or John the Baptist, (Knapp,) since no such refer-
ence is hinted at. Or, as v. 10 had referred to the testimony
of the prophets, in regard to the operation of the Spirit, did
Christ mean to designate himself and the prophets together as
witnesses for the transforming power of the Spirit of God?
Maldonatus, with a view peculiar to him: de omnibus bonis
testibus, (all good witnesses are included.)—The plural Aapfdvere
may be compared with oidasey in v. 2.

V. 12. 7¢ éniraea and ta Ezovpdyea, 1 Cor. xv. 40, Phil. ii.
10, mark the antithesis of nature between ecarthly and heavenly
things and beings. The sense, then, may be thus taken: I have
now spoken to you in earthly illustrations, how would you believe
if I had imparted heavenly things without a veil,” (Luther,
Beza, Maldonatus,)—but to this, v. 18 is opposed. It would
be much more natural to expect, in this connection, that the
«earthly” would have reference to the regeneration previously
mentioned, and then by the “heavenly” most writers under-
stand the redemption spoken of in v. 14. Yet it appears
impossible that Christ would have uttered “the heavenly ™ in
the presence of those who were not in a condition to receive in
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faith “the earthly;” the view, therefore, may be held that v. 14
ras no immediate reference to v. 12, since, also, the redemption
by the cross is likewise an earthly fact. So Olshausen, accord-
ing to whose opinion Christ did not impart the ‘“heavenly
things” to Nicodemus and those who attended him, for from
the use of the plural, Olshausen infers that he brought such
with him. Bengel: Causa, cur scriptura de multis rebus sileat,
(the reason why Scripture is silent on many points.) But what,
then, can be the meaning of these ‘““heavenly things?”’ Could
Christ give other communications than those from the sphere
of religion? Is it notintimated, also, v. 31, that he expressed
‘‘the heavenly things.” According to Olshausen, it is the proper
7@¢ (how) of the new birth, in regard to which our Lord is
silent, ¢ because it would have to be songht in the ultimate prin-
ciples of the spiritual world.” Dut the question of Nicodemus
certainly had not this metaphysical purport, in fact it is, as we
have already remarked, less a question than an exclamation.
Nor can we acknowledge the validity of that difficulty, that
the expiatory death, as over against the fact of the new birth,
cannot be termed émovpdwoy. As regards the new birth, it
can be said of i without scruple, that it is énéyecoy, for it is an
earthly fact, which hardly requires the ingenious remark of
Bengel, that it oceurs in margine ceeli, (on the verge of heaven.)
The crucifixion, it is true, equally occurred on earth; but as
this mere fact, it is not an object of faith, this it first becomes
by the significance which attaches to it by its connection with
the divine counsel, but this counsel is érovpdyeov. Thus in
Wisdom ix. 16, r¢ éx¢ r7js and ta ev obpavoic are contrasted, and
the latter is explained, v. 17, as the fovaj of God. RRelying
upon that very passage, Liicke would thus express the antithe-
gig: ‘“the easily understood—the hard to be understood,” (of.
the similar view in Cyrill and Beza.) Butin v. 13, standing
in immediate connection, there is an express antithesis of 37
and odpavos, cf. v. 21, so that in v. 12 the meaning deduced
cannot be adhered to.

V. 13. If men will not belicve Christ, it is impossible that
they should understand the érovoduco, (i. 18.) As the ¢“descend-
1ng from heaven " cannot be tuken literally, just as little can the
“ascending ;" and “heaven” can only be the designation of the



NICODEMUS. 121

sphere of that absolute knowledge which proceeds from unity
with God, (cf. i, 52.) Yet more clear does this become from
the addition 6 &v & t@ odpav@. The participle cannot be taken
as the partic. imperf. and be resolved into 85 7y, for a perfectly
idle tautology would thus arise. It follows, also, from this
proposition, that in Clrist’s judgment heaven and earth are
no self-separating opposites. We see from these words, that
the figurative style predominates far more in the discourses of
our Lord, than is acknowledged by most.

V. 14, 15. If Christ, now, notwithstanding the refusal in v.
12, designs herc to make known to Nicodemus ¢ the heavenly
things,” we would certainly anticipate in an author exact in
the use of the particles, some other particle of transition than
the mere xa:; either xac—dé, or merely 64, or at any rate odv.
Nicodemus had been placed in the subjective centre of the
kingdom of God, the new birth had been announced to him.
Christ judges him worthy to be introduced into the objective
centre also, the doctrine of redemption. Ile lets himself down
to the scribe’s feeble measure of knowledge, by pointing out
to him in a well known Old Testament fact, the appearance of
that very idea which would be actualized in Christ’s own death.
The Israelites Dbitten by poisonous serpents, could be cured by
looking in faith upon the brazen serpent, (Numb. xxi. 8, 9,
Wisd. xvi. 6, 7.) We have here, also, a proof of the profound
manner in which the Old Testament was interpreted by our
Saviour, and an intimation of the way in which he is to be
understood, when he finds even in Moses prophecies in regard
to himself, (v. 46.) Drecisely those two features of the doctrine
of redemption, against which the opposition of carnal Isracl was
directed, justification by faith, and that, too, a faith in o crucified
one, (1 Cor. i. 23, Rom. ix. 32,) are typified in this Old Testa-
ment fact. Many have, indeed, given the type a yet more
special application. That which healed was (without poison,
indeed,) the same that had slain; the crucified one, who
delivers, is, likewise in appcarance only, a sinner and male-
factor, (Rom. viii. 8;) thus Luther, Bengel, Olshauscn, Jfa.cobi.
The purpose of the Saviour, at least with reference t<') Nicode-
Tmus, was not to enter into such minute doctrinal detalls.TThe
meaning of oy must be determined by reference to viil. 28,
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cf. xii. 82, 33. 1In the latter passage, the exaltation to heaven
is the subject of discourse, but John finds in it an allusion to
the crucifixion; when Christ says, chap. viii. 28: “ When ge
have lifted up,” he had in his mind, no doubt, their crucifying
him. In Chaldee, too, fpi also micans ‘“to raise, to hang,”
in Syriac, ad) (%) “to crucify.” A double sense may lie in
it, (see p. 228,) but the phrase ¢lifted up the serpent,” which is
in opposition with it, presents no argument for it. Death on
the cross is presupposed, also, in Matt. xx. 19, x. 38. In the
words, “every one that believeth on him,” the universality of
the redemption is intimated. —Was, now, this profounder
intimation lost upon the mind of the scribe? The history
proves the reverse, and thus justifies the Saviour in judging
fit to utter the “heavenly things” in the ears of Nicodemus.
e who then came to Jesus by night, ventured, ch. vil. 51, to
offer a word for Jesus in the high council, and when we see
that after Christ’s crucifixion, when all earthly expectations
had vanished, Nicodemus was still active in honoring the
crucitied Saviour, even in the grave, (xix. 39,) does it not scem
a8 though especially this word in regard to the expiatory death
had, in the end, disclosed its meaning to him. It may be, that
on this night the words made upon the scribe the impression
(as Jacobl cxpresses it,) as of a speaking in an unknown tongue,
but they were not utterly lost upon him.

Tue EVANGELIST CONTINUES THE THOUGHT, THAT THE MISSION
oF CHRIST INTO THE WORLD IS THE WORK OF G0D’S LOVE,
AND THAT UNBELIEF CONDEMNS BUT ITSELF.—v.16-21,

V. 16, 17. 1If the observation made ii. 19, be considered
just, that Christ expressed from his own consciousness what
far transcended his hearer’s point of view, this division might
be regarded as o continuation of the d1scoulsn with \Ilcode-
mus; at least, the correction of the idea that the Messiah had
appeared only as a judge to the Gentiles, was exactly in place
in a conversation with a scribe. Thus it is taken, also, among
recent writers, by Kuapp, Meyer, Hug. Since Erasmus ho“-
ever, most interpreters have supposed that the & vangehst con-
nects an independent train of thought of his own, enlarging



Chrrst’s MissioNn INTO THE W ORLD. 123

on the theme presented by the Saviour’s discourse. If we could
doubt that such is the case here, yet we could not as regards
v. 31-36; and if the matter be indubitable there, there can be
no further scruple here. In opposition to the carnal view,
which imagined a judgment on the heathen world to be a
prominent design of the Messial, the Evangeclist gives a spe-
cial emphasis to “every one that believeth,” and shows that by
the appearing of the ouly begotten Sen, life has also been
offered to the “world.” That in é0wxev there is a reference to
the death on the cross, may more readily be admitted, as such
a reference has preceded it; nevertheless it is not necessary to
complete it by adding eic tov ddvaroy, (Olshausen,) nor with
Meyer, r. 05, but it corresponds with “resign, give up,” vi.
51, Luke xxii. 19, at other times wapédwrev; it is consequently
parallel with the subsequent drogréideadoe efc tov xéop0v, but
with prominence given to the idea that this was connected with
humiliation and suffering, (Phil. ii. 7.)

V.18, 19. A highly spiritual conception of the idea of the
judgment, which also lies at the basis of the words in xii. 46-
48, (ef. Actsxiii. 46, Titus iii.11, John ix.41.) If inthe appear-
mg of Christ, forgiveness of sins, life and salvation, are offered
to men, and if faith be the channel through which these bless-
ings are conferred on men, unbelief is a judgment of onec’s
self. Luther: “To have sin is not what does the harm, but
the insisting that we have no sin does the great harm.” The
Evangelist derives the unbelicf, not merely from ignorance,
but also from love of darkness. That man should love dark-
ness appears incomprehensible, but v. 20, 21, assign the
causes.

V. 20, 21. The more man abandons himself to evil, the
more does he regard it as his proper self, and loves it as him-
self. As that which is holy is in opposition to him, and
reproves his evil worlks, he feels himself mortified in that char-
acter which is proper to him, and begins to hate what is holy.
Christ presents this as the reason, ch. vii. 7, why he was hated
by the world. Man begins to love the objectively holy, in the
degree in which he recognizes that the evil attaching to him
is something alien from him, and, thercfore, does not fear the
reproving of it. Ile then feels himself attracted by the object-
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ive appearance of the Loly, as his efforts are thereby sanctioned
and promoted. If we compare in Rom. xiii. 12, 1 Thess. v. 8,
and in Joln xi. 9, 10, how the spiritual and physical meanings
of fuépa and gdc play allusively into one another, we shall
be inclined to think that in v. 20 there is an allusion to the
fact that evil seeks the shroud of night. ’Aijdea, in the prac-
tical sense of noy, like the expression, ‘‘das rechte,” (“‘what
is right,”) in German, cxpresses at once the theoretical and
practical, (1 John i. 6.)— £y @, that is, so that the works have
God as their source. Itis in John we find direct expressions,
according to which even those not yot converted can stand in
a fellowship with God, (viii. 47, xviii. 37.)

Strauss has prouounced the whole scene with Nicodemus a
fiction, originating in the fact that the reproach that the Gospel
was confined in its operations to the lower classes, goaded the
souls of the early Christians. DBut with historical, as well as
Christian penetration, Neander, in reply, has pointed to the
fact, that the Christians of those earlicr times gloried, on the
very contrary, in this, that the humble had been exalted by
Christ to so high a point, (1 Cor. . 26, 27.) According to Bauer,
too, the conversation must be a mere fiction, because, through
the whole of it, the reflective poiut of view of the later Church
can be rccognized. Weisse does not go so far, who, though
he remarks that the conversation held without the presence of
others, and first communicated by Nicodemus to the Disciples,
could not be very faithfully detailed, yet dirccts attention to the
fact, that from this very conversation originate allusions in
Justin Martyr, Clemens Romanus and Ignatius, which, if they
be independent of John's Gospel, prove that John was not
advancing mecre inventious of his own; the presumption,
indeed, is made without good cause, that those passages are
independent of our Gospel, (see above, Introd. § 6.) The
privacy of the conversation has, in general, given a support to
the doubt of its genuineness. De Wette says: “The depth
and spiritual fulluess of the discourses detailed, we can, as
regards their essence, derive only from the original sources;
the delincation of them, we cannot regard as the work of con-
sclous invention, but as a Spirit-drunken, poetical, free reproduc-
tion.”  But no unprejudiced person can deny, that everything to
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v. 15, which was said by Christ, was properly adapte to a seribe
like Nicodemus, and the subsequent spiritual growth of the
seribe confirms this. To assume with positiveness that not one
of the Disciples of our Lord could have been present at the in-
terview, would involve a presumption which has nothing to
establish it, for Nicodemus had reason, indeed, to fear the Jews,
but had no reason to fear the Disciples of our Lord. The possi-
bility, then, that John had direct knowledge of what passed,
must be conceded. Nevertheless, if it be granted that John got
his knowledge of it through Nicodemus, yet if the conversation
made that profound impression upon Nicodemus, which, from
the subsequent history, it is evident it did, he would have been
in a situation, at a later period, in his close relations with the
Disciples, to give themn an account faithful in all essentials.

A NEw TESTIMONY OF THE BAPTIST ¥or CHRIST.—v. 22-30.

V. 22-24. From the metropolis, Jesus went into the province
of Judea. Through his Disciples, as ch. iv. 2 informs us, he
baptized; meanwhile the Baptist also continued his baptism.
We have here additional matter, exciting no little difficulty.
First, this, that according to Matt. iv. 12, Marki. 14, it seems
as though Jesus had first made his appearance in Galilee in his
active vocation, subsequently to the removal of John from the
stage. That John should have continued his work at the same
time with Jesus, appears also surprising in a high degree.
Should the mourning star continue to shine after the sun has
risen? On the contrary, we would even have anticipated that
the Baptist himself would unite with the circle of the Disciples
of Jesus. The difficulty, indeed, goes yet further—that Christ
should have caused baptism to be administered during the
time of his life on earth, is difficult to credit, since in fact he
had not yet established a Church, (Bretschneider, Weisse.) Thus
one difficulty attaches itself to the other. The following, how-
ever, may be advanced in reply. If the Baptist continued,
simultaneously with Jesus, to work independently, he must have
done so because his position was regarded by himself as the Old
Testament one, to wit : to baptize into “one that was to come,”
and thus to extend among the people in ever widening circles,
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a penitent mind and the longing after the Messiah, (Kern, Tiib.
Zeitschr, 1836, ii. 11, p. 54.) If we may regard the procedure
of the Baptist, ch. i. 85, as exhibiting his rule, he was not in
every case urgent in insisting on fellowship with Christ, but
confined himself to giving hints to the more susceptible spirits;
even in ch. i. 26, he merely intimates that the Messiah is
present, without specifically designating Jesus as such. Iis
expressions here, too, v. 29, 80, confirm the relation in which
he stands, just as the history narrates it, for they speak not of
his retirement, but of his decline; they speak not of his attaching
himself to the Saviour, but only of his calm inward sympathy
with Christ's self-dependent activity. As regards Christ’s bap-
tism, it certainly could not at this period have the character it
had subsequently to his resurrection, ascension and outpouring
of the Spirit, (Matt. xxviii. 19.) To say, nevertheless, as Tertul-
lian already does, that it was only John's baptism, is not correct ;
for there was connected with it a confession of faith, a con-
fession of Christ as Messiah who had already appeared, while
John’s baptism required only a penitent confession in order to
participate in the kingdom of Messiah to come. As regards,
finally, the difference between John and Matt. iv. 12, we can
certainly perceive from v. 24, that the oral tradition fixed the
imprisonment of John pretty nearly about the same time with
the appearance of Jesus. DBut the passage in Matthew does not
necessarily lead to this view, if we bear in mind the very com-
pendious character of the narrative of that Evangelist. The
special activity of Jesus in Galilee, according to John, first
falls, also, in the period after the return from the first Passover,
(iv. 45;) after Lis return from his baptism at Jordan, he had
remained but a short time in Galilee, (ii. 12.) That point of
time was also in Matthew’s eye, but as he was not acquainted
with the intervening occurrence, it gives an appearance as if
he differed from John.—/Enon and the larger Salim, according
to v. 26,-lay on this side Jordan, and according to Eusebius,
(Onomas.) the place was still pointed out at Jordan, and Robin-
son found a village of Salim in the ncighborhood of Nablous.
On the motive assigned for baptizing at this place, in the
words ‘“Dbecause there was much water there,” Bauer makes
merry: “had not the Jordan, on whose banks we must picture
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to ourselves the scenc as taking place, abundance of water at
other points, too?” But the precise fact had in view, is that
the Baptist had abandoned his usual place of baptism at the
Jordan.!

V.25-28. The odv has reference to the fact previously stated,
that Jesus and John were baptizing at the same time. Z7ryorc,
Acts xv. 2, a question, hence disputation, called by the Rabbins,
xp. By the connection, it would seem that the Jew® gave a
preference to the baptism of Jesus. The excitement of John's
disciples displays itself, also, in the hyperbolical expression :
‘““all men come to him.” Maprupsiy, with dative, to offer testi-
mony in any one’s favor. The language of the DBaptist bears
to o remarkable extent the stamp of genuineness in its Old
Testament gnomologic form, v. 27, 30, connected with the
figurative expression, v. 28. The general sentiment, v. 27, can
cither be placed in close connection with v. 28, “I can arro-
gate nothing to myself, but can only assume the position
allotted to me by God,” (Cyrill, Bengel, Liicke, Neander,) or
with v. 26, “Jesus would not have it in his power to maintan
such a position, if God had not assigned it to him,” (Chrysos-
tom, Olshausen, De Wette.) The Baptist may, however, have
uttered the general sentiment, with reference to their mutual
relation. The reasoning of Gamaliel, Acts v. 38, seq. is of a
similar character.— A4AL 6z¢ is a mingling of two constructions,
(Winer, p. 552.) *Exctvoc, in v. 28, is by Bengel and De Wette
not referred to ¢ y0¢orog, as in that case adrob would be required,
(cf. however, vii. 45, Acts iii. 13,) but to Jesus, v, 30.

V. 29, 80. The Baptist now declares what is the position
assigned him. The Old Testament frequently designates God
as the husband of his people, (cf. in the New Testament, 2
Cor. xi. 2, Eph. v. 82, Rev. xxi. 2, 9.) As the Messiah is the
representative of God, a similar affirmation can be made of him.
Maldonatus thus expresses the sense of the first words in v. 29:
quamvis in nuptiis multi sunt, non omnes sponsi sunt, (although

1 Neender, Liacke and De Wette, following Rosenmuller, observe that 7'} is an
intensive form, with the signification of ‘“abounding in springs.” Tt is, indeed, not
an intensive form, but an adjective form, (Ewald, Hebr. Gramm. 3d ed. § 341,)
nevertheless the etymology justifies the observation of the Evangelist. [Alvdy,
equiv. to 7' 7Y adj, from T') ‘“place rich in springs,” Ewald, Lehrbuch, Gth
ed. p. 885. Tth ed.]

2 (The critical suthority for 'lovdaiov is considered now as decisive. Tr.)
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many are at the wedding, not all are bridegrooms.) The
expression, “friend of the bridegroom.” has a technical mean-
ing, as according to Hebrew usage, a 13¢W wapavip¢ros acted as
mediator in the marriage suit and contract. ‘Eorjxwz, he stood
without interfering, as a spectator who sympathizes, but takes no
part. Asregards the “voice of the bridegroom,” Meyer was the
first who referred to the passages in the Old Testament, in which
the voice of the bridegroom and the voice of the bride are a de-
signation of the festal joys of the wedding, (Jer. vii. 34, xvi. 9,
xxv. 10.) Subsequently, De Wette and Liicke also understood
by the joyous voice of the brndegroom, the jubilee of the
wedding festivitics. DBut in this sense it presents itself in the
Old Testament passages, only in the distinct phraseologic con-
nection ; the difficulty, too, is suggested, that then the com-
parison has wo proper applicability to the thing compared.
‘We reach this much better, when we have in our mind the
interview of” tne bridegroom with the bride, during which the
friend who has brought about the connection stands aside as a
sympathizing listener. Understood in this way, the expres-
sion is in perfect correspondence with the position which the
Baptist assumed after the appearance of Jesus. Xaipew dcd,
instead of with éa¢ or dv, is an unusual connection, is found,
however, also, 1 Thess. iil. 9; ef. JavudZey ddd, vil. 21. 'The
dat. modi, yopq, instead of the accus. is also unusual, cf. how-
ever, Septuag. Is. 1xvi. 10. The last words in v. 29 express,
definitively, in what the destination of the Baptist consisted.
The expression, “my joy is fulfilled,” belongs to the phraseology
peculiar to John, (xv. 11, xvi. 24, 1 John i. 4;) yet the sensc
here is somewhat different, and has a historicai reason, for the
Baptist had hitherto rejoiced in kope. V 80 is intelligible only
on the supposition that the Baptis¢ continued to labor at the
same time with Christ.

Tue EVANGELIST PURSUES TNE THOUGHT, THAT CHRIST IS THOE

ABSOLUTE TEACHER AND MEDIATOR BETWEEN MEN AND Gob.
v. 31-30,

V. 81,82. Itis true that even recently Hug has characterized
the position of Strauss, that the Baptist could not have uttered
the following words, as “more impertinent than true,” and it is
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undeniably the fact, that the leading thought, v. 31, 82, coincides
in essentials with i. 30 ; but v. 35, 36, especially, are too specifically
of John's (the Evangelist,) type of Christianity; v. 82, also, is in
opposition to v. 26; it is to be noticed, too, that the Old Testa-
ment figurative mode of expression only goes to v. 30. That
the Disciple should, with nothing interposed to mark it, have
added, to use Bacon’s words, an emanatio concionis Iohannes,
is to be accounted for only from his peculiar mystical ten-
dency, which did not separate so rigidly between objective and
subjective. Conformably to the fact that the DBaptist had
established the distinction between Christ and himself, espe-
cially in the preéxistence of Christ, the Evangelist here also,
has established the specific distinction from the Baptist and all
others in this, that the origin of the Redeemer cannot be
referred to a merely human descent. The first, éx ¢ i,
designates the origin, the second, the kind and character, and
with the character corresponds the doctrine. The antithesis in
éndyvew wavrwy doti corresponds to the éx rijc yi¢ dare, and the xat
—uaprvpet to the éx 77 yi¢ luied.  Christ, indeed, ch. vi. 46,
claims for himself exclusively the seeing, and ascribes to man
ouly the power of learing the Father; but in other places this
distinction is not observed, (ch. v. 30.) We can, moreover,
in the Learing, supposc the distinction that in Christ the hear-
ing does not consist in a single act. In the plaintive words
xai—Aap3dyer, we recognize the voice of the Lvangelist, (1. 11,
xii. 37.)

V. 83, 34. The accountability which attaches to unbelief is
pointed out, (Chrysostom.) As the words of Christ are the
words of God, the rejection of Ais testimony is also a rejection
of the testimony of God, (1 John v. 10.)—"0y 0 & dx. used of
the Messiah, v. 38, xi. 42, xvii. 3, xx. 21, with ec 7. xo0p00, X.
36, xvii. 18, cf. xviii. 87, xi. 46. Nearly like it éx 7. Je0b éoy.,
gometimes with eic 7. xdouoy, viii. 42, xvi. 28, xiii. 3. The
question rises, whether these formulas have the same meaning,
and merely designate the prophetic dignity, (thus the Socinians,
Grotius.) The phrase, “whom God hath sent,” is certainly
applicable to every prophet, but in John it designates not
merely the outward sending, but the inward calling, see vii. 16,
viil. 42, Isa, xlviii. 16—used of Clrist, the intcrnal calling to
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Messiakship. With the addition, “into the world,” the phrase
already implics more, De Wette : ¢ the appearing in the visible
world ;” Baumgarten-Crusius, on ch. i. 9: “an extraordinary
entrance into life,” it is used only of the Messiah, (cf. xil.
46, also, vi. 14.) Yet more decided is the reference to the
preéxistence in dxé or mapd deod épy. It is used, indeed, iii. 2,
of the divine call in gencral, but differently, viii. 42, xvi. 28,
xiii. 8, as the antithesis mopevopar mpde r. =. shows, as also the
motive assigned, viii. 42, by 05é¢ yap ax’ épavrod é5).  Augus-
tine, on viii. 42, distinguishes between processi a Deo, that is,
the eternal generation, and veni, that is, the incarnation; so,
also, Ammonius, Hilary. On the other hand, Origen, Euthy-
mius, Maldonatus, refer both to the incarnation. Among the
recent writers, compare especially Tittmann, on xiii. 8, and
Frommann, Joh. Lehrbegr. p. 388.—00 yap—6/dwar, in virtue of
the present, and the want of a’c@, stands as a general propo-
sition, and the expositor, therefore, if he take it in a genecral
sense, (as was already done by Bucer,) must see that he givesita
conformable signification.

Bucer: «“ By God’s giving his Spirit to any one, thus, to the
prophet, the Baptist, He is not rendered poorer, so that He can-
not impart it to the others.” A superfluous observation, for
which therc is no sort of mecessity. DBauer presses the pres.
didwar, and the want of the adr, to such a degree as to tind
therein the evidence of the consciousness of the later Church
forcing itself in. DBut why should not the thought that lies in
it be, that God can and will do it, and (as the connection would
lead us to conclude,) has here done it? The direct reference
to Christ is as tenaciously to be adhered to as if adrw were
supplied, and this would be so much the less arbitrary, since,
as Calvin observes, v. 35 is to be regarded as determinative and
cxplanatory. Erasmus had alrecady made the remark in gene-
ral, that the Greelks frequently omit the pronoun where we
would expect it, John viil. 17, after d:dayic, so also, ch. x. 29,
xvi. 8, cf. similar cases, 2 Cor. xi. 20, Eph. ii. 10, (see Fritzsche
on Matt. p. 138,)iil. 18, 1 Pet. ii. 11. The Rabbins say that
the prophets obtained the Spirit only Ypvn2 “by measure.”
"Ex designates the rule and periphrases adverbs, (2 Cor. viii.
13.)
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V. 85,86. Love is the principle of impartation, we need not
be surprised, therefore, that with the absolute love of the
Father to the Son, He imparts to him not only the Spirit, but
absolutely all things, (xiii. 8, xvii. 1, 2, Matt. xxviii. 18, xi. 27;)
in ch. v. 20, also, the absoluteness of religious knowledge in
the Son has its origin in the love of the Father. If, now, the
Son be the medium for all the blessings that procecd from the
Fatler, 1t follows that “eternal life,"” also, can only be attained
tlirough his mediation, and the organ for possessing it is faith,
by which the thing hoped for is already possessed as a thing
present. Ilere, indeed, eternal life is regarded, first, as a
present thing, as in v. 24, xvii. 3, then, in its consummation,
as something futurc; that, nevertheless, the oo &¢ecus pre-
supposes an oy opiz, may be inferred from the antithesis pévee
7 éprj. The condition of man without faith, is a condition in
opri, (Eph. ii. 8,) and the correlative of it is misery, the
ddvaros, (1 John iii. 14.) ’Ameddeiv alternates with dmorety,
Rom. xi. 80, ’Ez{ cum acc. embraces, as 1. 33, rest and motion.



CHAPTER IV.

MINISTRY OF CHRIST AMONG THE SAMARITANS.—vV. 1-42,

V. 1-4. Froum v. 35 of this chapter, it may be inferred that
the Redeemer at this time remained about half a year in the
surrounding country. His appearance as a reformer excited
the opposition of the Pharisees more than did the Old Testa-
ment activity of the Baptist; as Christ, however, regarded it
83 yet too soon to arouse more violently the spirit of persecu-
tion, he repaired to Galilee. On pres. mow?, Bamrile, cf. on 1.
40; on the baptism of Jesus, sec on iii. 22. Why did Jesus not
perform baptism himself? It is best simply to say: because
this was a matter which could be attended to by others, which
was not the case with preaching, (thus Thomas Aquinas,) ef. 1
Cor. i. 17. The scrupulous Jew, in order to avoid Samaria,
was accustomed to malke the journey to Jerusalem by the right
side of the Jordan in Perwea; Christ, however, was above this
prejudice, (Luke ix. 52,) for which reason, also, the command
to the Disciples, Matt. x. 5, cannot have originated in mere
prejudice.

V. 6. 2vydp, an unusual appellation of the city 0¥, which
elsewhere is called Zuyép or ra Lixpa, and lay on the direct
road to Jerusalem, (Kuscbius, Onomast. p. 143, ed. Bonfrére.)
The form 3vydp is regarded by some as a derisive name given
by the Jews, equivalent to Wp¥ “falsehood, idolatry,” as the
Samaritans were regarded as idolaters, (Sir. 1. 26, [28.]) On
the other part the Samaritans called the ¥Ip»0 M2 in Jerusalem
wng»n M2 domus percussionis, (house of smiting.) Perhaps,
however, the change of the xinto the p is accidental, as the
liquids are elsewhere interchanged, as Nebuchadrezzar in Jere-

miab, Beliap and Beliah.—What is here said of Jacob’s field
(132)
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and the present of it to Joscph, rests upon a traditional work-
ing out of the material in Gen. xxxiii. 19, Joshua xxiv. 32,
Scptuagint, Gen. xlviil. 22. In Jacol’s field, near the south-
cast entrance, lics a vale bordered by high mountains, and on
the narrow base it supplies, rises Sichem, and there yet exists
a well, with plantations of olive and fig trees near it, which
Jews, Christians, Mohammedans and Samaritans point out as
Jacolb’s Well, (see Robinson;) Schubert arrived at this spot
about the same time [spoken of here,] just about noon, and
found that a poor family had pitched their tent and were
spending a holiday by the cool spring. To the left, Gerizim
rises in sight to the altitude of some eight hundred feet, with
its springy base covered with lively green; on the right the
somewhat steeper and less watered Ebal, from which the words
of the curse were spoken, (Schubert’s Reise, &c.—Journey in
the East, iii. p. 137.)

V. 6-8. The well in its present condition is nine feet in
diameter, and onc hundred and five feet deep; when Maun-
drell visited it in the month of March, it had fifteen feet of
water. The present city (under the modern name of Nablous,)
lies about half an hour distant; as therc are a number of
springs in its immediate vicinity, it may be asked why the
woman came here for water; the aucient city may, however,
have been nearer, nor isitsaild that the woman came out of
the city, (éz tjjc apapeiac is equiv. to Zapapeiz.) She may,
perhaps, have come from the neighborhood of the city, (IRob-
inson’s Palestine, iii. 322, seq.')—The sixth hour, according
to the Jewish computation, was about noon. Rettig, who pre-
supposes that the weman was drawing water for the cattle,
thinks that from this passage he can malke it probable that
John followed the Roman computation, that it was conse-
quently the sixth hour of the morning, since it was usual to
travel through the night, and this was the hour at which cattle
were watered; but v. 15, 28, render it difficult to suppose
that the woman had drawn water for the cattle. According to
v. 85, too, this journey occurred in autumn, when it was rarely
hot, (Buhle, Calendar. Paleest. p. 52,) and when traveling by
night was uncommon. No positive evidence, thercfore, for

1(Biblical Researches, vol. iif. p. 111.  Last adit. (1866,) ii. 285. Tr.)
)3
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the Roman computation can be derived from this passage.
Since Erasmus, ofrw¢ has been regarded as anaphora of the
partic. as is exceedingly common in the classics, cf. also, Acts
xx. 11; Josephus, Antiqq. viii. 11, 1; de bell. jud. ii. 8, 5. But
Fritzsche (Hall. allg. Litteraturz, 1839, Erginzungsbl. No. 28,)
has shown that in all examples of this sort, olrw¢ stands bdefore
the temp. fin. Consequently, we must take odrw¢ equivalent to
abrwe, in the sense of drldg, @ éruyey, as Chrysostom, Cyrill,
Bengel, do, which will imply that Christ made no further
preparations, that he reposed under the open sky. To this
amounts, too, the observation peculiar to Erasmus and Calvin:
“Cum dicit sic sedisse, quasi, gestum hominis fatigati expri-
mit,” (where it says he sat thus, the air of a weary man is
expressed.)

V.9, 10. The woman recognized the man of the Jewish
land, probably by his accent; perhaps, too, there was a differ-
ence in the clothing; perhaps the question implies not merely
surprise, but a slight contempt. 1low violent the hatred of the
Jews to the Samaritans was, is expressed in Tr. Sanhedr. fol.
104 : “ITe who receives a Samaritan into his house, and enter-
tains lim, descrves to have his children driven to exile;” the
hatred of the Samaritans to the Jews is shown, Luke ix. 53.
This hatred matured to its full strength from the time of the
building of the temple on Gerizim.—KForgetting his own bodily
nced, Jesus cnters into the spiritual need of her who asks the
question. Ile draws her attentlon to the fact, that He, the
maker of a request, can bestow a far greater thing than he asks.
The greatness of the gift is conditioned by the dignity of the
giver; yetthe gift appears most prominently as the main idea,
because of the antithesis to that which he himself had just
desired, (cf. Calvin, Piscator.) e calls his gift, living water,
to wit: xar éloyiy, dlydwas, (by preéminence, truly,) ef. xiii.
14, and on vi. 32. By the gift he means the life, emanating
from him, and the poiut of comparison is its freshness and
perennial character. Calvin: “Aquam, meo judicio, bonorum
omnium vacuitati, qua laborat ac premitur humanum genus,
opponere voluit.” (Ie designs, in my opinion, to contrast the
water with that void of all good under which mankind labors
and is weighed down.) Tle aorists, jt7oa; and &owey, not
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with Luther, ¢ thou wouldst ask,” but with the Vulgate, ¢ thou
wouldst have asked.”

V.11, 12. The woman, taking the words of Christ liter-
ally, sees in them only an unseemly depreciation of the well,
hallowed by ages; he cannot draw spring water from this well,
she concludes, thevefore, he would give her water from some
other source than the well. The address, x)pe, was in that
day the usual form of courtesy, (xii. 21.) With obre, a change
of construction is made, as 8 John v. 10.

V. 13, 14. le justifies the promise, that He in the true
sense can give living water, The water from the spring
refreshes but for a time. The exception might be taken, how-
ever, that the life emanating from Christ must be constantly
made our own anew, and then that appears to be true which
Sir. xxiv. 29, (Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 21,) says of wisdom : “ They
that drink me shall yet be thirsty.” But the true sense is to be
determined partly from vi. 85, partly by v. 14, which here
follows. The figure means, this water will once for all be
received into the inner nature, will be immanent in man, and
will attend him through every stage of his being, even to
eternity. The need of an increase of this water is not there-
by excluded. Rather has the image been cxplained fully and
correctly by Calvin, thus: Spiritum sanctum scatebram esse
perpetuo fluentem, ita non esse periculum ut exarescant, gqni
gpirituali gratia renovati sunt, (the Iloly Spirit is a gushing
spring ever flowing, so that they who have been renewed by
spiritual grace are in no danger of becoming completely dry.)
To take another image: the spark which goes forth from the
fire of the Redeemer becomes in every human breast a gelf-
existent flame. After Christ has brought into being to individ-
nals the communion with God, it advances in zll these individ-
uals to 2 consummation. The same thought is found in viii.
12, cf. vii. 88. “Springing up into everlasting life ” expresses,
that death not only does not interrupt this fe, this communion
with God, (xi. 25,) but that it rather brings it to perfection.
Bengel : Vita mterna confluens talium fontium imo oceanus,
(eternal life the confluence of such springs, yea, an ocean.)

V. 15. The woman has again missed the spiritual sense,
escept that she has so far been reached by the words, v. 14
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that she infers from them that a water is spoken of, after using
which thirst shall no longer be felt. Analogous is the request
of the people, ch. vi. 34.

V. 16-18. Why did Jesus wish the husband also to be
called? Shall we say, that he anticipated that he would prove
more intelligent? If we consider that, according to v. 18,
Jesus knew that it was not her husband, we will be led to the
view that he did so to afford an opportunity to the woman of
making a confession, with the design of arousing in her a
feeling of guilt, which, when aroused, ecven in ruder natures,
calls forth soonest the desire aud susceptibility for higher
truths, (Zwingle, Calvin, Melancthon.) It nevertheless has
been objected by Strauss, that the procedure of our Lord seems
to fail of its aim; for the woman, v. 19, {as is assumed in
Strauss’ exposition,) diverges from the ungrateful theme, and
instead of pursuing the contemplated aim further, Jesus enters
upon her question. This certainly scems to throw doubt upon
the view mentioned, but what if Christ regarded the question of
such a character as that by its answer a yet higher aim might be
reached 7—as Dy it, indecd, the conversation was actually put
upon a spiritual basis. Besides, may we not say, that in the “all
things that ever I did,” there lies a confession of guilt? It may,
indeed, be understood as a merec exhibition of her astonishment
at Christ’s prophetic endowment, yet the expression rather leads
to the supposition that a consciousness of her evil actions had
been aroused in the woman. In what, then, did her guilt con-
pist? It seems clear that xa: viy Sy éyeec xtA. refers to an illicit
connection. But how is it with the five husbands, were they
scparated because of her disorderly life? or were they also
paramours, as Chrysostom and Calvin suppose, (cf. the exposi-
tion which is given by Matthies, in his commentary on 1 Tim.
iti. 2.) The latter view is not favored by the expression, since
in that case it would rather be xai adrdc 8¢ Sv voy Eysec xth.
Probabiy Grotius is right, in thinking that the woman hersclf
had deserted the first ones, (an abuse in opposition to the law,
which first spread itself in the later time,) and the sixth was
not her husband, because she was not legally divorced from the
earlier ones. Kaldc, perhaps, ironical. ’Aiydéc as predicate
of rojro, in the sense of the adverb, Winer, § xvii. 9. W
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have here an instance of a prophetic knowledge of Christ,
which enters into details, somewhat like Mark xiv. 13. To
what extent we are to suppose in the Redeemer a prophetic
knowledge of this sort in regard to particulars, is difficult to
determine. '

V. 19, 20. That the woman makes such a sudden transition
to this remote subject, may be accounted for, as already re-
marked, by her wish to avoid an unpleasant topic. It is possi-
ble, however, that she was actually concerned to see a reliable
settlcment of that mooted question on which the enmity of the
two nations rested. Gerizim, lying by the road and meeting the
cye, would the more readily prompt the query. The *fathers”
are the immediate ancestry back to the time of Nehemiah.
John Hyrcanus, about 129 B. C. had destroyed the temple, but
an altar had again becn reared, and the Samaritans of the
present day still pray upon this mountain. (Robinson.)

V. 21, 22, 'While Christ maintained the law to the end of
his life, and enjoined obedience to the commands of the
scribes, (Matt. xxiii. 3,) his prophetic glance beheld in the
futurc the time when the spirit would throw off these fetters
and create a new form for itself. Amnalogous with this is the
prohibition laid upon the Apostles of extendiug their opera-
tions beyond Isracl, (Matt. x. 5,) together with the prophecies
of the reception of the Gentiles, (sce on x. 16.) The abroga-
tion of the Jewish law is also intimated by the Synoptists,
Luke v. 86, seq. Mark ii. 28. It is surprising, to be sure, that
Jesus presents iu explicit terms before this woman the highest
point of view, yet we must confess that the occasion offered by
this question was not less fitting than that given by the ques-
tion of the scribes, Luke v. 33, and can it be properly said that
the position of thosc scribes was much higher than that of this
Samaritan woman ? Certainly the reply of our Lord at that
time must have sounded in their ears, as well as in those of the
Disciples, like words in an unknown tongue. Yet who would
deny that those very words, after they had long slumbered in
the souls of the hearers uncomprehended, may have become
things of life at a later epock of development ?—Our Lord com-
mences his discourse in an exceedingly solemn manner. By
the prefatory words: “believe me,” the object is characterized
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as one in which the natural course of things would be in the
highest degree improbable and unexpected. T¢ warpi, Bengel:
familiarissime ad arcem fidei admittit mulierem, (he adrmits the
woman most familiarly to the citadel of the faith.) The God
whom the Samaritans worship is designated in the same way
as in Acts xvii. 28. The Samaritans acknewledged the Penta-
teuch only, and as they were destitute of the Prophets and
Psalms, they wanted not only the complete development of
theological truth, but especially also the entire compass of the
Messianic prophecies. God was consequently for them in a
certain degree an unknown God, hence also the neut. 8, “a
Being whom ye know not.” De Wette pronounces this exposi-
tton ““entirely false,” and gives (as Bengel had already done,)
this sense, ‘‘ye worship, and thereby dv ye know not what.”
But how can this lie in the words ?—Under the ¥justc, Jesus
cmbraces himself as well as the Jews—could he be man in
fact, without belonging to a distinct nationality? Ipooruveiv
here with accus., subsequently, v. 23, with dative. Salvation
was to come from the lineage of David, and by consequence
from the Jews; they could not, therefore, remain without an
accurate knowledge of God. Christ speaks to foreigners in a
more cxalted way of the national importance of the Jewish
people, than he does to that people itself.

V. 23, 24 As v. 21, 22, have expressed ncgatively the
essence of the future worship of God, it is now expressed with
cqual solemnity, in v. 28, 24, in a positive manner. This time
is yet future, but to the same extent to which the spiritual life
has alrcady begun, (ch. v. 25,) the spiritual worship also has.
[Tvebpa, as what follows proves, presents itsclf as the leading idea.
Some take it objectively, as designating the Holy Spirit as the
elemental principle of worship, di. then, according to some,
Christ, the absolute truth, (Athanasius, Ambrose, Basil, Ben-
gel;) according to others, “spirit and truth,” designates the
frame of mind in which the worship is offered, the spirit of
faith and praycr, and the uprightness of the intention, (Luther,
Melancthon, Bucer, Calvin.) But the axiom, v. 24, that the
mode of worship must correspond with the essence of God, as
also v. 21, 22, clearly shows that to the outer sanctuary the inner
sanctuary of the human spirit is opposed, as Augustine says:
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In templo vis orare, in te ora, (you wish to pray in the temple,
pray in yourselt) 8o also Chrysostom. And yet more un-
mistakably is this apprehension of it justified by aiydeig pre-
senting itself epexegetically, which just as strongly as in ch. i.
17, designates as the absolutely highest, this specics of divine
worship, in antithesis to the Old Testament oxed, (shadow.) It
certainly scems now as though these words anthorized a mysti-
cism which rejects every species of outward worship. But we
are to distinguish between an external cultus, which has been
enjoined with the design of a preparatory disvipline to advance
men toward that which is internal, and train them for it, (such
a cultus is certainly superfluous in the measure to which Christ
is formed in believers,) and a cultus which can only be
regarded as piety representing itself outwardly—and such a
cultus will not be wanting, even in the most spiritual Christian.
‘While the cultus of the former kind pertains to the legal point -
of view, the latter corresponds with the spiritual point of view
of the New Testament, (2 Cor. iii. 6.)

V. 25, 26. The language of the woman shows, that for
the time this word also of our Lord remained closed to her.
Nevertheless, the Redeemer had opened up a sublime religious
prospect in the future, on this she keeps her thought, and con-
nects it with the instruction which was to be obtained from
the Messiah.  As thie Samaritans acknowledged only the books
of Moscs, they may perhaps have linked their Messianie ex-
pectations with Dent. xviii. 18, in accordance with which they
would be obliged to regard the Messiah rather in the light of a
divinely illuminated teacher. e is, in fact, delineated more as
a prophet, than as a king, in the letters sent to England in 1718,
by the modern Samaritans, (Repert. fiir bibl. u. morgenl. Lit-
teratur. B. ix. p. 28.)' As the Saviour but rarely discovers
himself in his Messianic character, (cf. John ix. 87, with Matt.
xvi. 20,) yet in this particular case has no scruple in doing so,
he acts, perhaps, with a reference to this very disposition of
the Samaritans to intermingle less of political anticipation.
Liicke maintains that the form éy elu is in classic style incon-

11f we could regard the Carmina Samaritana, edited by Gesenius, Leipzig, 1824,
28 expressing their ancient views, they would argue in genernl for o spiritualistic
dircetion on the part of the Sammaritans, But traces of Mobammedan speculation
oud theosophy can be shown in these poems,
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ceivable, and would derive it from the Hebrew, although else-
where he obgerves that it differs from v sx. Dut how ocould
“ich bin es,”” (I am ke,) be expressed in Greek and Latin oth-
erwise than by éye e, ego sum?

V. 27-29. The Oriental contempt for woman appears with
special strength in the Rabbins; the tract, Kidduschin, f. 17,
says: “R. Samuel ohserves: No man salutes a woman,” and
tract. Sota, f, 20: ¢ He who instructs his dauglter in the law is
as one who plays the fool.”—The reverential timidity of the
Disciples, mentioned in v, 27, furnishes a hint as to the relation
in which they stood to our Lord; we sec their consciousness
of their distance from him, (xxi. 12.) That the impression
made upon the woman was no ordinary one, may be seen in
the fact that ske, in Ler zeal, forgot her occupation, as Jesus
in his had forgotten his need, and leaving her water-pot she
hastens to the city to associate others with herself in the bless-
ing of which she had been made partaker. Wg see, too, what
part of the conversation had made the greatest impression upon
her, to wit: that this mau had disclosed the course of her life.
That she still did not trust her own judgment as to his Mes-
sialiship, cannot seem strange, after that ignorance of divine
things which she had previously made so manifest.

V. 30-34. The act of going out is in v. 30 expressed in the
aorist; the act of coming, in the imperfect, as during the
coming the conversation which follows took place. The Disci-
ples here display precisely the same incapacity of soaring from
the sensuous to the spiritual, which had been displayed by the
woman. Already, while in conversation with the Samaritan
woman, and yet more, when he beheld the Samaritans strean.-
ing forth from the city, the prophetic glance in the spirit of
the Redeemer opened upon the future spiritual harvest among
this people. With this thought he strengthened his soul. It
now throws into the background his nced of food, as it had
previously his need of water.—In %« the final idea is adhered
to, in so fur as it can express the striving to do the divine will,
but in the later Greek it undoubtedly is used as a nere cir-
cumseription of the infinitive, as Origen also, has here rob mor-
7o, see on i. 27,

V. 35. In the kingdom of naturc therc lies a great interval
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between sced time and harvest. Christ’s sowing, short as is
the time, comnences already to ripen. Yusis Aéyere, “Say
¥e,”’ points to a proverbial expression, so that the present tense
expresses the Aadit, (Matt. xvi. 2.) The proverb is usually re-
garded as a comforting assurance for the waiting hushandman,
that the harvest is not far off; but on this view the antithesis
is less clear, which, nevertheless, is strongly indicated by the
“behold.”  Maldonatus more correctly considers it a phrase
with which the rarmer averse to labor comforts himself, like:
adhue seges in herba est, (the crop is still in the blade;) the
v shows, too, that the interval is to be regarded as long. The
sowing in Palestine went on from the beginning of November;
the harvesting of the barley did not take place till in the
middle of April, consequently about four months lay between
secd time and harvest. As our Lord points them to the fields,
it is higlily probable that it was just then sced time; and we are
thus furnished with the date, to wit: that Jesus had remained
in, Judea from April, when the Passover ocecurred, until in
November. ¢1I say'” forms the antithesis to “ye say.” In a
spiritual sense, the seed fields are already ripe, for the Sichemites
are approaching through them.

V. 36, 37. Beyond doubt, the approaching Samaritans them-
selves were, v. 85, already designated as a harvest; just as clearly
evident, liowever, is it from the words that follow, that the
Saviour regarded this harvest only as the beginning; in rela-
tion, consequently, to the far greater harvest which was close at
hand, and which was allotted to the Apostles, (cf. xiv. 12, xii. 24,)
he designates himself rather as the sower. It is, indecd, in other
cases true, that higher joy is destined for the reaper than for
the sower, but not in this instance, for as the fruit falls to the
ghare of Christ himself, he shares in their joy as he had shared
in the labor with them, yca, preéminently for them had under-
taken these labors, (v. 88.) “/va designates the odjective aim,
and consequently characterizes this result as designed of God.
Men are the grain; eternal life, in which the redeemed are, as it
were, placed in security, the granary, (ch. xv. 16, Matt. xiii. 30,
Rom. i. 18.) The thought expands itself into a glance at the
relation of the eutire operations of the Apostles to those of our
Lord; in the entire work of the Apostles his appearing and his
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work in humanity were necessarily presupposed, (xiv. 12.) "Ly
in v. 87, equivalent to “¢n,” as ix. 30, “in this department of
the spiritual harvest.” Adyo; denotes proverb; among the
Greeks, also, we have the same one which is mentioned here,
iAot péy emeipovd’, dAdoe 8'ad dymjoovrar : ““ Some 50w, others again
reap.”—The article before dipdwoq presents a difficulty, and as
in Cod. G K L it is probable that on account of this very dif-
ficulty it is omitted, we must seek an explanation of it. If it
is a predicate, we must translate: “here is that proverb true,
that is, verifies itsclf.” If it is adjective, we must interpret it:
“liere that true proverb is in place,” (2 Peter ii. 22.) In both
cases diydevoc appears to be used for dlz;djc, as In xix, 35, yet it
may be made a question whether the Evangelist did not per-
haps mean to say: “here only, that is under these circumstances
of a spiritual nature, that proverb verifies itself in the highest
sense,” (Olshausen.)

V. 38. The Saviour regards the impression which would be
left among this people by his mecting the Samaritans, as the
Dbasis of their subsequent conversion and introduction into the
Church. From Acts viii. 14, their willingness appears to have
been unusually great, and as it was John who was deputed to
go from Jerusalem to them, we can the more readily under-
stand that this expression of our Lord had in his eyes a special
importance. The use of the plural ¢2loc creates some surprise,
hut is sufficiently explained by the reference to the preceding
proverb.

V. 30-42. 'We witness here among the people an extraor-
dinary impulse toward faith, and a readiness for it, by which
the strong and joyous hopes previously expressed by the
Saviour are justified. It is worthy of notice, that no miracle
on the part of Christ is mentioned, that on the contrary the
mere word leads them to recognize in him the Redeemer;
Aulia is perhaps with design employed instead of A6yoc—(though

Jeza, contends for the contrary,) as Calvin says: ‘videntur
Jactare, sibi solidius jam esse fundamentum, quam in lingua
nmulieris, que ut plurimum futilis esse solet,” (they seem to
glory that they have now a firmer basis than a woman’s
tongue, which is usually very unreliable.) In the expression
0 ewryp Tob x6op0, “the Saviour of the world,” is signified the
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universality of the Messial’s destination. That the people
actually employed this expression, cannot be maintained posi-
fively; nevertheless, this very destination of a universal char-
acter was, on the ground of the Old Testament prophecies,
acknowledged by every pious Israelite, (Luke ii. 32.)

The mythical exposition which in this narrative is a complete
failure, was dropped by Strauss in his third edition, (in the
fourth talken up again!) The delineation of the woman's char-
acter is in fact so individualizing, her various expressions which
are detailed are so consonant with her character, that they alone
are enough to induce us to the recognition of a historical
fact. As regards, however, the remarks made by Jesus in this
conversation, the scruple may be raised against their historical
truth : first, that the Disciples were not present when they were
uttered; in the next place, that the woman had not the capacity
to repeat words which she did not at all understand ; and finally,
that there appears no motive why Clirist should repeat them
to his Disciples. In spite of this difficulty, even De Wette
acknowledges features of psychological truthfulness, and that
very declaration of Christ, whose meaning must have been
most inaccessible to the woman, v. 21-23, he declares to Dbe
“indubitably genuine.” We suggest the question, whether v.
27, which implics a desire on the part of the Disciples to know
what had passed in the conversation, does not give support to
the opinion that Jesus himself made the communication to his
Disciples? Asthe woman had narrated to her countrymen the
part of the conversation which was most striking and intelligi-
ble to her, as this very communication, morcover, had produced
a great impression upon them, (v. 29, 39,) the desire of the
Disciples must have been increased the more, and there scems
accordingly to have been a sufficient motive for Christ’s repeat-
ing what had passed.

SeEconp MiracLs oF CHRIST IN GALILEE. —V. 43-54.

V. 43-45. The sentiment which in Luke iv. 24, Matt. xiii.
57, was expressed by the Saviour, with special reference to
Nazareth, rests upon an observation of the fact, that men are
altogether disinclined to acknowledge anything extraordinary



144 Cuap. IV.—v. 43-53,

in those whose development in the natural way they have
witnessed, and whom they have been accustomed to regard as
equals. While, however, the obscrvation of this fact must
have deterred Jesus from returning to Galilee, it is, never-
theless, as it scems, adduced as a reason for his return. The
following may be specially mentioned as unsatisfactory expedi-
ents of the older writers to get rid of the difficulty: First,
Ilatpic is taken as native town, so that the meaning is: “he
went to Galilee, to wit: to Cana, (v. 46,) but not to Nazareth,
for a prophet, &c.”—(Cyrill, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Grotius,
Olshausen.) Second, [larpic 13 Judea, where Jesus was born,
(Origen, Maldonatus, Liicke, 2d ed., Ebrard, Kritik d. ev.
Gesch. 1. 350.) Amid the many cxceptious to which these, in
common with each and all the expedients resorted to, were
open, arose even a doubt whether these words could have pro-
ceeded from John. Strauss, in the extremest perplexity, has
advanced the assertion, that the anonymous Evangelist having
learned something by hearsay of Christ having expressed such
u sentiment, has here at random inserted it, ““in such a way, to
be sure, as to show that he could have no definite idea in his
mind.” To impute a proceeding so perfectly senseless to an
author whose taste and talent are conceded by Strauss himself,
wag certainly a conclusion too monstrous. Schweizer thinks that
Judea is here presupposed as the zarpic, “country " of Jesus;
but this is so different from the genuine John, that it would give
some justification to the idea that the paragraph which follows
1s a Galilean interpolation in the Gospel of John. According to
Bauer, also, the Livangelist considers Judea as the “country "—
but ouly “{rom an esthetic mode of viewing history, according
to which Judea alone was worthy to be regarded as the native
country of Jesus.” A solution has, however, been suggested by
Neander, against which neither Strauss (3d ed., retracted in the
4th ed.) nor Schweizer knows what objection to urge. Neander’s
view is, that in v. 44 it is assigned as a reason for the return of
Jesus, that the Galileans had become more inclined to faith,
through the miracles which had beeu witnessed in Jerusalem,
a view which goes on the presumption that Jesus during his
abode in Galilee, mentioned 11, 12, had performed no miracle.
The Evangelist in this case certainly expresses his meaning
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very obscurely; the objection, too, may be urged, as Bauer has
done, that according to iv. 12, the return to Galilee seems
to have been brought about by the danger which threatened
him in Judea. A solution was first given by myseclf in the
fitfth edition of this Commentary, which has since, with some
modifications, been adopted by De Wette and Liicke. In
Greek, rdo, whether used as argumentative or as ewplanatory,
sometimes precedes the sentence which contains the argument
or explanation, (Ilartung, Patikellchre, 1. p. 467.) If we now
translate ydp, “namely, to wit,” v. 44 then serves to indicate
why the Evangelist attributes the faith of the Galileans to
their having seen the miracles performed in Jerusalem, namely,
to show that this readiness was not in contradiction with the
earlier words of Christ. ’Epeprionosy is to be taken as plu-
perfect; adroc shows that this observation was not a merely
derisive one made by others.

V. 46-53. Thosc who had been at the feast had extended
the fame of Jesus so widely, that a certain functionary of the
king’s court, or military officer, (for the word Paceixoc can
mean either,) was induced to seek his aid. This man appears
to have been one of the officers of Ilerod Antipas, and was
either a Jew or a proselyte to Judaism. The words addressed
to him, as the man already possesses a degree of faith, seem the
more harsh, as Jesus in the case of a man hitherto unknown to
him, could not well utter the reproach of want of faith in his
words, as he does in the case of the Jews, (x. 38.) But as the
faith of this man rested merely upon hearsay in regard to the
miraculous works of Jesus, it was naturally weak, and it was
not a religious want, but simple necessity, which had led him
to Jesus; that faith in the proper sense was a result of the
miracle, is shown by v. 63.  Our Lord consequently reproaches
him, that he had been led to come to him, not by the nced
of the heart, but by the need of a miracle. The words of
reproof looked like putting him off; the man, therefore, begs
that Jesus would not interposc a longer and critical delay.
Yet more wonderfully than the suppliant anticipated, did the
miraculous power of our Lord display itsclf; Jesus performs
the cure by a power operating at the distance between Cana
and Capernaum; cf. on miracles of this class, Krabbe, Leben
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Jesu, p. 285, seq.  Iu this very way, however, a severer test of
the father’s faith was made. He endures the test, goes his way,
and the rejoicing servants, unable to wait for the time of
his arrival, announce to him what has ocenrred, and in the very
same words in which it has been foretold by the Lord. The
question of the father, v. 52, proves that he was concerned
not merely about the result of the curing, but also about the
confirmation of his faith in Jesus. The fact, also, that he lcads
his family to acknowlcdge the Lord, speaks for the liveliness
of the impression he had received. —Impartial erities like
Liicke and Neander have acknowledged that this narrative is
not identical with the one in Matt. viit. 5, and Luke vii. 2, as
Strauss, Weiss, Gfrorer, have recently maintained, and that it is
not, appears cspecially from this, that in Matt. (viii. 10, 11,) and
Luke, the centurion is designated as a model of faith, while ou
the contrary, the royal officer here is represented as one whose
faith is weak. Nor would John have been likely to narrate
this particular miracle, with which no discourses are linked, had
it been identical with one already familiar from the tradition.

V.54, HldAw devrepoy is meant to refer adjectively to ayusioy,
(xxi. 16.) According to the explicit observation in ii. 11, the
meaning of the Kvangeclist must be, that this is the second
miracle in Galilee, which harmonizes with the presupposition
which v. 45 presents, that during his first appearance in
Galilee no other miracle than the one in Cana was performed.
The Evangelist, moreover, regards it as worthy of note, that
this Galilean miracle also occurred in Cana. That meaning
is, indeed, not clearly expressed; by forcing the words the
meaning may be put upon them, that Jesus designed to make
Galilec alone the theatre of his miracles. Induced by his
interest in making out this narrative to be a Galilean interpo-
lation, Schweizer has actually maintained this.



CHAPTER V.

Tue ITeaving oF 1HE Sick MawN AT THE PoolL oF BETIESDA
ON THE SABBATH.—vV. 1-15.

V. 1. WuiLe in John perd tovro marks the immediate
consecution of events, psta rovra links together facts more
remote from each other in point of time, (Liicke.) The weight
of testimony for the reading &opry without an article is deci-
sive, (Griesbach, Lachmann.) Were the article genuine, we
would be compelled to regard the chief festival, that is the
Passover, as the one meant. If it is not genuine, the Passover
may be meant, but so also may some other feast. As, namely,
the genitive r@v 'fovdaiwy is already sufficiently definitive, the
article may be dispensed with before éopry, (Winer, p. 118;) it
i wanting even without such a genitive in Matt. xxvii. 15,
Mark xv. 6, where, nevertheless, the Passover 13 meant. If the
Evangelist here mecans the Passover, then four Passovers are
mentioned by him, (ii. 13, v. 1, vi. 4, xiil. 1,) and the time of
Christ’s ministry is made to extend over niore than three years.
The majority of expositors think the Passover is meant, thus
Irenzus, [Eusebius,] Luther, Scaliger, Grotius, Lightfoot, [1Ieng-
stenberg.] Against this view, however, the following diflicultics
may be urged: 1) that then too contracted a range of events
falls between the two Passovers, ch. v. 1 and vi. 4; 2) that as
Jesus, when the Passover mentioned, vi. 4, was observed, did
not go to the feast, and not till he again, ch. vii., goes to the
feast of Tabernacles, a year and a half would have elapsed
without his appearing at the feast, a thing hardly to be
supposed, (Hug.) Hardly to be supposed—and yet it is not
impossible, see on vi. 4, and vii. 1, 2. The first argument

would have weight only in case the Evangelist had intended to
(14n
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give a full biography. As Christ returned to Galilee at the
beginning of the winter, the supposition is most natural that
this feast was the I’assover which occurred the following
spring. Since Kepler, the feast of Purim is the one which has
been specially advocated, (1Iug, Meyer, Olshausen, Neander.’)
But the positive arguments of Hug will not stand the proof, and
against this view arc these facts: 1) that this feast falls a month
before the Passover, and it is not probable that Jesus, if he
attended the Passover mentioned, vi. 4, then returned to Galilec;
or if he did not attend it, that he neglected the leading festival,
and repaired to a feast not established in the Old Testament,
but only in the ordinance of the later Judaism. It is true, the
reply may be made, that he attended the feast of Dedication,
chap. x. 22, which was not required by the law; but it is to Le
observed that he was on that occasion already in Jerusalem,
and did not go there for the purpose of attending that feast;
2) as the feast of Purim was not neccessarily kept in the
capital, but could be observed any where, there would seem to
be so much the less motive for a journey to thss feast. The
supposition that it was the feast of Pentecost, (Cyrill, Chrysos-
tom, Erasmus, Bengel,) or the feast of Tabernacles, (Cocceius,)
is irreconcilable with the date which iv. 85 furnishes, since
the former occurs fifty days after Kaster, and the latter in
autumn.

V. 2. A learned dissertation on this passage by Joh. Conr.
Hottinger, may be found in the Thesaurus Novus Philol. et
Theol. T.ii. p. 476. The Evangelist says “now there 7s,” from
which the inference might be drawn that Jerusalem was stand-
ing when he wrote, (thus Bengel;) the explanation, however,
is that this pool remained after the destruction of the city, in
fact it was still pointed out in the time of Tertullian and even
of Busebius.* /I)2y is to be supplied after mpofuresj), Nehem.
ii. 1,82, xil. 39. “HémAeyouévy, for which Cod. I reads
Asyopévy, indicates an additional name, and such the word
DBethesda shows itself according to its meaning ]fgmﬂé\.‘a"

! Neander feels that every thing else favors the supposition that it was the Pass-
over, and is led to the supposition that it was the feast of Purim oaly by the want
of the article, (Leben Jesu, 3d ed. p, 434; Tr, 217.)

? Might not the present, perhaps, be used eimply for the vividness with which the
object is present to the mind’s eye? cf. 1 Johniv. 17,
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(Syr.) “house of mercy, place of grace.” By porches we are
not to understand mere colonnades open at the sides, but along
the one side might run a wall, as was the case with the porch
(moexédy,) at Atheus; we may either suppose them to have been
covered rows of columns inclosing the pool, in the form of a
pentagon, and giving shelter to the sick, or possibly in accord-
auce with the later usage of osrod, suppose them to have been
bathing houses close by the pool. The identity with the an-
cient Bethesda, of the deep reservoir in Jerusalem, which in our
day bears the name of Bethesda or sheep-pool, Robinson re-
gards as improbable, and is more inclined to find it in the inter-
mitting Fountain of the Virgin, on the south-eastern slope of
the Temple Mount, (Paldstina, B. 2, p. 186, seq. 158, seq.; Bib-
lical Researches, (1856,) vol. i. 293, 830.) From v, 7, and the
close of v. 3, it appears that this spring probably was gascous,
and bubbled at intervals; nothing is said to show whether xara
xaepoy refers to regular periods. There i3 a gaseous spring
of this kind in Kissingen, for example, which after a rush-
ing sound about the same time every day commences to bubble,
and is most efficacious at the very time the gas is making its
escape. Kusebius, in his Onomasticon, ed. Bonfrere, p. 41,
mentions that in his time two pools by the name of Bethesda
were poiuted out, the water of one of which at times became
red in a singular way; this would indicate mineral properties.
V. 8,4. Not merely persons afflicted with diseases of the
lighter sort, but even the blind were found there—among the
blind, however, are to be included the various classes of suffer-
ers with ophthalmic diseases; the gas spring at Kissingen, of
which we have just spoken, is especially used in diseases of the
eye. Among the “withered” we are to comprehend the par-
alytic, a class to which, indeed, the sick man whom Jesus cured
belonged, for paralysis is sometimes produced by extraordinary
dcbilitation of the muscles, that is by a dwindling of them.
Cod. B & C* omit v. 4 and the close of v. 3; some Coptic
MSS. also, and Nonnus, Cod. C, and some of the less important
MSS. omit v. 4. Most of the Minusce. marl it with aste-
risks, that is, with the sign of its being suspicious, or with the
obelus, the sign of spuriousness; the last words of v. 3, éxdey.
—uivjow, are wanting in A. L. 18.  On the other hand, this
L
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passage is found in the ancient Vulgate and Peschito versions,
and so early as Tcrtullian. In recent times, Bretschueider in his
Probabilia, and Bauer, in order to help out the position that
the Gospel is spurious, have been decidedly for the genuine-
ness of this passage, and De Wette has been inclined to the
samec view; since Mill, the other expositors have decided
for the spuriousness of it. Notwithstanding the antiquity
of the witnesses which accredit the passage, we must adopt
the latter view, particularly when regard is had to the numer-
ous variations in those which nave the passage, and to the fact
that no reason for the omission can be given, (compare what
Liicke, 8d cd. urges against De Wette and Bauer.) As Ter-
tullian, Chrysostom, and others, find a symbol of the baptismal
water in this water so wonderfully impregnated with divine
power, a dogmatic interest would rather have led to the reten-
tion than to the exclusion of the passage; we think, thercfore,
that the addition originated with some reader in Palestine, who
Leld the opinion that angels preside over the particular pow-
ers of nature. The idea of angel, and the modern idea of
power, run into each other in the Old Testament, for originally,
M is an abstract form, legatio, a beaming forth of God ; cf. Rev.
xvi. 5.

V. 5. Luther and most others unite &ysev v 13 dodevein
equivalent to dedevac &yev, “who had been sick thirty-eight
years,” to which De Wette objects, that then the part. pres.
&yov would not be proper. DBut the participle present stands
with the perfect, when the action is considered as continuing,
(Buttman, 15th ed. p. 433; 18th ed. translated by Edward
Robinson, p. 400.) The interpretation of De Wette, is however,
certainly admissible: “who had passed eight and thirty years
in the sickness,” (that sickness;) the article “the” (that) car-
ries in it a reference to the diseases mentioned in v. 3.

V.6, 7. Jloduy ypévov éye: cannot, according to the usage of
the language, refer to the age of the man, but refers to the
time spent in a certain condition, either in sickness or in lying
there. Moved with compassion, Christ asks him whether he
wishes to be healed, a question designed either to arousc and
thereby fix the attention of the sick man, perhaps of the by-
standers also, or designed also to mediate the healing efficacy
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of Jesus; cf. Mark x. 51. Among the curiosities of interpre-
tation, that of Dr. Paulus deserves mention, which supposes
the man to have becen a beggar too lazy to work, to whom
Jesus says: Arc you really willing to be cured ?

V. 8, 9. The miraculous character of the cure is made
more apparent by the ability of the cripple at once to carry his
couch with him. In order to make the reader feel more viv-
idly the greatness of the miracle, the result is related by the
Livangelist in the very same words which Jesus had employed.
It was this carrying of the couch, too, which furnished the
vccasion for the charge of a breach of the Sabbath.

Against the internal probability of the whole narrative, Bauer
has urged with great assurance a series of difficulties, in which
lie had been preceded by Bretschncider, in his Probabilia, in
fact by the audacious Woolston. One of these is so startling
as to deserve some notice. It is asked, whether it is credible
that no one should, for so long a time, have cxorcised compas-
sion, and put the man into the water; whether, in fact, the man
must not have had persons to carry him daily to the place, and
who might, conscquently, have helped him into the water? If
the text asserted that for ¢kirty-eight years he had found no such
Lelping hand, the whole matter would certainly be rendered
incredible.  This is not said in the text, however, and many
circumstances suggest themsclves by which the difliculty is
relieved. We are not told how long the sick man had been in
the habit of lying near the pool, and whether he did so daily,
nor whether the fountain gushed up daily, or only after long
intervals; it is not necessary to suppose that lLie was always
carried, for according to v. 7, hic could move himself. Was this
perhaps a place where those who went to the temple were in
the habit of giving alms, so that for this reason many sick per-
sons staid there? &c.

V. 10-13. The Gemara forbids healing on the Sabbath,
except where life is iu peril, (Matt. xii. 11, 12,) much more the
carrying of a bed. DBy “the Jews” it would scem (v. 15, 33,)
we are to understand members of the Sanbedrim, those who
had just witnessed the healing and heard the words of Jesus.
The answer of the sick man who had been healed, v. 11, shows
that he recognized in the worker of the miracle a prophet; Le
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attaches more importance to his word than to that of the
rulers. In the cases of healing narrated in the synoptical
‘Gospels, Jesus frequently withdraws from the multitude or

forbids the making known of what he has done. Were the
Disciples of Jesus perhaps not present, so that the man healed -
could obtain no account from them in regard to Christ’s
person, or was it that Christ withdrew himself so quickly from
his eyes ?

V. 14, 15. As the man who had been healed repairs to the
temple, we may conclude that his soul was under religious
impulse; it is possible that the warning of Jesus had in view
some definite moral delinquency of the man, from which his
disease had proceeded as a natural result, (Luke v. 20 ;) as, how-
ever, all sickness and all evil has for its object the “ chastening”
of man, the warning of the Saviour can be explained without
that assumption. From what has preceded, it is to be inferred
that the man who had been healed did not make mention of
Jesus’ name to the authorities with a bad motive; he only
desired to show them the obedience which was due them,
(Bengel,) and perhaps indulged the hope of making a better
impression upon them (Euthymius, Calvin, Bucer,) thereby.

VINDICATION OF JESUS IN REGARD To THE CURE ON THE
SaBBATH.—V. 16-30,

V. 16-18. In consequence of this, the members of the
Sanhedrim again appear upon the stage, to call Jesus to
account. The observance of the Sabbath was grounded upon
God’s resting on the seventh day, by which, however, was only
meant that God ceased to create any thing new. With pro-
found truth the Saviour now points to the fact, that therein
is involved no cessation of activity, (Psalm cxlvii. 8,) which
daily, and consequently on the Sabbath too, is renewed. As
Christ, elsewhere in John, in what he does exhibits himself as
the mirror of the Father, so he does here. Although in the
Old Testament, in some few passages, God is designated as the
father of the people, it was an unusual thing for an individual
Israelite to employ this name; wherever Christ uses it, he
alludes to a special relation to the Father, Luke ii. 49, Matt.
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xvili. 85, hence the charge of blasphemy which the Jews
bring. On #cwc, cf. Rom. viii. 82.

V.19, 20. As in the discourses of Clrist recorded by John,
it is usual with our Saviour to confirm what has given offense
to those who opposed him, and then to state it still more
strongly, (viil. 58, x. 82, seq.) so is it here. Luther says: “ An
admirable apology, which makes the matter worse.”” What
Le affirns of himself, v. 17, in a single respect, in v. 19 he
maintains of himself in all respects; confirms it, v. 20, by the
thought that the bond of love between the Father and Son is
the ground of the continued communication, and strengthens it
by the prospect that this connection with the Father would be
made manifest by yet higher operations than the healing which
just occurred, (Zwingle.) It is to be observed here (see i. 51,
iii. 13,) how much the thought is accommodated to the sphere
of the image, the sphere of the figure. In the words, ¢of
himself,” De Wette finds “an obscure, partial reference to
the human in the incarnate Logos, for inasmuch as the Son
unites in himself divinity and humanity, his bent and will are
also divine, and the antithesis ¢of himself’ with God, cannot
talke place.” But as the term “Son” designates the humaun
individual absolutely united with God, so is there a possibility,
though purely an abstract one, that this individual will may de-
tach itself from its basis and oppose it; comp. vii. 17. The “can
do nothing " is a moral inability based in the will of the Son.
Bengel: hoe gloviz est, non imperfectionis, “this is a feature
of glory, not of imperfection.” Todrwy, “those,” v. 20, refers
to the cure which Christ hud just wrought under the impulse
and after the likeness of the Father. It may be doubted (see
Beza,) whether @a is not merely ecbatic, Rev. xiii. 3, (see
Tholuck on Romans iii. 19,) yet certainly its use as telic can
also be justified.

From the separate manifestations of miraculous power, the
discourse leads to the great and peculiar work of Christ, the
quickening anew of man, with which the judgment is to be
regarded as connected, (v. 21-23.) This internal requickening,
which is the cominunication of an cternal life, has already
commenced, (v. 24-27.) Its full realization will accompany
the resurrection and the final judgment attending it, (v. 28,
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29.) Either because it was thought incongruous that two
operations so diverse as bodily and spiritual quickening, should
be immediately connected with one another, or because no
meaning could be derived from the propositior in regard to
Christ as the raiser of the dead, the majority have interpreted
the whole passage of the resurrection of the body ouly, (Beza,
Bucer, Storr, Schott, Kiuffer, de biblica {77 aiwyiov notione,
Dresd. 1888, or only of the spiritual moral resurrection,
(Eckermann, Ammon, Eichhorn;)}® on the other hand, the best
expositors, Liicke, Neander, Olshausen, De Wette, have re-
turned to the view of Augustine, Calvin, Hunnius and Calovius,
that both rcferences are to be retained. Olshausen has, how-
cver, on this point, a view peculiar to himself, inasmuch as he
refers verse 25 to the so-called resurrection of the righteous,
to the raising of the bodies of those who have heard the word
of God and attained to regencration, so that not until v. 28,
29, does the discoursc turn upon the general resurrection.—Not
merely in this passage, but in Paul also, surprise may be excited
by the close connection and reciprocal dependence in which the
bodily and the spiritual rcsurrection are placed. The question
hinges upon the idea which we form of the resurrection of the
body; were it a purely outward occurrence in the way in which
the words of v. 28 depict it, the bond of union between the
spiritval and the physical resurrection could here be sought
ouly in the ereative omnipotence ; but starting from the declara-
tion, Rom. viit. 10, 11, which on this point is of such weight,
the new investiture with the body is to be regarded as the
ultimate point of the working of the principle of redemption.
As the soul in the formation of the embryo is the “prins” of
it and its shaping principle, thus the spirit of man filled by

1In the Freiburger Zeitschr. fur Theologie, 2 B. 2 H. there is a treatise, in
its essential features worthy of commendation, directed more immediately against
Gfrorer, by Maier, entitled: < Exegetico-dogmatic developinent of the New Testa-
ment conceptions (wy, dvdorasic, kpiore.” In regurd to the biblical doctrine of the
{wrj, the tiatise of Mau: ‘on death the wages of sin,” 1841, i3 worthy of special
note, particularly the second part, which treats of Iife.

2 The words ‘‘and now is.”_ this view supposes to be uttered with reference to
Lazarus, &c. Sce the refutation in Frommann, 1. ¢. p. 639, and Lucke, 8d ed.

$0n the op;‘msite side, cf. Suskind ““on the expressions of Jesus, in which ha
;;tnblutes to himself the resurrection of the dend,” in the Magazin fur Dogm. u.
oral St. 10.
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Christ forms its new externality. If this view be correct, and this
i3 no place to argue it, the transition from the spiritual to the
physical resurrection, and such passages, also, as vi. 89, 44, arc
still more satisfactorily explained. It is true it must then be
conceded, that in vss. 28, 29 the figurative character predomi-
nates in the very strongest manner. Yet it does not answer
altogethier to take the literal meaning, since a Learing of the
voice of the Son of man is sonicthing which cannot, in the
proper sense, be ascribed to the dust which is lying in the
graves; cf. on v. 20,

V. 21-23 express also, in gencral, the thought, that in
Christ is the quickening principle, the negative side of which is
designated by the “raiseth up,” the positive by the * quicken-
cth.”  “Whom he will” gives prominence to the perfection
of the power, which, however, in the Son as in the Father, is
rational and conformed to law, so that it would be but a fur-
ther explication of the sense to interpret: “and this takes
place according to definite laws.”” This now finds its elucida-
tion in what immediately follows, in regard to “the judgment,”
for a judgment without a rational rule would be inconceivable;
it is, however, here and in v. 27, regarded as the Aigher thing
in its relation to the resurrection, for the guickening is but one
of the acts embraced under the judicial functions. And when
it is denied that the Father judges, it is done in the same way
in which, v. 19 and vii. 17, it is denicd that the Son can do any
thing of himseclf—to wit: in isolation from the Father, (cf. v.
80.) I.imports that the entire activity of God for the human
race reveals itself alonc through the mediation of the Son.
From such a unity of power must result an equal recognition
of the Father and of the Son on the part of men. What is
withheld from the Son, is therewith withheld from the Father
also, cf. John xiv. 6, 1 John ii. 23. The older cxpositors
found a difficulty in the designation, ¢ which hath sent him,”
as if in this connection it expressed too little; cf. however,
what is said on ch. iii. 84.

V. 24, 25. After a repetition of the thought, (iv. 14, iii. 36,)
that by means of faith the principle of a life is received, which
cannot be interrupted Ly death, with a solemn asseveration the
assurance is given, that in this sense the new quickening has
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begun. The “condemnation” is here, as in v. 29, the antithe-
gis to the true life, ex notione adjuncta, consequently xoéverv is
equivalent to xaraxpivew. That immediately after death the
believer participates in the absolute blessedness, (of heaven,)
cannot thercfore be deduced from these words, but only this,
that he is sure of ¢“cverlasting life.” The older expositors
observe that the ¢ passing unto life” is only a present thing to
faith, (Zwingle, Beza, Maldonatus ;) the more recent, as Calvin
had already done, suppose that it already has begun in reality,
(Ilcb. vi. 5;) the latter view certainly is found in 1 John ii.
14, but the former is also corrcct, insomuch as the absolute
realization of ¢ everlasting life " pertains to the world to come,
(see on iii. 36;) as too, the “coming into condemnation” is also
regarded as future. ¢ The voice,” in v. 25, is certainly not
cquivalent to “my word,” in v. 24 it is the resurrection call as
in v. 28, but this latter can also be regarded as spiritual. Those
are spoken of who by inward sympatby prove themselves
Jesus' “own sheep,” (x. 8, 14.)

V. 26, Asin xi. 25, xiv. 6, vi. 57, xiv. 19, Christ designates
his own person as the bearer of life. The first question to be
asked is, whether the Father aud Son arc equal as regards the
possession of life or as regards the mode of its causation. As
“having anything in one’s self” usually precludes the causality
of another, tho proposition is almost universally taken in the
latter scnse, (Euthymius, myyd¢e, “he is the fountain;” Bucer,
vitam a nullo alio pendentem, “a life dependent on no other
person;”’) and the only difference in the views is as to whether
the words refer to the Son as Logos, (1. 4,) (Augustine, Am-
brose,) or in his human nature, (Athanasius, Cyrill, Calvin,
Beza, Lampe.) The latter question must be decided in favor
of the last named view, or at least in conflict with the opposite
view, for the term “Son” never designates the Logos in the
abstract, (see on i.18.) And as regards the meaning of the
phrase: “to have lifec in himself,” the interpretation: “he js
himself the principle of life,” is favored not so much by ch. x.
18, to which Lampe refers, as by the analogies of iv. 14, vii.
38, where it is said of believers even, that the life received
from Christ becomes an independent principle in them., This
thought, too, suits the connection, for a prerogative of the Son
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is to be expressed, which is stated yet more strongly in v. 27.
Thus the meaning is presented: “The Son is able to con-
summate this quickening process, inasmuch as he, though
conditioned by the absolute causality of the Father, 1s the
sclf-dependent principle of a creative-spiritual life.” Neither,
however, is the other interpretation to be rejected, according
to which Christ ascribes to himself a possession of life co-
extensive with that of the Father. This view is favored by
the usage of the Evangelist, in which &v favrg is connected
with &yew to indicate an immanent spiritual possession, ch. v.
42, vi. 53, 1 John iii. 15, v. 18. Cf the Dissertation by
Marck in Exercitationes Scripturarum ad loca N. T. n. xii.

V. 27. Here, asin v. 22, the power to execute “judgment”
is exhibited as the higher idea, under which falls also the im-
partation of life. The clause with e, in which the reason is
stated, deserves consideration. It is first of all to be observed,
that the omission of the article before vfos dvdodmov, decides
nothing as to its meaning, as that term, like xjpro¢ and vioe $<o,
has become a fixed designation; the article is also omitted
before vt Heon, Matt, xiv. 83, xxviil. 43, Luke i. 85, John xix. T.
This causal connection will be differently understood, as differ-
ent views are held as to the meaning of &eo¢ d. as a predicate of
Christ, (see on i. 52.) If we hold that it mcans “Messiah,” we
interpret thus: “because the judgment is an essential part of the
Messiah’s office," as also it js ascribed in that case to the Mossiah,
Dan. vii. 12, 18, (Wolf, Liicke, Kuindl,) whilst Grotius, Lampe,
give prominence to the idea ‘“because he humbled himself to
become incarnate,” in accordance with Philip.ii. 9. As in
Hebrews ii. 17, 18, the necessity of having a merciful high-
priest is assigned as the reason for the incarnation, several
have supposed that here also, where the Judge is spoken of, we
are to interpret in accordance with that passage: “because the
mcarnate Messiah will judge men most mildly,” (Wetstein,
Scholten,)—and this is the view even of such expositors as
explain vidc dvdp. of the ideal man, (Olshausen, 3d ed., Neander.)
This would certainly be then a strong accommodation, of the
same kind as the childlike artless expressions in ch. xiv. 16,
which against such opposers would be so little in place that we
might rather with Zwingle say: “Ile gives prominence to his
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humauity, that they might be reminded that he who was then
speaking with them would one day be their judge.” The
views just mentioned (with the exception of the very first,) all
presuppose that directly or indirectly there lies in the term a
reference to the incarnation. We have already, on i. 62, ex-
pressed our concurrence in this view, and would with De Wette,
with a reference to v. 22, interpret: “because the entire activity
of the Father is mediated through the incarnate Logos.”

V. 28, 29. A looking forth into the future still further, in
which the words “and now is' are not repeated. The res-
toration of life to the body is one day to take place, in virtue
of the immanent principle of the new life which proceeds {from
Christ ; this thought is expressed in the form of an image in
prevalent use, a form which is the less to be urged, since else-
where another mode of presenting the same idea is employed,
1 Cor. xv. 52, 53, 2 Cor. v. 4. The image which “the voice”
oonveys, is expressed in a manner yct more marked by the
“trumpet,” 1 Cor. xv. 52, which sounds for the decampment—
the intimation, consequently, of a grand catastrophe. The
deciding principle is not faith, as might be anticipated, but
works, in the same way, however, as in Matt. xxv. 85. From
the doctrinal point of view, what Bucer says is correct:
Quisque, ut est, ita et operatur, opera de animo testantur, (“as
2 man is, 50 he acts, works are the witness of the soul.”)
Viewed, however, from the position of historical exegesis, it
must be added, that the eschatology especially is presented by
our Redcemer himself more after the Jewish mode of contem-
plating it, (Luke xvi.) and that the general idea of future retri-
bution is expressed under various images, which the Apostles
then explain in & concrete manner. The genitives ¢w7¢ and
xpigsws express what is closely connected with the dviorage and
is the sequel of it. Ifin {wy there lay simply the idea of dura-
tion, the foree of xpigec would be that of annihilation; as, how-
ever, (w7 ex adjuncto’ designates that which corresponds with
the true idea of life, and consequently, happy life, (the ¢rue life on
its subjective side, as it enters into self consciousness,) the idea

1 When Mau, 1. c. says, that in using (w) aldviog, the vita beata is so far from
being a notio secundaria, that on the contrary, the idea of life would be but an
igml’acrfect oue without this notio, he is corrcct as regards the New Testament idea of
7.
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of the xpiaec is that of misery, 2 Maccab. vil. 9, aibveoc dvafiwa
Cwig, “everlasting (resurrection of) life,” and in the same
chapter, v. 14, dvderacc eis Cwyjy, “resurrection to life.” As
only at this dvderasec a higher perfection is attained, it is’
called by way of preéminence # dvdaraor, (the resurrection,) and
in Philip. iii. 10, 11, cf. Luke xiv. 14, appears as something
given by divine mercy. There is no other passage except Acts
xxiv. 15, in which the “resurrection” of the ¢ unjust” is
spoken of; cf. Tholuck, Kommeat. zu Hebr, vi. 2. (Comment.
on Ep. to Hebrews, transl. by J. Ilamilton, vol. i, p. 246.) The
“qunjust '’ are indced already in this world devoid of the “1life,”
but it is brought to perception only in a negative way; the
judgment consists in the perception of this want, as an antith-
cses to that which should be. Ilerein, first of ll, is grounded
the distinetion between the “judgment” in this world, and
that in the world to come; with the internal discordance will
then also harmonize the external.

V. 80. The aim of the discourse to this point has been to
give prominence to the superhnman powers of the Son, and as
Christ thronghout John, gives prominence to the thought, that
in all that he does the Father is the ultimate cause, that conse:
quently, whatever he aflirms of himself serves only to glorify
the Father, so here he returns to the thought that even in
those greatest works the Father is the ultimate cause.

Toe UNBELIEF OF TOE JEWS REPROVED.—v. 31-4T7.

V. 381, 32. Although the following discourse treats of o
different subject, yet a transition is observable. It lies in v.
80, in his effort to repudiate all sclf-glorification ; with this
design our Lord places himself on the same point of view as
tuat of his opposers, who must have been disposed to apply the
principle of the civil law to the testimony of the religious sell-
consciousness. In ahappy accommodation to this notion, (which
ig, however, something more than mere accommodation, sce for
example ch. xvi. 32,) he shows that in a certain measure he is
prepared to satisfy this demand, although on the other side,
when his opposers raise the objection in their own person, he
rejects it as invalid, (viii. 14;) nevortheless, in that very passage
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he afterward condescends to the same accommodation, (viil. 16,
18.) Alrcady in accordance with the analogy of the passage
just quoted, the inclination would be felt to understand by the
“other witness,” the Father, (Cyrill, Augustine, Bengel.) Chry-
sostom and De Wette prefer, however, here also to understand
the allusion as made to the Baptist; the latter writer urging
this rcason, that otherwise the train of thought would be in-
terrupted by the testimony of the Baptist, when on the con-
trary we would anticipate an advance from the lower to the
higher; the words too, “and I know, &c.” applied to the
Father, would be insipid. Ou the other hand, this powerful
cxpression of self-witness, (in ch. viil.) resembling the one in
vii. 29, argues for the reference to the Father, (iil. 11.) With
entire propriety could Clrist still further increase the weight
of this testimony of the Father, by a juxtaposition of it with
that of the Daptist.
V. 33-85. They had themselves desired a testimony, for they
had taken the Baptist for the Messiah, and on that account
interrogated him ; he had only borne a witness of the truth in
favor of the truth, (dative commodi.) The Saviour gives himn-
self a place above all proplets, inasmuch as he declines Auman
testimony ; Bengel: Ego, quicquid sum, id sum citra humange
auctoritatis beneficium, ¢ whatever I may be, I am such without
the aid of human authority.” As, however, there was a divine
testimony in that of the Baptist, Olshausen thinks that Christ
declines that testimony only so far as it is to be considered
,human. IIe naturally declines it in thatscnse in which it had
been desired by the Jews; they had sent to John as to a
prophet.  Clrist, nevertheless, for the benefit of the people,
wished to mention this testimony., That this testimony ac-
tually might have produced great blessings, the words that
follow attest.—“IIe was” implies that the Baptist had already
left the stage. The article before Adyvoc, according to Bengel,
has reference to Fcclesiasticus xlviii. 1, where it is said of Eli-
Jjah, with whose character the appearing of John corresponded :
“Then stooa up Elias the prophet as fire, and his word burned
like a lamp.” But the expression in that passage does not
correspoud accurately enough with the one in this, nor was it
sufliciently known to justily usin expeeting any such reference
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to it. Liicke, however, starts the question: “ Whether from .
similar descriptions of Elias, a characteristic expression like
the onc before us may not have been formed with application
to John, to which Christ lLiere refers?”’ De Wette, howevef,
interprets it: ¢ e was the burning light, that light, namely,
which should have guided you in the way.” The “burning ”
refers not to the ardent zeal, but designates that condition of
ignition whose result is the ¢“shining,” (Luke xii. 85.) 6élew,
not merely ‘“ye were willing,” but “it pleased you,” (Mark ix.
13, xii. 38.) The emphasis lies not merely on “for a season,”
but also on “‘to rejoice.” The preacher of repentance should
have aroused earnest resolutions; but men sought him from
miere curiosity, (Matt. xi. 7.) It is a question to what the
words “for a season’ refer; wec suppose it to allude to the
fact, that the throng about John gradually diminished, espe-
cially after he had directed attention to Jesus; cf. Mark ix. 13.
V. 86-38. The discourse returns to what had been said in v.
32. In the comparative pefw rob *fwdivou, ¢ greater than—of
John,” is a breviloquence for ray épyawy tob *[. “the works of
John,” as is common in Greek and Hebrew, (Matt. v. 20.) Chap.
x. 25, likewise designates the “works’ of Christ as the “wit-
ness '’ of the Father. Do the * works” embrace the entire sphere
of the Messiah's activity, and consequently coraprehend his
teaching and his life so as to correspond to the collective 7o
&prov, xvii. 4? (Stark in the first Excursus to his Paraplr. et
Commentar. in Evang. Iohan. chap. 13-17, Jena, 1819; Schott
Opuscul. i. p. 216. Liicke, De Wette.) Or are only the miracles
mecant, as also Olshausen recently, appealing to x. 25, xxxil.
33, xiv. 11, maintains ? The 20th verse already establishes the
first view, as does xiv. 11. The whole work of Christ is accord-
ingly, to the soul that is illumined, a witness that he is from
God. In v. 20 he has declared that the greatest works arc yct
to come, yet there is in the present already a testimony. Tle
éro 18 not eraphatic, and is wanting in Cod. A B D L.—
Great difficulty 1s connected with the decision of the question,
whether the witness of the Father, v. 87, is different from that
furnished in the works, and how many witnesses eousequently
are mentioned altogether. Luther and Chemnitz designate as
the first witness, v. 85, the Baptist; as the second, v. 36, the
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works; as the third, v. 89, the Scriptures; as the fourth, v. 45,
Moses. Augustine, Iilary, Maldonatus, Grotius, acknowledge
only a two-fold witness, the one in the works, the other in the
Scriptures. We first ask, whether the witness, v. 87, is to be
regarded as distinct from that in the works? To this is opposed,
that the sentence then seems supertluous, and by the words,
“which the Father hath given me,” the very same thought has
been sufficiently expressed, that moreover the adroc appears to
designate a direct witness in distinction from the &oya; perbaps,
too, it is in point to direct attention to the perfect tense
pepaotipyxey, while previously papruest had been used. But in
what, then, consists this direct testimony ? According to Cyrll,
Theophylact, Calvin, Coccelus, it is the witness of thie prophets,
go that v. 89 is a further expansion of the thought, and the inter-
mediate words, according to Calvin, are to be taken thus: “Ye
are blind to all the divine forms of revelation, and have not
received his word in you.” According to Chrysostom, Lampe,
Bengel, the allusion is to the direct testimony of God at the
baptism and transfiguration of Jesus: “Ye have heard and
scen voices and shapes in which the Father made himself
known to you, and have not considered, nor have ye at all the
word of Scripture in your heart.” Liicke (3d ed.) and De
Wette regard the word ot God as the dircct testimony. ¢ For
none of the modes of divine revclation have ye the tone of
mind, although in my work ye might, as it were, hear God and
see him, (Liicke compares xiv. 9,) and ye have not appropriated
the direct witness of God in his word.” Yet De Wette hesi-
tates very much whether the preference is not to be given to
the view of Olshausen, which is, that the witness is not that of
Scripture, but of the direet operation of the Spirit of God in
man, (vi. 45, 1 John i. 10.) “Neither your internal ear, noy
your internal eye is opened to God; ye can have no internal
theophanies, as the prophets had, neither have you in you, in
an internal manner, .hat light of God which illumines all
men.”  First of all, we must declare ourselves as opposed to
the view that the voice and form of God at Christ’s baptism
are meant. The expression eldog adrod would be inappropri-
ate; it is, on the whole, & matter of doubt whether spectators
were present at the baptism; the mdmore would, on that view,
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be used without any motive. But in addition, we cannot bring
ourselves to view pwyy and Zdo¢ in the way assigned as a des-
ignation (Crell says “proverbial,”) of internal revelation; we
belicve that then necither the perfects nor the wdmore would
have beer used ; cf. the perf. in iii. 13, Rom. ix. 19. We must
therefore take “voice ” and “shape” as the designation of sen-
sible revelations of God, as Neander: “It is an unheard of
thing, that the voice of God should be sensibly perceived, or
his shape sensibly scen.” That the fleshly mind of the Jews
actually longed for this sort of revelation, is evident from John
xiv. 8 ; the Saviour does not here mean to deny the theophanies,
but simply to show what they really are—manifestations,
which are not coincident with the reality. For the rcasons
assigned, we cannot, however, agree with Neander, when by
the witness of the Father he understands that which is given
in the works, (L.ebeu Jesu, 3d ed. p. 440. 4th ed. Transl. by
M’Clintock and Blumenthal, p. 221,) but we follow those inter-
preters who regard it as the testimony given in the divine word,
yct so, however, that in accordance with the view peculiar to
John’s Gospel, it is regarded as a thing which has already
passed over into subjectivity, as 1 John i. 10 (cf. with v. 8))
indisputably shows. We accordingly paraphrase the passage
thus: ¢“DBut the Father has also given a direct witness in
regard to me. Think not in this of palpable testimony, snch
is not furnished, and ye have never received such, neither have
ye embraced his word in your heart, otherwise ye must have felt
yourselves impelled to faith in him whom he has sent.” It is
true that on this supposition the syntactical construction does
not correspond with precision to the thought, for we would
expect toy & Abyrov adtud ddvacde Eyeew év Opiy, but syntactical
defects of this kind arc frequent in John, thus, (v. 43,) vii. 18,
viii. 28, xiv. 10, xvi. 10, 1 John i. 6, T; especially is xvi. 10 to
be compared.

V. 89, 40. ’Lpevvire, according to Cyrill, Erasmus, Beza,
and most interpreters, is in the indicative; according to Chry-
sostom, Augustine, Calvin. in the imperative. A positive
decision for either view cannot be derived from the words;
either interpretation is consistent with the sense we give; but
épevvdy in the indicative means “to indulge in subtle inquiries,
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to analyze by the lctter,” (according to Josephus, De Bello
Judaic, ii. chap. viii. § 14, Antiq. xvii. 2, 4, the Pharisces boasted
pera dxpefistas qyeicdar Ta vopepa, “of the exact skill they had
in interpreting the law,” but how rumcewd; (humbly) they pro-
ceeded in it, we may gather from the keen reproach of Justin
Martyr, Dial. c. Try. who says, they searched out trifles, ra 68
peydla xat 65 (pTipoTa pjmote TOA@ae Méyaey pmdE dSyyeiodiae,
“but they ncither dared to speak of nor to investigate great
and important questions.”) Christ says, doxsirs, ‘“ye think,”
because the sense in which they supposed they possessed eter-
nal life in the Scriptures, was a perverted one; they strove after
a dead wisdom of the letter, cf. Romans i1, 18-21, and in the
Talmud. Tr. Pirke Aboth: min ma71% P NIN oYy nib P
“Tle possesses eternal life who comes to the possession of the
words of the law.” Compare also, “in whom ye trust,” v, 45.
If our views be correct, that the word of God, v. 88, is to be
regarded as that which has passed over into the subjectivity, it
follows that by the witness of the Holy Scriptures we are to
understand not merely detached prophecies, but the whole spirit
of the Old Testament, which passing over into the individual
must beget a longing after Christ.  That Christ reproves their
waut of solicitude in regard to religion, is shown by the words,
“that ye might have life.” With this corresponds the charge
in v. 42, that they were destitute of the love of God, so too,
vil. 17, The xa/ in v. 40 is both adversative and copulative,
“and yet.” )

V. 41-44. They had been reproached because they had not
the word of God living within them ; this is expressed in.other
words, when it is denied that they have love to God. It is
also, however, made conspicuous in their selfish ambition, in
which especially their alienation from God displayed itself
The older Commentators lose here the thread of the closer con-
nection of ideas. 'We would state it thus: “ The real ground
of your not coming to me is, that you do not understand my
appearing. I am free from all selﬁ%hness, but I perceive of you
that ye have no such love of God in you. As only like is
drawn by like, ye have not received me; when, on the contrary,
others come in their own interest, ye W111 receive them.
Where there is a selfish striving after personal honor, and not
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the pure love of God, faith is impossible.” A similar train of
thought is found in vii. 16-19. 4ééa in v. 4144, vii. 18, viii.
50, Bretschneider translates “applause;” in this sense dééa
¥<0) i3 also used in the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, and it
runs indeed into the other, cf. howevar, viii. 50, 54. To the striv-
ing after human glory is opposed the love of God, for this, as v.
44 points out, involves the striving after glory with God. The
foretelling of false Messiahs, corresponding with Matt. xxiv. 28,
seq. is deserving of remark. In the course of history, sixty-
four of these have appeared; a Bar Cochba found twenty-
four thousand adherents. It shows a profound insight into the
human heart, when the Saviour deduces the adhesion to false
Messiahs from the fact that affinity begets sympathy, when he
oonsiders the striving after human glory as the chief cause of
unbelief, as following this language of his the Evangelist also
does in xil. 43.—The adjective povov is used as an adverb.

© V. 4547. As in v. 38, vii. 17, 19, Christ points out that
the genuine spirit of the Old Testament must also lead to faith
in his person. Karyropeivis to be taken ideally, like xoiverw in
Matt. xii. 41, 42. If the spirit and the word of Moses lead to
Christ, the unbelieving are already judged by Moses. On
érpagey the commentators refer to the different Mosaic prophe-
cies, especially to Deuteron. xviii. 18. But the train of thought
in our passage leads us to take it in a universal sense, by virtue
of which Bengel adds to €ypager a “npusquam non,” “he
writes everywhere.” If v. 46 is interpreted in accordance with
v. 88, 39, our Saviour means to say, that a love of God such as
the law requires would recognize an affinity in Christ, and
would feel itself drawn to him; Bengel: Fide ezplicita opus
erat, “an ezplicit faith was needed.” There is certainly, how-
ever, no necessity for interpreting v. 48 in such strict connec-
tion with 88, 89. Christ may have had in his eye the indirect
and typical prophecies of Moses, as well as the direct ones.

It is conceded by Strauss, that the matter of this Discourse
is in keeping with the character of Christ, as we learn it from
the other Evangelists, and with the attendant circumstances;
but the form and style become for this very reason the more
suspicious, 2s they have the very closest analogy with the First

Epistle of John and with those parts of the Gospel in which the
M
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author speaks, (Leb. Jes. 8d. ed. § 80; 4th ed. § 81.) Weisse's
theory is, that we are to regard as an original element all which
has affinity to the discourseg in the Synoptists, but that even this
has been expanded in a theoretical form by the author of this
Gospel ; according to Bauer, the discourse is a pure invention.
Adhering to what we have said in the introduction to this
Commentary, we do not contend for the verbal accuracy of the
details, but nevertheless would remark, that since the Evange-
list, xii. 43, adopts the words used by Jesus in this chapter, it
shows that elsewhere, where John’s own phraseology corres-
ponds with that in the discourses of Christ which he reports,
we may be allowed to believe that he has adopted Christ’s
modes of expression.



CHAPTER VI.

TaE MIiracLE oF THE FEEpING. — V. 1-18.

As the Evangelist here, deviating from his general rule,
narrates a miracle which the other Evangelists have related, we
may find the occasion for it in his design of reporting the dis-
courses connected with it. (So already Calvin.) He advances
in mediam rem, for the return of our Lord from Jerusalem to
Galilee is not mentioned. If the festival, ch. v. 1, is the Pass-
over, there lies (as v. 4 of this chapter speaks again of a Pass-
over,) the interval of a whole year between chapters v. and vi.
According to the account of Mark vi. 80, seq. Luke ix. 10, seq.
the Disciples had returned to Christ from their first missionary
journey ; scarcely could they give an account to Jesus of what
they had experienced, for the throng of people increased so
greatly that they could not find time even to eat. Hereupon,
our Lord retires into solitude with them, to the eastern side of
the sea, according to Luke ix. 10, to Bethsaida Julias. The
people, however, followed him on foot, attracted by the heal-
ing of the sick, aud in v. 4 there lies, perhaps, the intimation
(cf. oy, v. 5,) that the crowd of people had been still further
swelled from the caravans of travelers on their way to the feast.
The discourses of our Lord chain the attention of the people,
the third hour has arrived, (Matt. xiv. 15,) the villages that lic
around are too remote for food to be bought. The Saviour
under these circumstances performs one of those miracles in
which he displays his tender philanthropy.

V. 14. Two names are given this sea, probably for the
benefit of the Greck reader. It is singular that Jobu (cf. v.
15,) uses the indefinite 70 pog, which we find in Matt. v. 1,

Luke ix. 28. Mark iii. 18. I have in my Commentary on the
(167)
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Sermon on tne Mount, thrown out on Matt. v. 1 the conjecture,
that 7o &poc, as in Hebrew and in the Septuagint, is used for
5 épen, (see Ebrard, Kritik d. Ev. Gesch. 1. §. 71,) for the sea
of Tiberias lies in a hollow surrounded by hills, from which
the traveler must ascend at either side to get into the country.
My conjecture is confirmed by what Robinson says, iii. part, 2
abth. p. 499: (Biblical Researches iii. 253, (1856,) ii. 499.)
“The lake presents indeed a beautiful sheet of limpid water,in
a deep depressed basin, from which the shores rise in general
steeply and continuously all around. The bhills are round and
tame.”—It would not be safe to draw the inference from v. 4,
that Christ did not go to this feast; see, however, the remarks on
ch. vii. 1, 2, ‘

V. 5-9. Criticism has expressed itself in the strongest
terms in regard to the improbability that Christ, on seeing such
a crowd, should at once have been struck with the idea of feed-
ing them. Even if we had not the accounts of the first three
Evangelists, (of this miracle,) an Impartial critic, in view of
the way in which the Evangelists narrate other occurrences,
would feel obliged to admit that in every case much may have
preceded, which the Evangelist Jolm, restricting himself to
certain topics, omits as he hurries to his theme. But it appears
also from Matt. xiv. 15, seq. that the people had been with
Christ a considerable time ; that they had been instructed, and
their sick had been healed, and that the Disciples had com-
nmenced to draw the attention of our Lord to the neced of food
for the people.) Matthew agrees, too, with John in the state-
ment that Jesus, first of all, asked the Disciples to provide
food. That Philip was specially addressed, is accounted for by
Bengel, on the supposition that the arrangements of domestic
matters had been committed to him, and by Chrysostom and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, by supposing him specially wealk in that
faith which soars above the external, (xiv. 8.) The repdfew
“proving” referred not to the question, whether the Diseiple had
the faith of miracles, but Christ would test how he would relieve
himself from the difficulty. He immediately makes an accu-

1 Ebrard, L. ¢. I. 477, supposes that Jesus nscended the mountain, after perform-
ing the cures mentioned in v. 2, nud it was when the people instead of dispersing,
streamed thither, that he thought of feeding them.
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rate computation; the sum of two hundred denarii, equivalent
to eighty florins,! exceeds the amount of money they had in
common. As here, and so likewise in xii. 22, Andrew appears
in close relation to Philip. “£y, if it be genuine, gives promi-
nence to the fact, that there was only one boy. Barley bread
was the coarsest food. The Talmud. Tr. Pesachim. f. 3.
“Jochanan said: The barley is fine. The answer was: Tell
that to the horses and asses.” ’Ogfdoeoy, properly mpocgdyoy,
anything eaten with bread, but particularly, as Plutarch, Sym-
pos. iv. 4, already observes, fish, which were used by the poor
as a relish; those here offered for sale were probably already
cooked.

V. 10-13. There was grass in the place, for it was about
spring time. ’Avantzrew and dvaxiivesdar, to recline at table.
Ebyapearijoas, indeed, designates only the prayer before taking
food, but v. 23 shows incontestably, that the Evangelist saw
in this prayer the medium through which the miracle was
wrought. Luke (ix. 16,) has, “looking up to heaven he blessed
them,” (the loaves and fishes,) cf. John xi. 41. (On the contro-
versy, whether the edioyde used 1 Cor. x. 16, in speaking of the
Lord’s Supper, designates the blessing merely, cf. Maldonatus
on Matt. xiv.) deédwxs, according to Matthew, xiv. 19, includes
the assistance of the Disciples. These, after the conclusion of
the miracle, had to collect the fragments, and perhaps for the
very purpose of giving more prominence to the miraculous
character of the transactior|, (cf. 2 Kings iv. 43.) The number of
the baskets correspunds with that of the Apostles; the fragments
of the fishes are, for reasons easily imagined, not mentioned
again, cf. however, Mark vi. 43.

The natural occurrence to which Dr. Paulus, by the aid of
an artificial exegesis, would reduce this miracle, (a hospitable
sharing with one another the provisions brought with thiem, to
which they were induced by Christ’s benevolent example,) is
still regarded by scveral of the most recent expositors as the
basis of the account, whicl, as is wont with a legend, tool the
shape of a narrative of a miracle, and in this form was
delivered to the writers of the Gospels, (thus Gfrorer, Kern,

1 From thirty to thirty-four dollars, Amerioan currency. Tr.
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Hase.) To hold this view would make it necessary to pre-
suppose that the first two Gospels are not genuine, and that
the author of the fourth Gospel was accidentally absent from the
scene. If the latter view, (the twelve baskets may be borne in
mind,) like the former, is to be regarded as baseless and arbi-
trary, neither legend nor myth (according to the canon recog-
nized by Strauss, 4th ed. i. p. 62,) can have any thing to do
with this case. Among those who recognize the historical
character of the unarrative, Olshausen, as he has done with the
miracle of the water changed into wine, attempts by the
application of the category of an accelerated process of nature
to this feeding, to bring it near to what ordinarily occurs, and
consequently near to our conception. In reply to this, Strauss
had also shown his ability to make the thing ridiculous, for he
enumerates one after the other, first, the steps of the natural
process through which the seed matures to graiu, then the
stages of the artificial process through which the miller and
baker carry the grain and the cook takes the fish to make them
fit to be eaten, and then puts the question, whether it is suppos-
able that Christ by the most rapid acceleration caused all these
processes to follow each other. On this point, however, it will
he cnough to give the remark of Krabbe: (Leben Jesu, p.
213,) «If we here sce a manifestation of divine causality going
forth from Christ, the different humnan acts are not to be
brought into any sort of comparative reference. That which
human activity produces in a succession of time, we grant to
the divine causality as a thing wrought at once in its totality.”
Certainly, the formula of an accelerated process of nature may
be applied here, as the divine causality produces a similar result
in a natural way, (for example, the bread-fruit tree,) to that
which human art does in its way. It is, however, peculiar to this
miracle, that it is not merely the internal process whicli is with-
held from view, but the external also. And uot onlyis it diffi-
cult to determine the outward Zow, whether, to wit: as Hilary
already asks, the miracle occurs in the hand of Christ or of the
Apostles, (Chrysostom, Calvin,) or of the people, but the what
also, that is, whether we are to suppose that the increase of the
loaves and fishes took place in their numb*r or in their sub-
stance. In regard to the former, the more obvious view, accord-
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ing to v. 11, Mark vi. 41, is, that the blessing and influence of
God, to which e226yyae, edyapioricac refer, were manifested while
Christ held the food in his own hand, (cf. also, Mark viii. 19.)
Beyond that point, howerver, the process is withheld from our
conception, so that we must confess ourselves unable to solve
the questions which go further.

CHRIST WALKS GPON THE SEA.—YV. 14-21.

V.14, 15. The miracle at first makes such an overwhelm-
ing impression npon the people, that they regard Christ as the
propbet promised in Deuteronomy =xviii. 15. Under the do-
minion of earthly expectations regarding the Messiah, they wish
now to take him (dormdZew,) Wlth them to Jerusalem, in order
to make him a king,—a fact which makes it clear why Jesus
frequently prohibited persons from noising abroad his miracles.
When in Luke, immediately after the account of this miracle,
Jesus lays before his Disciples, in solitude, the question, “ Whom
say the people that I am ?” (Luke ix. 18,) it might seem as if
this stood in connection with the fact mentioned by John, but
according to Matthew, Jesus did not dismiss the people until
the Disciples had departed by ship. According to Matthew and
Mark, moreover, Jesus after performing the miracle withdrew
to a mountain, to be alone with God. When in Matthew
he commands the Disciples to go before him unto the other
side, while he sent the multitudes away, there lies in it an inti-
mation that he would follow, and meet them in Capernaum.
John gives Capernaum as the point to which they crossed;
Mark says Bethsaida, the places lying close to each other;
Matthew says Gennesaret—the name of the entire region.

V. 16-20. The d¢ia mentioned here, is the d¢dia deurcoa,
between seven and nine o’clock, cf. Matt. xiv. 15, with v. 28.
”Epyeodar, according to the Greel and Hebrew usage, has
the sense, ‘“ to go, to take a direction to a point;” the imperfect
presents the action as in progress. The sea measured, accord:
ing to Josephus, at its greatest width, forty stadia, that is
about a German mile,' and could consequently be crossed in a

1 About five miles and three-quarters, English. Tr.
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short time; but when they were about the middle, (according
to Matthew,) a storm arose, which detained them till toward
morning, for when Jesus reached them, (Mark vi. 48,) about
the fourth watch of the night, which was reckoned from four to
pix o'clock, they had just passed over two-thirds of it. When
they unexpectedly saw Jesus near the vessel, they were terrified
at his appearance, as if he had been a spirit.

V. 21. This passage, considered without reference to the
other Evangelists, seems to affirm that Jesus was not taken
into the vessel, because they were already so mear the shore.
As according to the others, Lhiowever, he was received, the ques-
tion is raised, whether the two statements can be harmonized ?
Beza already remarks that déiev in the wverd. fin. united with
the infinitive, imparts to it the idea of willingness, and accord-
ingly transiates: volente animo eum reciperant, < they received
him with willingness.” In the nature of the case, it was to be
expected that they would be represented as ““ willing,” in con-
trast with their previous fear, and certainly there is no philo-
logical objection to this view. See Buttman’s Greek Gram-
mar, 10th ed. p. T44; Sturz. Lexic. Xenoph. under the word
dédew; cf. also, Ast on fovlesdae, in Plato, de Legibus. xii. 9;
Winer, 4th ed. p. 438. In John, too, viii. 44, $élere has this
meaning, 80 also in Luke xx. 46, 1 Cor. x. 27; the actual per-
formance of the action need not be mentioned, as the passage
last cited shows, (cf. i. 43.) Ka: before ed#éw¢ does not express
antithesis, but introduces a new feature;after eddéwe, supply:
‘ After they had recceived him.” If the wind had subsided,
and but a third of the passage remained, it is evident that they
must soon have reached the land, and the sooner if the point
of landing was Bethsaida Julias, (Luke ix. 10,) for in that
case they had not the entire width of the sea to cross.

The view which was maintained con amore in the days of
“enlightenment,” (Lange, Stolz, Paulus,) that ém: ¢ Guldoars
meant by ‘he sea, that Jesus went by land round the sea, and
thus appeared to them suddenly, is especially incapable of being
harmonized with the account in Matthew, and has in general
been abandoned at the same time with the explanation of the
miracles as natural events, although so far as the language is
concerned, it may at least be harmonized with the account in
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John, for éz: with a genitive can in many cases be translated
“by,” ‘where the banks, especially of streams, are referred to,
which lie above the waters; 2 Kings ii. 7, Septuagint, (éx¢ Toii
*lopddyov,) Dan. viii. 2, John xxi. 1. Since rationalism has
abandoned this exposition, nothing, really, but the mythical
theory is left—but that a mere emanation of the fancy should
Lave obtained in Doth classes of the Gospels the very same
carefully designated historical position, does not seem pro-
bable even to those who are favorable to the myth; Kern
persuades himself, therefore, that John only supposed that Jesus
walked upon the water; Hase helps himself out by supposing
that John was accidentally absent; De Wette (on Matt. xiv.)
stands perfectly at a loss. Some of the defenders of the mira-
cle, Damascenus for example, supposed that the miracte was to
be explained as an influence exercised on the waters; most,
however, as an operation, and that a transient one, on the
bodies, (for Peter is not to be left out of consideration.) Ols-
hausen, on the other hand, following the Valentinians, has
supposed a quality specially inlLerent in the Saviour’s body:
“That a more exalted physical nature, teeming with the powers
of a higher world, should rise above the earthly level, is less
surprising ;" according to him, the process of glorification of
Christ’s physical nature begius during his earthly life. But
how are we to understand this? If a diminution of the spe-
cific gravity of Christ’s body was a part of this process, so that
at last it became lighter than the air, does it not then seem to
be another miracle, that he could walk upon the earth 2 This
view applied to the earthly existence of the Saviour, leads, in
more respects than one, to strange results. In proof of the
power of the will to overcome the principle of gravitation, an
appeal has been made to our daily experience that the hand or
foot can be lifted by the mere exercise of the will, (Twesten,
Dogmatik, i. p. 380.) Thistheory agsumes, that between Christ’s
walking on the sea and the lifting of an arm, there is simply &
quantitive distinction of the will; but the latter operation, in fact,
which is the result of muscular contraction, cannot be regarded
as annulling the law of gravitation. Nothing analogous then
would remain except the fact, which Kieser and Kerner (die
Seherin v. Prevorst, i. p. 94.—Seeress of Prevorst,) assure us fre-
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quently occurred, that persons under the magnetic influence did
not sinkin the water. But this would prove nothing, except that
in a sphere different from that occupied by the miracles of
Christ, things inexplicable like them occur. We have, therefore,
in this case also, to adhere to the canon, which is applicable
to all Christ's miracles: that the will, which is in absolute unity
with the Ground of all the laws of nature, is likewise the Power
over all the particular laws of nature.—The teleological objec-
tion is yet to be considered, that the miracle is aimless, and
appears merely as éxmlyxrexov, “astounding.” To this may be
replied: Does not every action which establishes in the
Disciples a consciousness of Christ’s unity in power with the
Father, (chap. x1. 22,) attain its moral end? Iless: ¢“Thus did
he convert before them into a thing of vision, that image under
which the devout olden time represented God: ¢ Who treadeth
on the waves of the sea as on dry land,”” (Job ix. 8) Such
actions of the Saviour have besides, however, their subjective
reasons. In the present instance, the reason, according to Mark
vi. 48, was that Christ from the mountain looked down upon the
peril to which his Disciples were exposed by the storm, and
hastened, conscquently, to help them. The danger could have
been no ordinary one, for the Disciples, as we remarked
before, had Dbeen obliged to contend for six hours with the
storm. The occasion for this miracle, consequently, offered
itself in an appcal to his compassionate love.

Discourse To THE PEOPLE IN THE SYNAGOGUE AT CAPERNATUM,
IN REGARD TO THE TRUE BREAD oF Lire.—v. 22-59.

V. 22-24. There is no reason for thinking that every indi-
vidual of the five thousand who had been fed, returned on the
following morning; but a part had assembled again, and others
probably united with them. As regards the construction, the
Cod. A D L have in v. 22, the reading eidov, and the struc-
ture of the sentence is then regular; but v. 28 has pretty
clearly the character of a parenthesis, for which reason it is
preferable with Cod. B to read iddv, so as to take v. 24 as an
interruption of the sentence commenced, which completed
would have been: “They concluded that Jesus had gone by
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land to Capernaum, and hurried, therefore, to follow bim in the
ships.” The sense of 8r: mlowdpov xrd. may then be this: “When
they saw that there was but one ship, that is, the one in which
the Disciples departed, and which had returned toward morn-
ing, that consequently Jesus could not have followed them by
ship, (in which case, also, the one in which he went would have
returned,) and as they knew that, &c.”” This was probably the
way it was understood by the glossarists, who interpolated in
v. 22 the words: éxctvo eic 8 dvéfnaay of padyrai avrob ; thus
Meyer takes it. But the presumption that the ships must
necessarily have returned, would have been too unwarranted.
Better, therefore: ¢ As they knew that on the day before but
one vessel had been there, in which the Disciples alone left,
and now found that Jesus, too, was no longer there;” the
aorists 7v and owvveajAde are consequently, in accordance with
the Grecism mentioned in i. 40, iv. 41, to be taken as pluperfect.
‘When Strauss speaks of a fleet as necessary to transport the
five thousand, he ouly displays his determination to fix impos-
gibilities on the Evangelist. 'Who would think it even probable
that every man of that entire multitnude returned, and that they
all, without exception, would determine to pass over; besides,
if the mloedpea embraced not merely skiffs, but trading ships
ulso, (zd mloa is substituted in the next verse for wlo:dpea,) they
might hold a large number.

V. 25. As the close of v. 24 already informed us, they had
the distinet object of finding Jesus, and they now found him at
the very place it would have been most natural to seek him—
in the synagogue. Here, too, whoever wishes to press the
letter, can bring out the contradiction, that according to this
verse they met him by the sea-shore. Their question about the
time, involves the question as to the way in which Christ had
crossed over; they assume that Jesus came by land. As the
confirmation of the miracle is presented in so incidental a
manner, it is a proof how little the Evangelist is disposed to
give it special prominence.

V. 26, 27. Just as in the case of Nicodemus, the answer of
Jesus is designed to meet the mental wants of the questioners;
they occupy the lowest position, for they are merely concerned
about the temporal advantage of the miracle. The charge
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seems to be contradicted by the readiness of the people to take
him as Messiah, but might not this enthusiasm quickly be
dissipated ? ’Epydfecda, in the classic and Hellenistic writers,
“to earn;” without longing on their part, this food could not
be obtained. 3'gpayifeoda: has the same mearing as in iii. 33.

V. 28, 29. The people have an indistinct perception that
the words of Jesus demand a performance of the works of the
law, works pleasing to God, (Jerem. xlviii. 10.) Christ opposes
to the many works that one which Paul especially designates
as the source of righteousness.

V. 80, 31. This demand of a new miracle, as if the feeding
of the five thousand had been wholly insignificant, is regarded
by Kern, Bauer and Weisse, as historically impossible ; accord-
ing to Schweizer, no part of the discourse had reference to the
preceding history of the feeding, which has been foisted in by
the Galilean diceuast. Alrecady Bucer and Grotius remark,
that the speakers here can hardly be those who were witnesses
of that miracle. That in v. 24 the dydoc (people) is regarded
ag identical with that of the previous day, cannot, in fact, be
urged against this explanation ; where is the warrant that no
other persons had joined them, and who expects of John such
a nice discrimination of the spealkers? DBut there is no neces-
sity for resorting to this suppositiou, for what Liicke says is
certainly justified on psychological grounds, that: ¢ The carnal
belief in miracles is insatiable, it craves miracle after miracle,”
and Grotius quotes the words: pera 7. doow tdyora yypdore
ydoeg, “ After the gift, the thanks soon grow old.” When
Jesus spoke, v. 27, of an enduring meat, might not these
words excite in the carnal multitude the hope of a new and yet
more marvelous supply of food ? Luther remarks, also, perhaps
with justice, that we may suppose them to have been irritated
by the reply of Jesus. This would explain the contemptuous
vt 8pyd{y, “what dost thou work,” or it may have resulted also
from the sclfish motive of urging Christ to do yet more. A
similar motive explains the selection of the expression, ¢ bread
from heaven,” Ps. lxxviii. 24, to depreciate yet further the
earthly bread of which they had partaken. In Matt. xvi. 1,
we have the same view that a brilliant miracle must be *from
heavep "'
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V. 82,33, As elsewhere in the disoourses of Christ in John,
our Saviour adopts and confirms in a profounder sense the
words of his opponents, so here he styles his appearing on earth
a bread from heaven, for by it not merely nourishment in
general, but the true life, was imparted to mankind. As Moses
had not in the fullest sense given bread from heaven, there is a
total negation of his having given it. Karafaivwy here and
in v. 50, stands in the participle present; on the contrary, in v.
41, 51, it is in the participle aorist; only in the latter case is
there a reference to the historical appearing in Christ of the
bread of heaven, here consequently the sense is: ¢ That only de-
serves the name of the bread of God which descends from heaven,
and has the power of imparting life to the whole world.”

V. 34-36. The request in v. 84 recalls to mind the very
similar one, iv. 15. DBucer, Calvin, Maldonatus, who had
regarded those words (of the Samaritan woman,) as irony, find
also in these an expression of scorn. Luther supposes that
they had in their mind, food for the body. We suppose that
although they did not comprehend in its proper sense what
was promised by the Lord, they might, nevertheless, with a
dim presension of something exalted, ask of him a gift whose
promise was clothed with such sublime predicates. Christ now
tells them who is the subject to which the category expressed
in v. 83 is applicable. As bread and water satisfy bodily need,
so lie satisfies spiritual need, and adequately, too, so that in Lim
the satisfaction is absolute and there is no need of secking any
other. The condition is, the coming to him—evidently, as the
connection shows, under the presupposition of nced ; that this
coming designates faith, is shown by v. 36, 40, 47. 1In v. 36,
the first xa: has created difficulty; it is the result, in fact, of
an idiom peculiar to John. The Evangelist partly unites
adversative periods, where the Greek writers would use ré—d¢,
or xai—d%¢, and coordinate periods also by the double 2, as in
vii. 28, ix. 37, xii. 28, xv. 24; see the remark on =xvii. 25.
‘Opdy like dewpsiy, v. 40, 1 John iii. 6, referring to their per-
ception of what he had done. Christ had not nsed precisely
this language, either to this Galilean multitude or the people
in general ; there is consequently here an inexactness, like that
in x. 26, xii. 34.
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V. 87-40. The style herc has a certain breadth. Luther
says: ‘“John describes this sermon with great diligence and
pleasure.”” Why did they not believe? Because they were
destitute of the inward sense of want, and came to him out-
wardly indeed, but not inwardly. This inward sense of want
is represented as the gift of the Father, (cf. dédorar, Matt. xix.
11,) is more particularly described, v. 44, 45, and afterward
especially in the prayer, ch. 17, is frequently made prominent.
The Son of God has appeared in order to satisfy the divinely
originated wants which lie in the very nature of man, and acts
therefore in constant unity with the Father. Grotius supposes
that dedévae is used here cum eftectu aliquo, like x4yrof in Paul's
Epistles, but xvii. 12 shows that those committed to him by
the Father may yet be lost by their own fault. Christ com-
prehends all his gifts in the one gift of truc life, and casting
his glance, as it were, over the course of the development of
that life, points to its final aim, when the outward shall become
like the inward, cf. the remarks on ch. v. 21, seq.

V. 41, 42. [oyri¢w, according to the Greck usage, implies a
murmuring of disdain. The human birth of Christ seems to
exclude the supernatural origin, cf. on vii. 27.

V. 43-47. The point of our Saviour’s reply is, that all dis-
pute about his person is fruitless, until the internal sense of
want is experienced. In what this consists, we are told, v. 45, 46.
Luther: “You wish to subject me to measure and square, and
judge my word by your reason, but I say to you, that is not
the right way and path—you will not come to Him {1ill the
Father opens to you his great mercy, and himself teaches
you that from his fatherly love he sent Christ into the world.
(For) the drawing is not as a hangman draws a thief to the
gallows, but it is a friendly alluring, and drawing to himself.”
Ammentus: obx &gt 70 Tuyoy ¥ el dud migtec, dAAd ¢ dvadey
dettar porijc, tva yvips td bmép wodv. “Ramep (uto@ wpocdyer o
wotyp 7. Xpot@ 1. dodeveic dvdpdmovs. (“Faith in me is no
thing of chance, but there is need of an influence from above,
that you may know the things that pass understanding. The
Father conducts sick men to Christ, as to a physician.”}—In a
free citation from the Old Testament, he shows by Isaiah liv.
13, that there is the promise of a time when all shall pormit
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themselves to be taught of the Father. This teaching of the
Father consists in an internal guidance to the Son, for, as
Schleiermacher expresses it, human nature is put to the Re-
deemer. Didymus: ¢“He therefore who hears xard t. xovdg
dwvoiag, according to the conception which men have in
common, and learns from the Father, cometh by faith to the
Lord.” If the expression be not taken in a false sense, it
might be said that the Christian truth is an “engrafted word,”
(Jas. i. 21.) Theophylact observes that as the magnet does not
altract every thing, but only iron, so also to be attracted by
Christ, there must exist a certain frame of mind, (the feel-
ing of what we should be, and are not.) There is a parallel,
therefore, in the thought, ch. viii. 47, x. 27, xviii. 837. Since
Christ speaks not merely of the teaching, but adds the paddy,
it follows that men may act contrary to the voice of that inter-
nal need, as in the case of Judas, (xvil. 12.) Since Christ else-
where imputes to himself also a hearing of the Father, (ch. v. 30,
viii. 40,) it is added by way of limitation, that the hearing
which believers have is not like the hearing which the Son has;
that the Son has in addition the vision of the Father, which
presupposes in his self-consciousness the unity with the Father,
(see on ch. 1. 18.)' Ilereupon the high importance of faith in
him is again made prominent.—"Edxery, &ixbewv, different from
obpeev, is chosen with reference to the “come” which is used
tropically, and designates even in the Old Testament the
mighty internal and external operations by which God arouses
the attention of men to divine things, Jer. xxxi. 3, Song of
Sol. i. 4. In Paul’s Epistles the external and internal activity
of the Father, by which he leads to the Son, is embraced in
the word xalezv. The genitive Jeod with dedaxroé designates
God as the emanating point of the teaching, cf. Matt. xxiv. 35,
1 Thess. iv. 9.

V. 48-50. Repetition of the thought in v. 32, 35. It the
antithesis adduced in evidence be taken in perfect strictness,
the inference from it is cither that believers do not even

1 Calvin and Luther take it in o sense entirely different; the Father never draws
spart from Christ, bu¢ only in and through the preaching of Christ.—How, more-
over, Bauer can say that the original germ of this declaration is to be found in
Matt. xi. 27, would be intelligible, only in case it were therc said: *No one lnows
tho Son, but he to whom the Father will reveal him,” but it says just the reverse,
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physically die, or that all who are unbelievers are to expect
either in general no existence, or at least no full life after they
die. That the former is not meant, is proven by xi. 25, and by
the dvasrjow xtd, v. 54; the latter, consequently, is meant, as
then it follows at once that nothing but faith in Christ can give
true life even in this world. That the hearers should have
connected this meaning with it at this time, is not, indeed, to
be expected. In order that he may take the Zva more strictly,
De Wette proposes to translate obrog, “of such a kind is the
bread, to wit: that it can impart immortality,” but his view is
opposed to v. 83; fve, consequently, is rather to be taken here
in accordance with the same usage by which it elsewhere stands
after the demonstrative, (Winer, p. 314. Tr. p. 257.)

V. 51-59. For the exposition of this passage, which from
its actual or supposed reference to the Lord’s Supper has
occupied the attention of commentators to a large degree, cf.
the Zeitsch. of Heydenrcich and Hiffel, 2 B. 2 I1. p. 239; the
very excellent observations of Kling, Stud. u. Krit. 1836, H. 1;
F. E. Miiller, numne locus Io. vi. 51-58, idoneis argumentis
ad verum et proprium s. cenz usum trahi queat. 1839 ; Tisch-
endorf, de Christo pane vite s. de loco lo. vi. 51-59, canz
5. potissimum ratione habita. 1839 ; the history of the ancient
exposition is given by Liicke in the 2d Excursus, (left out in
the 3d edition ;) the modern views are to be found in Lindner,
die Lehre, &c. The doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, p. 241, seq.

‘What is expressed antithetically in v. 50 is explained in v.
51 in a direct manner. Zav is not precisely equivalent to
Cwormoc@y, it only expresses the possession of the life, v. 57, iv.
10. Kai—0¢ designates a more detailed statement, as in John
1. 3, or a correction, as in xv. 27. Zwingle: Dixi diu me panem
csse vite, sed nondum quo pacto id flat, hoc iam aperiam,
“I long ago called myself the bread of life, but have not
defined the sense in which I am such; this I will now explain.”
“"Hv érd doow is wanting in so many of the authorities, that
Lachmana omits it, but it can hardly be dispensed with
grammatically, (Miiller, Liicke.) The future already shows in
the first part, that not the appearing of Christ in human' life
in itself, but the offering up of this life for the world possesses
the nourishing powcr, as it i3 also expressed in chap. xi. 24

-le
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Yet at the first dow, the question may arise, whether it applies
to the historical ¢nstitutory act of this food which took place in
the expiatory death, or to the continued exhibition in the con-
tinued appropriation of which v. 53 speaks, (thus Calvin takes
it.) The hearers sce clearly that Christ cannot, in the literal
sense, give his “flesh” as food, and confer together, there-
fore, with one another as to the real meaning of the word.
Ydpé cannot essentially differ from # Joyj, Matt. xx. 28, but
the preceding image of bread naturally led to the use in this
place of adoé instead of ¢uyy, (1 Pet. iii. 18, Eph. ii. 15.) As
Christ in his answer to the question of the Jews, now declares
that his flesh and blood must be partaken of and be in reality
food and drink, the habit of our Redeemer of giving promi-
nence to the very thing which has given offense to his hearers,
and of confirming it, sometimes though not always with
“verily, verily,” (v. 19, vi. 32, viii. 568, x. 1,) leads to the
presumption that the eating of his flesh is here to be taken in
a stricter sense than before. This would be the case, if Christ
had reference to the Lord’s Supper. The usual objection, that
such a reference would at that time have been entirely unintel-
ligible to his hearers, has no force, (see what we have said on
ii. 19 ;) on the other hand it serves to strengthen that view, and
to confute the latter, which assumes that there i1s a mere
repetition of the same thought here, that our Saviour no longer
speaks of his ‘flesh” merely, but of his “blood” also, that
the strong expression rpwyew (manducare)is used, and (a fact
on which Scheibel lays all stress,) we have in v. 55, dipddc,
This exposition, then, after Chrysostom, Cyrill, Ammonius, has
become the current one in the Catholic Church, (Cajectan,
Jansen, and some others deviating, however ;) on the opposite,
the earlier Lutherans (probably from an apprehension that
otherwisc they could not escape the doctrine of transubstantia-
tion,) would not concede that there was any reference to the
Lord’s Supper; in fact, Calixtus, who supposed that there was
such a reference, was on that very account charged by Calovius
with heresy. DBut in recent times. Dr. Scheibel, in sustaining
the Lutheran doctrine, has dwelt with the greatest emphasis on
this passage, in his work: “The Lord’s Supper. DBreslay,

1823,”” and Olshausen and Kling have maintained, that if not
N
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the rite, yet at least the idea from which has proceeded the
institution of the Supper, is here the subject of discourse, ctf.
Miiller, 1. c. p. 89, seq. Bretschneider, Strauss and Bauer,
also think that a reference to the Sacrament is to be con-
ceded, and with it, consequently, one proof more that the dis-
course is not genuine; according to Hase, (Life of Jesus, 3d
ed. § 80,) this turn at least of the discourse belongs not to the
Redeemer, but to the doctrinal system of his Disciple—We
proceed to weigh the conflicting exposition. The answer to a
misapprehension iutroduced by ¢ verily, verily,” is not always a
strengthened assertion, but sometimes a mere bringing out of
the thought previously expressed, as in ch. v. 19. 1In this place
it is a bringing out, and is a strengthening only so far as the
negative form of the proposition imparts to it the character of
reproof. Several of the ancient Greek interpreters, Calvin, and
among modern writers, Schulz, aud at an earlier date, Liicke,
discover in the words simply the dcclaration in a stronger form
that the earthly appcaring of Christ must be received into inmost
union with the belicver; the discourse, says Clemens Alexandri-
nus, is about the évarepvifeodac tov Xpeoroy, (taking Christ into
the heart,) and Basil, Ep. 141, says: §) 00,08 xat 76 aipa 700 Xpearob,
rdoa adtob 1) puotad xdgpia, (the flesh and the blood of Christ,
his whole mystic sojourning.) According to Augustine on this
passagce, it is the Church as Christ’s body which imparts the
food and the drink; Calovius designates Eph. iii. 17 as parallel.
In support of this may be adduced the fact, that v. 57, 58, cer-
tainly revert to the thought in its more general form in v. 51.2
But it would be in conflict with the constant character of
Christ's replies in John, if this reply did not connecct itself
with the sharper pointing of the thought at the close of v. 51.
It must consequently be said that Christ designates his propi-
atory death as a true food of Lelievers, as is acknowledged by
Luther, Melancthon, Beza, Calovius, Grotius, 2nd more recently
especially by Kuindl and Lindner, and afterward by De Wette,

1 D. Schulz: Die Christl. Lehre vom h. Abendmalhl nach dem Grund-text des N,
T. Leipzig, (1824,) 1831, 8vo. Tr.

2 Augustine, who considered the Lord’s Supper as an image of the mystical com-
munion, directs attention to the dilference, that the spiritual bread of which our text
spenks imparts solvation to all who partake of it, while the Lord’s Supper is
received by some to condemnation, (1 Cor. xi. 29 )
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Liicke, 3d ed , Miiller, p. 81, cf. also, Sengler, iiber das Abend-
mahl, p. 136, seq. Already in Augustine we find the remark,
(not indeed on this passage, but in his De doctrina Christi, 1.
iii. ¢. 16.)—Edere ejus carnem et bibere ejus sanguinem . . . .
figura est, pracipiens, passioni dominics esse communicandum
et suaviter atque utiliter recondendum in memoria, quod pro
nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vulnerata sit; (to eat his flesh and
drink his blood, is a figure teaching us that we are to have
communion in the passion of our Lord, and are to treasure in
our memory sweetly and to our use, that for us his flesh was
crucified and wounded.) Luther: ¢« Wherever Christ the Lord
is preached, that for our sins he gave his body to death, and
shed his blood for us, and I take it to my heart, believe it
firmly and cling to it, that is, to eat his body and drink his
blood. To eat, means in this place, to believe: he that belicv-
eth, also eatsand drinks Christ.” Melancthon: Ego hanc con-
cionem nec¢ de ceremonia ccense domini nec de manducatione
ceremoniali intelligo, sed sicut supra Christus prefatus est de
fide, qua credimus placatam esse iram det morte filii, corpus
suum offerentis pro nobis et sanguinem suum fundentis—ita
cetera de eadem fide intelligo. (I do not understand this
discoursc as having reference to the ceremony of the Lord’s
Supper, or to ceremonial eating, but as the words of Christ
which preceded above were about faith, whereby we believe
that God’'s wrath was propitiated by the death of his Son,
who offcred his body and shed his blood for us—so I under-
stand the other words of the same faith.) By this exposi-
tion, too, the addition of the 70 afua is more satisfuctorily
accounted for, since this, as the designation not merely of
a natural death, but of a supplicium, expresses elsewhere,
and especially in the institution of the Supper, the propiatory
death, (Beza.) The gradation now presents itself more clearly.
If the choice of the word ¢dpé before, was occasioned imerely
by the trope of dprog, the addition of the aiua is made in order
to designate more properly and more nearly as a nourishment,
the bodily nature of the Son of man, which was made a sacri-
fice, and the necessity of this participation is cxpressed in the
form of a threatening. As in this faith, fuith in the propiti-
tion which is in Christ has its point, it mediates preéminently
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the communion with him, (v. 56,) and the life everlasting, (v.
54.) After this thought has been expressed, the more general
reference of the believer to Christ is made prominent from
v. 57,

‘We shall now reply to the arguments by which it is pro-
posed to verify the position, that this discourse must be about
the Lord’s Supper, and inquire, finally, if such be the case,
which of the three views expressed in the Confessions of the
three Churches, (Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed,) is most favored
by its language. 1) The expression rpwyey has no special
weight; the word had lost the strict idea of manducare, as we
can see from John xiii. 18, Matt. xxiv. 38, Polybius, Fragm.
xxxil. 9, 9. The trope is scarcely stronger, when Wisdom,
Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 21, says of herself: of éodiovréc pe ére
mewdoovst xai of mivovréc pe €re Gupioovar, (they that eat me,
shall yet be hungry, and they that drink me, shall yet be
thirsty,) ef. Prov. ix. 2, 5, Eccles. xv. 3. 2) On the external
evidence, dA7jc, v. 55, would be the preferable reading, though
in accordance with John’s usage, we would rather have antici-
pated dApdas). Aipdac and dipdjc bring us, however, to the
same sense; the latter, “a food which is not dcceptive,”
(Luther: the true food,) which actually appeases the want;
the former, “a food indeed,” that is, a food which imparts what
we would cxpect from food. Even in his 3d edition, Olshau-
sen thinks he discovers in aiyda¢ a point of evidence for the
Lutheran view; he explains it: “This is no empty image, but
it is soto be taken in truth”—more corrcetly: “it corresponds
in truth to the idea of food.” 8) The fact that in v. 54 the
resurrcction is made dependent on the participation of the
flesh and blood of Christ, would certainly accord with that
view of the Lord’s Supper which makes it the basis of the
new corporiety of believers.! But this view (which has also
been adopted by the Catholic theologian Maier, in his treatise
mentioned on v. 21)) has more than one difficulty. It is devoid
of a scriptural foundation, (2 Cor, v. 1, has been without war-

1 Luther {Walch. Th. xx. p. 1094:) “If ye cat him spiritually through the Word
he remains in us spn‘ltu:\.lly In the soul; if we eat him bdodily, he rewmains in u::)
bodily ; as we eat him, he abides in us and we in him. For k¢ is not concocted end

changed, but without iutermission he chauges us, she soul into rightcousncss, the body
into immortality.” !
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rant used to sustain it,) is rather, indeed, in conflict with the
view of the resurrection, which may be deduced from Rom.
viii. 11; it leads to a superstitious use of the Lord’s Supper,
as for example that of the Greek-Catholic Church, which,
following authorities of the ancient Church, gives the Lord’s
Supper to infants; finally, according to v. 40, 57, 58, faith in
Christ is a canse of the re-awakening, a cause which in itself
is operative. 4) Kling has thought that he has discovered a
cogent argument in this, that ¢do& and afpa can designate the
earthly person of our Lord, only when they are united in one
formula, but not when, as is the case here, they are separate.
But the separation arises, of necessity, from the fact that Christ
could not say: odpxa xat aipa ¢@ayety, (eat flesh and blood.)
What we maintain, moreover, is not that afua is connected with
adpS merely to amplify the same idea, but rather to give
prominence to the fact that the discourse turns on the cor-
poreal nature given in death.—If the discourse were about
the Supper, the Catholic doctrine, to close on this point, would
have the advantage in it; yet the Reformed doctrine might
appeal to v. 67, as proof against a corporeal participation in
the Supper.

ded cum. accus. in v. 57, designates the ground and so far
the instrumental cause, (cf. Winer, p. 839.)—The locality of
this discourse is first given lhere, probably to account for the
appearance of the Disciples mentioned v. 60.

Tue OFFENSE GIVEN TO THE DISCIPLES BY TUE PRECEDING
DiscoursE.—v. 60-T1.

V. 60-62. The Apostles, as we see from v. 67, are not in-
cluded in these padyrai, nor can the people who flocked thither
be meant; we are led to the supposition, then, that they were
followers from Capernaum, whom he knew before this, and
who had assembled themselves there in the syna(rogue—they
are designated more particularly in v. 66, as persons who had
been in the habit of attending Jesus on h1s journeys through
Galilee. ZxAypov pijua designates, in other placcs, a rough,
and therefore disagreeable, word. In Euripides Traj. inc. 74,
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the axing’ dh;z?i stands in antithesis to the puddaxd gevdyj Aéym.”
In correspondence with this is the question toiro Spuds oxavdal-
fCee; *Axobew, not “understand,” (Bretschneider,) but, as dzojea-
yre; abrob, and the genitive adrod indicate, is, as in x. 20, “fo
listen to”—they may have stopped their ears, (Acts vii. 56.)
From what arose the offense? Most of the older writers sup-
pose from the discourse in regard to eating his flesh being
taken in a fleshly (xard wocodeéiar,) sense—hence the dogmatic
phrase, manducatio Capernaitica—but we cannot regard these
multitudes as so coarse as this, (the question, v. 52, proves, at
least, that the coarse sensuous apprehension of the words secms
to them inadmissible,) to say nothing of these Disciples. IKuindl,
Liicke, De Wette, find then the offense in the declaration that
the Messiah is to die. But this thought had been expressed only
mediately, not directly, and the expression, “who can listen to
him,” cannot well be explained on this theory. Does not this
expression bear in it an intimation that Jesus had, in their
opinion, spoken with too much assumption and severity? We
find the offensc consequently in this, that Christ, in a different
form, has continually renewed the declaration, that there can
be no life if we do not partake of him, his flesh and blood,
(in same way, Bucer, Lampe.) In the sentence broken off in
v. 62, 7 épsite is first to be supplied ; of. the aposiopesis in the
conditional sentences, Luke xii1. 9, Mark vii. 11.  According to
several of the critics, he means to say: “how much easier, then,
would it be for you to believe " Erasmus: ¢ When the sensible
appearing is glorified, liow easily then will the misunderstanding
of sense be removed.” Calvin: “When I shall be glorified,
how shall the offcnse which is taken at my lowly appearing
then cease;” Liicke, 2d ed.« —Tlow shall the richer impartation
of the Spirit put aside the offensc.” But olv shows clearly
enough that we have rather to expect a strengthening of the
proposition, (Kling,) and must therefore add mentally: “How
much #arder will that be to you, how much more offense

! Dante says, (entirely in the same sense as here, in the sense of ‘¢ offensive,”)
when he reads the weil-known inscription on the portal of Hell: ‘il senso lor mi
& duro,” (these words import hard meaning,) which the commentators on the poet
explain by dispiacevolo, (unpleasant, offensive,) cf. canto xxxii. 14.
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will that give you!” According to Meyer, De Wette, Liicke,
3d ed. who have found the offense in the declaration in regard
to the death of the Messiah, this harder thing, which is yet to
come, lies in the experience that this death is a mournful real-
ity. DBut we are constrained to ask, whether the expression
dvaSaivew, connected as it is with the 8zov 7y 70 mpdrepoy, (cf.
xvii. 5,) does not necessarily direct us to the circumstance of
his glorification? That this includes the reality of the death,
is conceded, yet on the other hand again, it cannot be denied
that this designation gives prominence to the side of the glori-
fication. If in v. 60 we must find the offense in the emphatic
and apparently arrogant manner with which Christ urges the
participation of his cssence, the connection of this question
would then be: “Do ye think I have gone too far in what I
have maintained as to partaking of my essence, what then
would ye think if I entered on my original glory ?”’—Olshausen
is confident that the difficulty is to be found in the fact, that
the glorified corporeal nature of Jesus was to be taken up into
heaven ; by which mode of apprehending it, the reference of
the preceding discourse to the Lord’s Supper would reccive
farther confirmation, cf. however, against this view, Liicke.

V. 63. The various significations of the words myebpa and
adof have also in this verse led to diversity in the ways of appre-
hending them, which, however, fall into two elasses, the point
of division being the question whether we are to maintain in
the first half of the verse a reference to Christ’s discourses, or
only to his person. On the former supposition: “The Spirit
must be within the Disciples, the fleshly seuse can aid nothing
in understanding; (Augustine, Sermo 2, de verb. ap., Bucer,
Melancthon,) in the discourse the spirit is to be retained, not
the outward covering of the figure,” (Euthymius, Mosheim ;)
on the latter supposition: ¢ My earthly appearing does not in
itself give life, but only in so far as it is the vehicle of tho
Spirit,” (Cyrill, Augnstine, Calovius, Bengel, with a special
reference to the adof in the Lord’s Supper,) and the latter mode
of apprehending it in De Wette, Liicke, (3d ed.) is so modified
that in it lies a consoling thought for the Disciples, who were
not willing to let go of his earthly covering. But if we are to
think exclusively of the odpé of Christ, would it not have been
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more specifically marked by the addition of xo0?* Besides, is
not the application of the generic proposition to the odpé of
Christ particularly out of keeping here, where just before so
great an affirmation had been made about this very adpf?
‘When Liicke remarks: ¢ The holy offering up of the flesh was
essentially life-giving, but not the flesh of Christ without the
holy offering,” he affirms what can only be said conditionally,
and here at least that antithesis of the living and of the
offered flesh is not made prominent. We think the design of
this addition is to reprove the want of a deeper insight into the
preceding discourse ; the first half of the verse expresses the
general principle, the second makes a specific application of it
to that discourse: ““in that discourse is spirit and life, but you
have allowed yourselves to be frightened away by its form and
fashion, without penetrating to its depths.” We have yet, in
regard to the reading, to observe, that the testimony predomi-
nates for AsidAyxa, which we would refer, not to the instruction
‘in general which Jesus gave, but to the discourse he had Jjust
uttered ; Liicke, indeed, supposes that then there must be rajra
¢ pjpara, but is not the idea sufficiently defined by the &
AeAdinxa?

V. 64, 65. The more faith there is in the person of the
Redeemer, the more there is of the interest which goes with
faith, the more carnest will be the striving to pierce into the
depth of his words. That faith, however, that interest in his
person, can spring alone from the needs of a nature in affinity
with God ; the Saviour, therefore, refers back to v. 44. As the
Evangelist already has in his mind’s eye what he designs men-
tioning in v. 70 with this observation in regard to the glance
of the Lord which looks within them, (ii. 25,) he interweaves
a reference to Judas, on which cf. what is said in v. 70. ’E€
apyijc cannot well refer to the beginning of his office as teacher,
John is speaking of persons who attached themselves to the
Saviour at various dates; it means, therefore, at the beginning
of his acqtaintance with each individual.

! Those expositors say, indecd, that a generic proposition is the most direct sense.
Liicke: «The absolute antithesis of the divinely spiritual, eternal, and of the
humanly sensuous, transitory prineiple of life:” is not, however, this antithesis so
extensive, and its application to the ¢ip§ of Christ so sirenge, (and this is & point

which the expositors have first to clear up,) that on this very account we would
desire the wov ?
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V.66-69. That these Disciples had been led to the Lord by
no inward sense of need, they prove by leaving him in a way
which had so little to justify it. Calvin: Certe, quid utile
osset, optime tenebat filius Dei, videmns tamen eum non
cffugere, quin multos ex suis offendat. Ergo utcunque multi
abhorreant a pura doctrina, supprimere tamen eam fas non est,
(Surely, the Son of God knew best what would be useful, yet
we see that he did not escape giving offense to many of his
Disciples. Though very many, therefore, shrink back from a
pure doctrine, it is not right to suppress it.) The question put
to the Apostles is a question of trust, not of mistrust; pj pre-
supposes a negative reply; the ardent Peter, of all who are
addressed, is the first to speak. His words show us clearly
what deep root, in spite of all their dullness and weakness, the
word of our Lord had taken in them, so much so, indeed, that
cven in xv. 8 he could make the declaration that they were
already clean through the reception of this word. The excla-
mation, too, of Thomas, John xx. 8, gives evidence how the
depths of the soul of that very Disciple, in whom reflection was
the predominating faculty, had been kindled by the ray of the
Spirit which emanated from the Saviour. The confession of
Pcter gives the confirmation to v. 35. It may be asked, whether
Teter considered the Zw# afwyeos only as the future goal to which
these words conducted the mind,(Euthymius, Luther,) or whether
he would designate by it the impression already reccived. Tf
we may assume a retrospective glance to v. 63, the latter is the
more probable view; in the Jewish conception, and conse-
quently mostly in the synoptical Gospels, the reference to the
world to come predominates, and is, therefore, the more prob-
able in Peter’s mouth. Faith here stands before knowing, as
in xvii. 8; the reverse is the case in x. 38, 1 John iv. 16; chro-
nologically the two points are not to be held apart from one
another; ywdoxsey, however, refers to the entrance into the con-
sciousness of an assurance which is felt, and in so far embraces
in it the evidence, not merely the outward, but also the inward
experimental evidence: when John, 1 Ep. v. 20, speaks of a
dcdvoca, fva ywéaxwpsy, this dudvoca lies in faith. Instead of
vidc ToD Feol, the external authority favors the reading o dyeo¢
o Jeod, as in Mark i. 24, Luke iv. 34; the further addition of
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703 {@vroc in some Codices, shows that the original expression
had been altered; thus vidc deod has come into the text from
Matt. xvi. 16: the appellation, “the hallowed one of God,”
is more general than that of “the Son;” in John x. 36, it is
paraphrased.

V.70, 71. This question of Jesus justifies the question which
in v. 67 had been put with at least a slight sound of mistrust.
Even in the narrower circle of the twelve, there was one unworthy
of trust, (cf. xiii. 18.) It is a question that may be mooted,
whether ¢:dfoloc means a dewil or an opposer, (cf. Septuag. Ps.
cix. 6, Esth. vii. 4, viii. 1.) In opposition to the first view,
Olshausen urges that the name e Jotos in the New Testament
is applied to but one individual, the prince of devils, and con-
sequently always has the definite article; from him are dis-
tinguished of #ryedor adrod, zd Jaepbvea, “his angels,” “the
devils.” But the meaning “cnemy, opposer,” which Luther,
Grotius, Liicke, De Wette, also prefer, gives too languid a sense,
and requires, morcover, some addition to decfine it more par-
ticularly. Olshausen, 3d ed., has consequently abandoned this
view, and gives this explanation: “Is there not among you,
who are the children of God, one who is Satan himself? (der
Satan”)(?) As Christ in Matt. xvi. 23, to Peter as the organ of
Satan, gives the name Satan itsclf, he can surely the more
readily here give to Judas, who has abandoned himself to
Satanic influence, the name of a devil, that is, 2 man resting
under diabolic influences. It is not, to be sure, involved in
this designation itself, that Jesns at this period already foresaw
that Judas would betray him, but this does follow from the in-
timation of John, v. 64. But in advance we must concur in what
Neander, 1. c. 625, (transl. 379,) says: “But it need not appear
strange to us if John, after so many proofs of the superhnman
prescience of Jesus, attributed to the indefinite intimations of
Christ, given by him to Judas iu order to make him know
himself, more than they, strictly taken, contained.” Add to
this, that Sohn is the very writer in whom that 22 doyic cers
tainly cannot be urged, as if it must imply in the very strictest
gense the beginning of acquaintance. We indeed maintain
what has not hitherto been brought to notice, that the question
of Christ himself contradicts, as also does xvii. 12, the strict
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reference to the first beginning. When our Saviour, to wit:
expresses lhis surprise, or his displeasure, that in that little
circle chosen by himself there should be a &udBoloc, does not
this show that it was unexpected and painful to him ? To this
is to be added, that Judas, in ch. xvii. 12, is included in the
number of those whom the Father had drawn to the Son.
With entire propriety, therefore, we may concur in the view
preseuted cspecially by Ullmann, (Stindlosigkeit, 4th ed. p.
140, Sinless Character of Jesus, travslated by E. A. Park, in
Biblic. Cabinet, vol. xxxvii. Edinburgh, T. Clark, 1841.) Xern,
Neander, that he had brought with him a susceptibility for the
good. We are not to forget that when the Saviour made this
declaration, Judas had been more than a year in association
with him: it was in intercourse with Jesus which we know
naust have had a general tendency to mature the moral decision
of his Disciples, that the impure element in his nature was
brought out.!

1 Liacke: The germ of evil as little as the germ of good, could escape the eye of
the Holy One. But pot until this critical moment, when so many were forsaking

him, does his prophetic eye distinetly see in Judas the enemy that is to be. At an
ecrlier date he had spoken nothing, probably had thought nothing, in regard to this.



CHAPTER VIL

JESUS GOES TO THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES.— V. 1-0.

V.1. ON this verse Strauss and Bauer have believed that
they could establish the important position, that John knew
only of Judea, as Matthew knew only of Galilee, as the proper
theatre of the active life of our Lord. This view certainly has a
good deal of plausibility, which vanishes, however, if we may
be allowed to suppose that Jesus did not repair to the feast
but at the time of the Passover, ch. vi. 4; this observation tlien
serves to complete what has been said in vi. 4. The multitudes
who had been miraculously fed continue, after the discourse in
ch. vi., their journey to the capital, but Jesus does not go with
them at this time ; the supposition that he did not visit the last
Passover is favored by the fear of snares which our Lord con-
tinued constantly to feel, furthermore by the demand which his
brethren urged, finally by the allusion in v. 21 to the miracle
which he had wrought at the Passover before the last. The
omission to visit the leading feasts is not entirely inconceivable,
as the character of the demand on the part of his brethren in v
3, and the question xi. 66, allow us to infer.

V. 2-5, The feast of Tabernacles—in commemoration of
the journey through the desert, and of the abode in tents during
that time, observed also as a festival of the first gathering and
of the vintage—is called by Joscphus #§ &opry) ¥ drewrary xa
periary, (the most holy and the greatest of festivals;) by Pla-
tarch, sympos. iv. 6, 2, &opty peytary xai relecordry @y’ lovdaiwy,
(the greatest and most perfect festival of the Jews.) It occur-
red in October, with which consequently, it corresponds to
allow about six months for the sojourn of Jesus in Galilee.

No mention is made of a subsequent return to Galilee; accord-
(192)
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ing to x. 22, Jesus remains in the retropolis during the teast
of the dedication also, then goes to Perea, x. 40, and in ch. xi.
again appears in Bethany. The starting out on this journey is
therefore to be arranged in the harmony with Luke ix. 5§1.—
If the brethren appear in this place as unbelieving, this is in
accordance with Mark iii. 21, and with the fact that on the
cross Jesus committed not to them, but to John, the care of his
mother; yet after the resurrection they appear with the Apos-
tles as believers, Acts i. 14. In relation to the question,
which seems inextricably involved, in regard to these brethren
of Jesus, nothing can be inferred from the passage before us
but this: that no one of the ddedgoé could have belonged to the
Apostles, that consequently James, the son of Alpheus, who
was one of the Apostles, (Matt. x. 8,) cannot be regarded as
ddsdpoc o xwpiov, though Hug, Kuhn, (Giessener Jahrbb. fiir
Theolog. (1834,) H. 1,) still insist that he may have been, resting
on the fact that meoreter designates feebler and stronger degrecs
of faith.! In this narrative of the unbelief, in fact of the scorn
of our Saviour’s nearest connections, there lies a very import-
ant argument against the imputing to John, that he made it
a rule always to be glorifying Christ—neither an unhistorical
legend, nor a Disciple giving play to his fancy, would have
invented this trait. We would be compelled to concede
its psychological correctness, did it rest on no other ground
than that of the proverb, iv. 44, to wit: that it is so much
harder to acknowledge an extraordinary mission to maunkind,
in the case of one whose natural development we have wit-
nessed. 'This conduct of the brethren’ of Jesus becomes yet
more intelligible, if we accept what Schaf, in his work cited in
the note, says, ). 90, seq. in regard to the internal development
of James. As the.piety of James partook of a strict Old
Testament character, we may easily belicve that he clung to a
conception of the Messiah with which the manner of Christ’s
appearing was in conflict. Ile expccted him to wicld a power in
civil matters, to make a brilliant display of himself in the central
city of the theocracy. That his works had been doune in a

1 The whole question, and the passages of our commentary with rc['ercncg to it
ure cxamived in full, in a very valuable treatise by Schaf, the Iatest which h:\ﬂ
appeared : “das Verhiltniss des Jakobus, Bruder des Herru, zu Jakobus Alphii,”
Berlin 1842, p. 50 seq.
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corner of Galilee, awakened distrust in their character, a dis-
trust to which, perhaps, the ¢ has refercnce, though it does not
necessarily involve a doubt of the mere fact of their having been
done, (v. 23.) He demands then, not without irony, that Jesus
should appear in the metropolis—and here in the interest of
apologetics, it is worthy of notice that our Evangelist, in these
words makes an allusion to an important activity on the part of
Jesus in the working of miracles in Galilee, though he has
given no account of it. The gadyral can hardly be other than
those who were in the metropolis; we must explain as one of
the instances of the inexactness in the style of Joln, (see on
iii. 85, vi. 86, vii. 17, xix. 12,) that this is not expressed more
precisely.—As regards the construction, v. 4, Liicke observes:
“It agrees well with the more polished Greek style, as adros is
the impressive resumption of the subject in oddsic,” (Matt. xii.
50, Mark xv. 43;) this usage of adrdc is, to be sure, common
cnough, but not the structure of the sentence with xat ¢yzet xr,
for which the Greek would have substituted the participle; un
the other hand, the sentence in Hebrew can be in correspond-
ence with it, cf. on ' Ewald, Hebr. Gr. p. 252. ’Ev ragoyaia, cf.
xi. 54. Luther: [the corresponding German phrase,] auf dem
Plane, (on the field.) [Happyota, not “frankuess,” (Beza,
Meyer,) but “publicity,” v. 10, 11, 54.]

V.G, 7. Great as is the want of respect shown in the words
of his brethren, the reply of the Redeemer Qisplays the wonted
character of eclevation. The older expositors, Chrysostom,
Lampe, and again recently Bauer, Ebrard, in v. 6 and 8,
Bengel only in v. 8, interpret 6 xaqds 6 uoc of the time of the
passion. When against this view the recent ecrities urge the
difficulty, that the conformity between the two parts of the
sentence in v. 6 would thus be destroyed, Bauer might be
justified in maintaining that it is sufficient, if the parts of the
antithesis have a point of contact in the thought, that he and
they appear publicly before the world, that our Lord may
nevertheless have regarded the fact that the trial of his passion
had not yet come, as the reason why he would not appear;
such a reference, certainly, imparts additional significance to
the proposition in v. 8, cf. v. 20. But on the other side the
question ariscs, if Christ would not go up at the beginning of
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the feast, “because the time of his passion had not yet come,”
would he have gone up at the midst of it? Would there not
lic in the words a declaration, that he would no more visit a
festival until the last Passover? We have, consequently, to
explain the phbrase 0 xaypo:; memdjowrae or mdpsate, as in ii. 4.
(Calvin, Piscator, Calovius,) ¢“The proper time to do a thing,”
or in specie, “The proper time to go to the feast.” They have
no necd to be so careful in the selection of the time, for
kindred does not repel kindred, for they, as Luther expresses
it, “are hale fellows well met, they are hand in glove with the
high priests.”—<“If 1,” continues Luther, ¢ would speak what
the Papists like to lear, I would be very glad, too, to take
lodgings with the Bishop of Magdeburg or at Rome.” Christ
in words of reproof places himself over against the world, (iil.
19, xvii. 14.)

V.8, 9. As regards the reading, the first radryy in v. 8 is,
according to the authorities, to be omitted ; on the other hand,
a majority of the authorities give before dvefdivw the obmw of
the received text, (Knapp, Lachmann.) Despite the external
authorities, however, this reading of the received text is suspi-
clous, as there is no difficulty in understanding how it may
have arisen from an explanatory or apologetic gloss, the object
of which was to remove from Christ's lips the apparent
untruthfulness—the fickleness of purpose; the reproach of
fickleness resting ou oJ% as the reading, had Dbeen brought
against Christ by Porplyry already, (Jerome, Cout. Pelag. ii.
17.) In vi. 17, also, where accuracy would require odzw
instead of odx, we have in the Cod. B D L the explanatory
odrw. If odzis to be regarded as the authenticated reading,
how can the Saviour be vindicated from the charge of a want
of truthfulness? Chrysostom, Liicke, Olshausen, urge the strict
idea of the present in dvefaivw, which involves the iy, (I go
not, i. e¢. yet.) Meyer supplies the words: ¢ With you, in the
caravan ;” the soluticn of Wolf, De Wette, is better, that this
odx is limited by the odzw which follows.  0ox certainly occurs
frequently in inexact usage where odzw should be ihe word, as
in Mark xi. 18, Ezra iii. 6, cf. Mark vii.'18 with Matt. xv. 17.
Av an carlier period this mode of rclieving the difficulty
seemed to me to be incompatible with the words ecg =y gopr7jy
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rabtyu, (this feast,) which seem to be antithetical to journcys
1o other feasts; it also seemed to me that the 6r¢ 6 xapdc x74.
must refer to the time of the passion, in which case we would
be the more obliged to suppose that he declined- going to the
feast altogether. The former difficulty expressed by me has
been adopted by Bauer, and pushed to the last extreme. My
opinion now, however, is that it is capable of the following
solution : “ At other times Jesus invariably appeared at the
beginning of the feast; here he declares that he will not yet go
to this feast, because the proper time had not yet come; if he
came unexpectedly, and did not appear until in the midst of
the feast, the disturbance would be less.” That the fear of
disturbance was not groundless, is seen in the picture given us
of the state of feeling at Jerusalem.

THE CONTROVERSIAL DISCOURSES OF JESUS IN THE MIDST OF
THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES.—V. 10-36.

V. 10-13. Had Jesus appeared in the caravan with his con-
nexions, and the people of his country, attention would have
been directed to him from the beginning. On &g, De Wette
correctly observes: “It marks the subjective character of the
opinion, persons might say it was done in secret, or tliey might
not, just as they chose to regard it; it is not used as it is i. 14.”
> Exstvoc, without mentioning his name, contemptuous, like the
Latin, iste; so in viii. 10, Matt. xxvii. 73. [Not exactly con-
temptuous, but as a designation of an absent person whom
they all know.] ’Ayradac, after the old classic usage; “good for
its purpose, honest,” so here in antithesis to m2dvos, (Matt.
xxvii. 63.) The aunthorities remain in a state of irritation,
from the time of the Passover in ch. v. in consequence of the
words of reproof in which Jesus had addressed them, (cf. on
v. 16,) so that they are cherishing the purpose of murdering
him, (v. 19, 25.)

V. 14-16. The feast lasted cight days; on the fourth con-
sequently, when he was no longer expected, Jesus made his
appearance. We ave not told whether his Disciples accompa-
nied him, or had gone on before with his brethren. In either
case, whether he went with them or was entirely alone, he
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could journey without attracting the same attention as if he
bad gone with the caravan. He appears in the temple at once
—in what part of it? Was it in the ¥Y¥7 n'a, which was in
the great colonnade which encircled the fore-courts, where we
suppose the scene in Luke ii. 46 to have occurred, or was it in
the fore-courts? To the latter supposition, viii. 20, Mark xii. 41,
John x. 23,would lead us. Among the hearers, according to v.
20, 32, we are to suppose there were scribes and persons from the
populace. Whether these *fovdazor belonged to the former, or
to the latter class, caunot indeed be determined with certainty,
yet the calm manner of the question may be regarded as
favoring the idea that it was put by persons from the populace.!
The fact that Christ, v. 19, charges on those whom he ad-
dresses, a desire to put him to death, does not prove the reverse,
for he is speaking to the multitude in the mass. Christ’s
teaching in the temple, and this marveling on the part of the
people in particular, bring up the question: whether it was
allowed to every one to appear in the character of a public
teacher? The reverse is shown by Matt. xxi. 23. From the
Talmud, we learn that no man could appear as a teacher who
had not for some years been M=% and 73N (collega,) of a Rabbi,
then followed the act of promotion, (03 V3 éSovoiay AapBdveey,)
cf. the thorough treatise by I’acht, de eruditionc Judaica, Gott.
1742, and Jost, Gesch. des Judenthum, vol. 3, p. 108. We
certainly do not know, indeed, whether so early as the time of
Jesus these matters were regulated in this way, but under
ITillel and Schammai, the Rabbinical schools had already in
all essential respeets taken their shape. . Ipdupara, not “the
Ioly Scriptures,” (Syriac, Luther, Meycr, Bretschneider, lex.
8d ed.) otherwise it would be qualified by iepd, but «learning,”
(Acts xxvi. 24;) if the people said this, the appellation is still
more easily accounted for, for to the people every religious
discourse appearcd to give evidence of such a learning as the

Rabbins possessed.

1 Meyer, who, like most of the critics, supposes the scribes to put the question,
and translates: ¢ How comes it that this man understands writings, witliout having
learned them ?”’ knows not what motive to assign for & question so devoid of pns-
sion, except this: ¢ This question was designed to divert the interest of the hear-
crs from the matler of the teaching of Jesus, and to diminish respect for him per-
sonally, as one who was unlearned.” The first aim would have been eutirely too
subtle, the lutter wou'd not have been prescnted in this form of discourse,

(o]
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V.16, 17. The antithesis is that between a self-conscious-
ness which is isolated from God and one which is in union with
him, so that certainly no more is affirmed in these words than
what even a prophet might have uttered; but propbets have
but single illuminations, while Christ speaks of his entire
doctrine ; he never speaks and acts from his own isolated self-
consciousness, (v. 28, viii. 16, 28.) Ierein there also lies in-
directly a setting of them right in relation to that question
of surprise; for he who knows himself to be one with God
immediately, does not attain to truth by mediated modes, and
consequently, therefore, neither by the gradual way of reflec-
tion nor by what other men impart and teach. On chap. iii.
34, was shown that the méumery of God is the internal mani-
festation of God. In what then consists that criterion of the
divine character of his doctrine, which our Lord here fur-
nishes? As we who are Christians are wont to regard the
operation of the doctrine of Clhrist upon us as an evidence of
the most universal character, that it is of God, the attempt has
been made in various forms to verify in these words, also, an
allusion to this power of Christian truth to form its own testi-
mony. Those theological systems which regard Christ’s teach-
ings as pre¢minently moral teachings, as the giving of moral law,
might understand this Jdéiypa tob Feod as meaning this divine
law, and might find the criterion of its divinity in the perfec-
tion imparted to the spirit by following that law, (thus Semler,!
Lange, Herder, Kuindl, and also Ebrard.) But to conceive of
Christ after the Socinian manner as a new lawgiver, is to ignore
his character as a Redeemer, and if we cannot conceive of his
d:dayy; as vopog, it cannot well be designated by the expression
10 Jédyua tob Jeob.  Proceeding from the juster perception, that

. 1 Mea doctrina, says Semler, divinam voluntatem optime describit. Quicunqua
igitur experiri vult 1PSC animumque omnino adjicit rebus illis, quas commendo, ete.
(My doctrine best exhibits the divine will. Whoever, therefore, wishes to test it,
must by all means apply bis mind to the things which I commend, &c.) The
Socinians do not appenr to have explained it in this way, at least Crell (Opp. Ex. T.
ii. p. 80,) follows the exposition which we have preferred. In Lipiscopius, the
Arminian divine, who elsewhere is wont to give an acute exposition of the ethical
expression, I have found no exposition of this expression. (Such a passage, how-
“er, i_§ tn be i:ouqd in. Episcopii Opers Theolog. Amstel. MDCL. 1. 3. “S{c Tob.
Cnp. vii. 7. Siquis velit, &c. id est facere quod secundum rectam rationem, aut legig
Mosaice prescriptum fieri decet, &c.” The whole in illustratiug the position that
* probitas " is essential to & student of theology. Tr.)
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Saith in Christ is the grand feature of Christianity, Augns-
tine, Luther,! Melancthon, Lampe, Storr, Tittmann, Weber,
(opuscul. comm. iv.) referring to vi. 29, (Eruesti refers to vi.
40,) have understood by the divine Pélyua xat” éoyyy, the
demand of faith in Christ: where this demand is satisfied,
conviction of the divinity of the doctrine is produced. And
indeed, several writers again have understood the ywdaxew, of
the proof from its operation, the experimental evidence; by
Augustine, howerer, the idea of the intellectual yydacc in con-
tradistinction to =iorec is urged, and consequently, from this
expression also is deduced the significant principle, “nisi cred-
ideritis, non intelligetis,” (unless ye believe, ye cannot under-
stand.) If, however, the expression woesty 70 Félpuo tob Peod
were meant to designate specially faith in Christ, we would have
the phrase authenticated by its use elsewherc in this distinet
sense, but not even in vi. 29 is it to be found. Nor could such
a faith as this, a faith adopted by way of trial, be the true
faith; it would be the fides carbouaria, and a merc assensus
intellectualis. On the other hand let it be noticed, that in the
kindred passage, v. 38—44, and in viii. 42, 47, the earnest, moral
and religious striving of piety of an Old Testament type is
represented as a medium through which men ave led to faith
in Christ; that exposition then of this passage is lcast forced
which by the #pua rod Peod understands the acknowledged
will of God, first of all revealed in the Old Testament, (Chry-
sostom, Erasmus, Calvin, Bucer, John Gerhard, and the recent
critics ;) this view, besides, is favored by the connection in v. 18,
19.° The principle which lies at the basis of the words of
Christ, and which recurs in various forms in the discourses of
Jesus as given by John, is that significant principle of Plato,
70 pocov Ty Opoiw Fdetar, (like delights in like;) il faut aimer
les choses divines pour les connoitre, (divine things must be
loved in order to be known,) says Pascal, i. 8. By using #£1y
mocty instead of édv 7« mocfj, the whole weight is still more
definitely laid on the bent of the will. If now Christ urges
the earnestness of moral striving, of the fulfilling of the law,

1 «If ye would do that, (listen to me,) and not make resistance, the Holy Spirit
would enlighten and teach you that the will of the Father is in Christ. This is the
beginuing, if a man would be learned in divine things: tho beginning is, (o believe the
word of God.”
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the expression can be so taken as to guide us to precisely the
samc affirmation which Paul makes in regard to the vouoc as 2
macdaywydc eic Xpeoroy: “He who earnestly strives to satisfy the
law of God, will be led to a knowledge of his inability, and
thereby be led to the faith that my doctrine, and specially the
doctrine of the atonement, is of God.” But as the ropoc in
this scnse is not spoken of in John, since rather, in the par-
allels cited from John, the law is designated as mediating to
faith in the Gospel, inasmuch as its contents in their spirit are
similar to the contents of the doctrine of Jesus, this side is to be
held in this passage also; cf. also, 1ii. 21, viii. 47. It is yet to
be noticed, that the pronoun is wanting with 6«day7s; this may
be explained by a designed antithesis between dedayic and
mocsty, cf. however, what is said on iii. 34. Luther takes the
article as demonstrative: “¢hés doctrine.”

V. 18. We have first to look at the form in which the sen-
tence is constructed. There is no conformity between the two
members of the sentence, cf. the observation on ch. v. 41.
The first half embraces the major, the second the minor and
the syllogism ; the syllogism, however, which should be ooy d¢’
équtob Joder, presents that thought in another form. He who
through a mediate activity has attained to a doctrine, gives the
credit of it to his own activity and his own acuteness; he who,
on the other hand, cores to a knowledge of the truth in vir-
tue of his immediate unity with God, refers back throughout
to God. As herein full freedom from self-seeking is revealed,
Christ had already, ch. v. 44, declared that the basis of unbe-
lief in him is the striving after our own glory, which makes us
incapable of acknowledging the divine in such a manifestation
as is free from sclf-seeking. Ilere Christ attributes to a char-
acter thus frec from self-seeking, the predicates of truthfulness
and of moral purity. ’Adexéa, might indeed, like W, designate
the theoretic side, error, (Grotius,) so that the same thought
would be expressed positively and negatively ; but no unceessity
exists for taking 1t in this way. According to the general
opinion, v. 18 directly connects a second proof with what has
preceded. ~ Yet, with Schott and Neander, we might regard
this verse as continuing the thought expressed in v.17. «He
who is free from ambition, and makes the will of God the rule
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of his conduet, will acknowledge the divinity of my doctrine,
for—he will recognize in me also one who is not striving after
his own glory, and who is therefore true.” Thus the transition
would correspond with that which talkes place in passing from
ch. v. 38-40, tov. 41. DBut this connection of the thoughts has
too little to mark it, and leaves too much to be read into the
text. Yet so much may be true, that the thought in v. 18 is
not counected with the other in a merely outward manner, but
is brought in by this, that the holy principle of the doctrine of
Christ finds expression also in that relation which he shows he
sustains to the Father.

V.19, 20. The hearers are designated as those who do not
make even the doing of the will of God their law, entirely in
accordance with ch. v. 45, as we interpret it, cf. also, viii. 87,
seq. As a proof of this, the extremest transgression of the
law is adduced, the murderous designs of the officials ; but the
multitude of those who are at the feast (cf. the antithesis, v.
25,) regard this suspicion as so extravagant, that they attribute
it to the inspiration of the Spirit of lies. There is no necessity
indeed, for supposing that in the docuoviteadar, the paivecdor is
involved, though the latter is certainly regarded as a conse-
quence of the former, (x. 20.) In ch. viii. 48, there probably
lies a retrospective reference to this reproach.

V. 21-28. Christ considers the rancor occasioned by the
healing, ch. v., as the principal cause of the enmity of the
rulers. We can hardly imagine that he would have referred to
that occurrence which took place at the I’assover hefore the
last, had he also been present in the metropolis at the last
Easter festival, vi. 4. Yet this argument cannot be considered
ag decisive. For might not Jesus—even if other signs no less
striking had succeeded that miracle—might he not go back to
the deginning of that public hostility ? TLet it be remembered,
too, that in that miracle there was the additional offense that
it took place on the Sabbath, and that it is this very offense to
which prominence is here given. The Vulgate, Euthymius,
and others, begin v. 22 with dez rovro, which however cannot
be justified; we must construe it with davpdew, cf. Fritzsche
on Mark vi. 8, and Rev. xvii. 7. avpdZerw has the accessory

v .
idea of terror, like Ann and G'LSOZ, which means horrore per-
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Sfundi, obstupescere, Septuag. Eccles. v. 7, Ecclesiasticus xxvi.
11. Chrysostom: touréare, Tapdrrsode, éxdopviciade, (that is,
are troubled, are disquieted.) The reasoning of Christ gives
evidence of that acute use of the Old Testament in his dis-
courses, of which we find a number of instances in the synop-
tical Gospels, for example in Matt. xii. 5. The circumecision
must be performed on the eighth day, (Lev. xii. 3;) if that day
comes on the Sabbath, this rite, though it brought so much
labor with it, the washing, binding, applying the plaster, &ec.,
was to be attended to on that day, despite the sanctity of the
Sabbath. The parenthetic proposition in v. 22, is not designed
to claim for the law of the Sabbath a higher authority than
for circumecision, (Chrysostom,) but is to be regarded merely as a
limitation having reference to the antiguity of the rite. Aa
expresses the sequence of the action, ‘“‘and so:” Luther trans-
lates it “noch,” equivalent to “und doch”—(yet, and still.)
‘0 vopos Mwiséws refers, according to our interpretation, to the
évroldy, enjoining circumecision on the Sabbath, (let James 1i. 10,
be weighed, however;) according to Bengel, Semler, it refers
to the dvrodj of the Sabbath, and e pj means: “so that it is
not,” “without being.” But thus the inference loses in point,
and &va without necessity is regarded as equivalent to dare, cf.
however, ch. v. 20, vi. 50. The question now arises, however,
what is the antithesis in 62ov? It scems to rest upon the
assumption that circumcision insured medical advantages,
(cf. Winer, Reallex.) But is not Bauer correct in the remark,
that circumcision, as the law contemplated it, is & purely reli-
gious symbol? Would we not, therefore, rather suppose a refer-
ence to the symbolic spiritual meaning of it? But if this be
80, the antithesis does not present itself, nor does it even when,
with Augustine, Bengel, Olshausen, we refer 6lov to body and
soul; still we hold fast to the religious significance of circum-
cision as a sign of the covenant, but derive from &yej moesiv the
general idea, and interpret: “Ye transgress the law to perform
a sacred, beneficent work, on that one portion of man; will
you be angry at me, when I perform a work with the same
characteristics, on the entirc man?’ By the want of distinct-
ness in the antithesis, we might be inclined, with Kling, (Ben-
gel, in his German translation, presented the same view before
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Lim,) to lay the emphasis on &y, and to give prominence in
meperépvew to the infliction of the wound, but the expression ie
not weperépvey at all, but meorrouny dapfdvew, which utterly pre.
cludes any prominence of the idea of wounding. On the other
side, as circumecision was accompanied by healing, some have
been inclined to bring out this point from the meperopsy Aapp.
so that the healing of one member and the healing of the
entire man are contrasted, (Cyrill, Lampe, Meyer,) but this also
is inadmissible. Not to enlarge on this point, the position of
the yej éroizoa does not allow the emphasis to be laid on it.

V.24 We might be tempted to give to xpivew zar’ 8¢ev the
sense of modswrmoy Aapfdvew, (Lampe, Bretschneider, Lex. 8d
cd.) as well because of the antithesis iy dwxatay xpiow, as
because of the connection: “Judge righteously, and not in
such a way as to excuse a transgression in yourselves, and con-
demn it in me.” 7”0, indeed, means the same as wpéocanoy,
but the distinct plhrase lepfS. ddwv is wanting here. Kat' d¢u
consequently can only designate, like viii. 15, the judgment
based upon the outward appearance, and thus the righteous
judgment is that which is in accordance with the internal
essence. This internal essence is the ¢ntention: In their
transgression of the Sabbath, the intention respeecting another
positive commandment; on Christ's part in the miracle of
healing, the intention of pitying love, the fulfilling of the most
primitive of all commandments. The article 77v designates
either the righteous judgment in thés case, or the absolute rule
of arighteous judgment. DBengel: judicium verum unum est;
hisec vis articuli, (true judgment is one ; this is the force of the
article.)

V. 25-27. The residents of Jerusalem were aware of the
determination of the rulers to put Jesus to death. The con-
jecture which they express, seems to be serious, not ironical.
Yet they confute that opinion of their own, by the assumption
that the médey of the Messiah is not to be known, whereas they
do know the médev of Jesus. Do they mean by médey, the
birth-place or the parents? From vi. 42, we would suppose the
latter, and in reply to the question i ' there follows in the
Hebrew a statement of the parentage, 2 Sam. i. 13. Let 1t be
observed, however, that according to ix. 29, the =édey embraces
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the characteristica in general, (cf. also, xix. 9.) We may
therefore give as the sense: “We are acquainted with him, we
know what sort of a person he is!” In addition, the answer
of Christ refers to the character of his person as well as to his
origin. Their opinion, as it would seem, has its basis in the
passage of Daniel, (cf. also, Mal. iii. 1,) in which the Messiah
appearsin the clouds. The question may indeed be put, whether
his birth in Bethlehem, and his descent from David, did not
designate clearly enough whence he came; but not unfre-
quently the popular consciousness allows opinions which con-
tradict each other, to stand side by side unharmonized, at
least we do not know how to harmonize them; in v. 42, some
of these very people (probably the more intelligent ones,) speak
of Messiah’s descent from David. I had directed attention to
the fact that the Jew in Justin Martyr, Dial. ¢. Tr. p. 226 and
836, ed. Colon. expresses a similar thought; Liicke acknowl-
cdges that such is the case in the former passage ; Olshausen,
3d ed. and Bauer, deny it. I believe that I must myself con-
fess, that these ideas can hardly be said to be related, yet they
show what manifold shapes the anticipation of the Messiah
took in the popular mind.

V. 28, 20. With a loud voice, consequently with special
emphasis, (vii. 87, xii. 44,) Jesus speaks of the contrast between
what he kunew of hirself and what they knew of him. In
these words, as in viii. 14, 28, the majesty and the indignation
of a king whom his subjects refuse to recognize, find utterance.
They know not Lis nature, (Matt. xi. 27,) how can they know
his origin. The double xaf is to be taken as in vi. 36. The
words are certainly not to he regarded as a simple confirmation
of their knowing his earthly origin, as De Wette supposes, but
as holy and carnest irony. K«/ before dr’ épavrob must be
regarded as antithetical: “and yet.” The unity with God, of
which self-consciousness assures him, forms the antithesis to
the earthly modey, cf. on vii. 17, iii. 84. ’AAd, equivalent to
imo. ’Aljdads either in the sense of genuine, (i. 9,) as Liicke,
De Wette, take it, -or synonymous with diydyjc, as most critics
take it, in accordance with the use of diydwoc in (iv. 87,) xix.
35, Rev. 1il. 14, xix. 9, 11. Luther: “Though I preach the truth
10 you over and over again, I must yet lie to you. Our Lord
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God must in the world always be a learner and a liar, and let
himself be mastered by its reason. Wherefore, Christ com
forts himself here: ¢ Though I must be before you as a liar,
nevertheless God sent me, and I know that he is truc.'” If
with the first named expositors we interpret: « He who sends
me is a genuine, true sender,” that is, he who alone properly
can send, the sense, indced, is very appropriate, but this
thought would have been expressed in a different way: 6
dApdevos aépmwy, or in some similar manner. We therefore
take dAydwoc as equivalent to diypdsc, and find the explanation
of this title in the living witness to himself, which the Saviour
bore within him ; from this same witness proceed the words 8y
«z2. which follow, expressing the coutrast. So also does v. 29.

V. 30, 31. Some of the magistrates desire to arrest Jesus at
once, but their courage fails them. “£pa here means the grand
point of time in the life of our Lord, the time of his passion
aud death, (xvil. 1.) Liicke: ““This is the religious pragmatism
of history, with which no pious mind can dispense. At the
same time we must not forget that it is John who more than
any of the other Evangelists unveils the natural connection
aund the train of the development of that great hour, as it now
hastens, and now lingers, and has thus skillfully united the
religious view of the hour of Jesus with the intellectual.” It
may be asked, whether the faith to which, according to v. 31,
many of the people attained, was a faith in Christ’s work as a
prophet, or in his work as Messiah. It seems to us that the
former alone is the correct view, (Maldonatus, Heumann,)
though most critics declare themselves for the latter, cf. how-
ever, also, v. 40. How perverse it is to impute, as has become
the fashion in our day, so much design to the Evangelist; how
little he aims at placing in the foreground the working of
miracles, is manifest also from the cursory manner in which he
here makes mention of the great number of the miracles.
Besides, one might also most believe that these penple out of
the dyloc were persons who lhad come from Galilee to the
feast, (v. 20,) at least these would most naturally have ex-
pressed themselves in this way.

V. 82-84. ’Apyeepeic, the heads of the different classes of
priests, doyovres téy marpiwy tav ipiwy, (1 Chron. xxiv. 6, 2,
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Chron. xxxvi. 14;) gopegoioc is the name of the party, not of
the calling, the doyepetc could also have been embraced under
the term; since there were also Sadducees in the Sanhedrim,
(Acts xxiv.) it may perhaps be merely intimated that the per-
secution proceeded from the party of the Pharisees alone,
(v. 48,) or—may the ¢apwoaior designate the wopxoi and
yoapparels, who under those names do not appear in John !
(Cf. in the division which is not genuine, viil. 3, there indeed
the ypapporeic are mentioned together with the Pharisees.) It
is not clear whether the Pharisees who heard what was said,
made report to the Sanhedrim, who then gave the order to
arrest Jesus, or whether they made the arrangement themselves
on the spot. But v. 45 is decisive for the former view, on
which verse it is to be noted, that the Sanhedrim usually
convened in the temple itsclf, in the mizn nawh, the stone
chamber between the fore-court of the Gentiles and the inuer
court, (tr. Ioma, f. 25.) We see that Jesus knew of their
determination. In explaining the difficult expression which
occurs here, we must have in our eye the parallel passage,
viii. 21, and the partial repetition of the expression before the
Disciples, in xiii. 33. The different interpretations divide them-
selves first of all into two classes: according to the one, yreiv
designates an inimical seeking, the laying of a snare, (Origen,
Grotius, Crell,) according to the other it designates a seeking
cut in order to obtain help, (Chrysostom, Erasmus, Calvin,
Zwingle, Mcyer.) Ilad the former been the case, a different
structure of the sentence would be looked for, perhaps pexpoy
xai {nrioeté pe zat ody ebpjoere, (xvi. 1T;) the expression,
“seck and not find,” has in it, morcover, something of the
character of a phrase, and serves to designate a seeking of aid
when the right time has passed away, c¢f. Amos viil. 12, Prov.
i. 28, Hos. 1. 7, Isa. Ixv. 1. To this is to be added that in
viil. 21, instead of ody eborjo. we read drodaveiode &v ) dpaprin
juay, and that in Xiii. 33, ¢yreiv cannot be taken at all in an
inimical sense. Does it mean then, a seeking from a sense of
penitence and of longing? (John xix. 87.) In chap. viii. 28,
xii. 82, xvi. 10, conversions are spoken of which were to take

1 Cf. Winer, Renllex. at the word Schriftgelchrte; Gfrérer, das Jahrhundert des
Haeils, 1 Abth. p. 140, eeq.
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place in consequence of the lifting up of Christ; and Eusebius,
Hist. Eccles. iii. 35, tells us that in consequence of the fearful
judgments of God on Jerusalem, pwpioc éx meperopsjc (innumer-
able persons of the circumecision,) became believers. But of
these it conld not be said, that they had not found him, that they
had died in their sins, (viii. 24.) Under the pé, consequently,
we would have to regard as contemplated, not the person of
Christ, but the Messiah in the Jewish sense: “Then shall ye
scek that Messiah, whom, in my person, ye have despised,”
(Luke xvii. 22, Matt. xxiv. 23,) thus Zwingle, Lampe, Kuindl,
Neander, 1. c. p. 631, (Trans. p. 294.) DBut the éyo and xiil.
a3 are against this view. Nothing remains, then, but as Theo-
dorus Heraclex, Maldonatus, Grotius, De Wette, Liicke, 8d
c¢d., have done, to regard the cxpression as a formula to desig-
nate the complete separation, the entire disappearance, (Ps. x.
15, xxxvil. 10, Isa. xli. 12;) in this case, indeed, we must also
again reduce the contents of dmov—32idetv simply to the
thought of the absolute separation, (by Christ’s death and
ascension,) a view in which viii. 21 is specially in the way, bat
which is favored by xiii. 33. It must, consequently, be said,
that on the one side Christ, from his self-consciousness, speaks
of the exaltation on which he would then enter, an exaltation
above all that men could attempt against him, and on the other
side warns them to use the time with which they were yet
favored, (xii. 85.) Without any necessity, Nonnus and Tle-
ophylact already, have the reading e instead of eiu, (“I go,”
instead of “I am;”) the formula é7ov ecpé is also found in xii.
36, xiv. 3, xvil. 24, the present tense serves merely to give it
the vividness of a thing present: “where I ¢then an.”

V. 85, 86. The question proceeds from the arrogance of
hatred, as in viii. 22, dewaowopd is taken by most as concrete,
for of Scagmapévrse, the genit. “FAdjvwy then points to the place
of the dispersion, more correctly, however, is it interpreted per
MELON., the place of those who are scattered among the Gentiles, .
(Syriac, Cyrill, Grotius,) as the eic also shows, thus Judith, ch. v.
21, (19,) é 1. draomopds, ob dweavdpnoay éxsi, (from the plafte
where they were scattered.) They ask, whether Jesus will
betake himself to those Jewish congregations, in order {rom
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thence (as the Jews would not accord him their faith)) to
operate upon the Gentiles !

DiscovRsE oN THE LAST DAY oF THE FEAST — TRANSACTIONS
IN THE SANHEDRIM.— V. 37-52.

V. 87-39.> The feast of Tabernacles lasted, strictly speak-
ing, seven days, (Lev. xxiil. 84, Deut. xvi. 13,) yet in the law
there is mention already made of an eighth day, (Lev. xxiii.
36, cf. Nehem. viii. 18, Numb. xxix. 85.) On the question
whether the seventh or eighth day was the great day of the
feast, (cf. xix. 81,) the evidence is wanting; according to the
current tradition of the Rabbins, the pouring of the water, to
which there seems to be an allusion here, took place only on
the seven days of the feast, yet Rabbi Juda, tr. Sukka, iv. 1, 9,
speaks also of a pouring of water on the eightk day; and as in
Numb. xxix. 385, and in Josephus, Archeol.iii. 10, 4, the eighth
day, together with the first, is designated as a special day of
rest, and of the festal assembling of the congregation, ¢this may
be regarded asthe perdly Huépa. A universal jubilee of the
people (Plutarch calls 1t a bacchaunalian one,) and various pom-
pous ceremonies took place at this feast, so that the Rabbins
were accustomed to say: ¢ The man who has not seen these
festivities, does not know what a jubilee is,” ¢f. H. Majus, dis-
sert. de haustu aquarum. On every day of the feast, at the
time of the morning sacrifice, a priest brought into the fore-
court, in a golden vesscl, water from the spring of Siloah, which
rises within the mouunt on which the temple stood, and poured
it, mingled with the sacrificial wine, into two bowls which
stood upon the altar, and in which there was an opening by
which it made its escape. During the performance of this
rite, the priests caused trumpets and cymbals to be sounded,
and the words of Isaiah xii. 3, were sung: “ With joy shall we
draw waier out of the wells of salvation.” The exegetical

1 Neander, 1. ¢. p. 531, supposes that the Jews may have hegun to surmise tha
tendency of Christ’s teaching to embrace mankind universally.

2 Cf. on this division, the Disscrtation of Ngsselt, Opuscul. diss. iii. p. 48: Flatt.
Opuse. diss, ii,
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tradition has ascribed a special Messianic reference to these
words of the prophet, which he in fact does utter in a song of
thanksgiving, having referenoce to the times of the Messiah.
Jonathan traunslates those words *1nam ®vn3 n1 @yN 7’53,?-"‘
&y, “ye shall receive the new doctrine with joy from the
clect righteous ones.” Later Rabbins call this festivity, nnnv
M, (joy of the law,) because the water was a symbol of the
divine grace. It is assumed then by the expositors with entire
probability, that the Redecmer cried thus, just at the point of
time when the priest was carrying that sacred water through
the fore-court, and the people were abandoning themselves to a
jubilant joy at the sight of this symbol. It is noted by John,
that on this occasion Jesus stood, (he usually sat when he
taught,) and with a loud voice cried in the midst of the multi-
tude.—The exalted words, testifying of the highest self-con-
sciousness, announced that in him was actually imparted what
was there expressed in symbol. We have an inmstance of a
similar exalted testimony within himself, ch. viii. 12. He rep-
resents here also the sense of the need of redemption as the
condition of participation in the blessings which proceed fromn
him, and represents faith as the organ by which that participa-
tion is effected. Kockia like 03 and 23p, for that which is
within man, in general, cf. Ecclesiasticus xix. 22, Prov. xx. 27
in Arabic, also, UI"" stands for _J3, “body " for “heart”—yet

would Christ have used this expression, and not rather simply
have said & abrod, if he had not designed an allusion to the
xodéa of the golden vessel from which the water was poured ont
(Bengel.)—Though Christ, iv. 14, declared that the water of
life which he should give would be a scli-dependent spring
within the leart, yet this expression goes beyond that; on
others also shall the streams of this spring pour themselves
forth, (Chrysostom.) The reference to the Old Testament
creates a difficulty; a passage literally corresponding is not to
be found, though abundance of water is in various forms pro-
mised, as an image of energies which impart life, cf. on the
one side, Isa. xliv. 8, Iviil. 11, on the other, the passages which
speak of a epring of water which is to go forth from the tem-
ple, Joel iii. 28, (iv. 18,) Zech. xiv. 8, Ezek. xlvil. 1-12.—As
regards now the interpretation given by the Evangelist, he bas
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taken Sebaovoe as the future absolute, on the ground that not
until Christ was glorified was the Spirit to be poured out upon
the Disciples, (Luke xxiv. 49, Acts ii. 83;) in consequence of
this interpretation, when Christ appealed to the Old Testamenrt,
John thought of Joel iii. 1. What are we to think then of
this explanation which the Evangelist furnishes? First of all,
if the water, as in iv. 14, designates metaphorically energies of
life, such had certainly already, through our Lord’s words as
their medium, been conferred on the Disciples, (iv. 14, vi. 68,
v. 25.) Is not such a communication of life also a communi-
cation of the Spirit? It certainly is, for the language is: “ My
words are Spirit and life.”” But Jesus himself, not only in the
passages we have cited from ILuke and Acts, but alsoin John,
ch. xiv. and xvi., designates the sending of the Spirit as a thing
of the future. Tf now quickening be a necessary consequence
of the impartation of the Spirit, it would be entirely in accord-
ance with the fact, if the Disciples dated the proper fulfilling
of the promise {rom the time of the subsequent outpouring of
the Spirit, and so much the more since with that event the life
first began to flow forth from the Disciples. If the ol v is
to be explained by reference to the outpouring of the Spirit,
the Evangelist is not giving a declaration in regard to the
existence of the Ioly Ghost, but 1s speaking of his manifesta-
tion in his operations, on which account, so far as the fact is
concerned, the addition of dedopévor (Lachmann,) by a num-
ber of authorities is correct; in Acts xix. 2, &f mveiua dyov dotew
1s also probably to be taken in the same way. But the ques-
tiou then rises, why the operation of the Holy Spirit is dated
from that period, though he had wrought already under the
Old Testament, and during the life of Christ? Does the ex-
pression designate merely the strength of the distinction as to
the amount of activity and power? Thus especially it is re-
garded by the Lutheran interpreters, who use it in maintaining
the simidarity between the operations of the Spirit under the
Old and under the New Covenant.  Or is there also a distine
tion in the character of the outpouring? Certainly the latter.
The Iloly Spirit in the specific Christian sense is that spirit
which was wrought, in virtue of the unio mystica, with the glori-
{ied Christ, the new spirit of adoption which rests on the con-
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sciousness of the finished propitiation, the spirit in the power of
which the redeemed nan knows himself more and more as the
organ of that Christ who works in him and through him. This
Spirit could descend upon the Disciples only after the propitia-
tion had actually been accomplished, and Christ spiritually
glorified. He then made the Church the body for his manifes-
tation, (Eph. i. 28,) and in it continued his work upon earth.
The faith of the Disciples then no longer had its centre in the
sensible manifestation of Christ, but in his spiritual internal
testimony, in the unio mystica, in the strength of which a Paul
could now speak (cf. John xiv. 19, 20,) of the doxeuy v. Aatobvroc
v uot Xpeorob, (2 Cor. xiil. 3,) of the xarcpydZeadar rob Xpearod
07 épuob, (Rom. xv. 8.) There first was verified, that the living
water which he had given them had become a self-dependent
spring’ within them, (iv. 14.)

V. 40-44. The expression o iéyoc allows us to assume, that
in what has preceded the Evangelist has merely given us the
theme, as it were, of a discourse of Christ. On 6 wpogprTyc, see
i. 21. [Idp in the question v. 41, is to be explained by the
presupposition of a negative reply, Winer, p. 417. The objec-
tion, v. 42, resting on the popular opinion that Jesus was of
Galilean origin, is urged by the more intelligent ones, who
had in their eye, Micah v. 1, Isa. xi. 1, Jer. xxiii. 5. Under
the tevés, it may be that we are to understand those very
bmpoérue, who had mingled themselves among the people.

V. 45-49. The officers return to the authorities, to wit: in
the assembly of the members of the Sanhedrim, and confess
that they bave been held back from any act of force by the
transcendent power of Christ's words. It was, indeed, particu-
larly the higher authority with which Christ appeared, by which
they were struck and paralyzed, (Matt. vil. 29.) Besides, a3
Augustine says: Cujus vita fulgur, ejus verba tonitrua, (“his
words are thunder, whose life is lightning.”) If now, in perus-
ing the words of Christ, the reader is led to confess wlhat those
hearers then confessed, there lies in this the true proof of the
inspiration of the Evangelists, to wit: the proof of the fidelity
of their narration. The arrogance of these hierarchical doctors
of the faculty is characteristic, who, because of their knowledge
of the Scriptures, regard themsclves as the sole rule of the
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truth; on the way in which this arrogance had gradually
strengthened, see Gfrorer, das Jahrh. des Heils. 1 Abth. p. 24C,
seq. The unlettered populace were called yIxn o, (people
of the land,) and yp¥, (worms,) and in the Talmudic tr. Pirke
Aboth. (ii. 5,) which contains many expressive sayings of the
Rabbins, we have the words on 27 03 89, “ he that hath not
studied is never pious.”

V. 50-52. Pleasingly, and at the same time in a mode
psychologically correct, are presented the tokens of the grow-
ing faith of Nicodemus. Still fettered in part by that same
fear of man which had allowed him only with caution and by
night to come to Jesus, he confines himself to requesting a
proceduce in accordance with the principle of legal rectitude,
(Deuter. xix. 15.) To dxobey and yvp, Meyer and De Wette
supply “the law itself,” which is personificd in the Judge;
were the judging the thing spoken of, there would be no
objection to this view, but as the thing spoken of is the judicial
hearing, the verbs must be taken impersonally or 6 xorr7ic he
supplied from the connection, Winer, p. 8339. To their blinded
passion this love of rectitude on the part of Nicodemus is
at once a suspicious matter; they express in their scornful
question the idea that none but a man from the despised
province would be among the followers of Jesus. In their
haughty contempt toward this province, (the Talmud tr. Erubin.
f. liii. 1, says: ¢ Because of their wretclhied pronunciation, the
law has not been intrusted to the Galileans,”) and in their
blind anger they overlook the fact also, that at least two
prophets, Jonah and Elijjah, were of Galilee, and probably also
Nahum and ITosea. Luther: ¢“Nicodemus had touched their
consciences and confused them, so that they did not know
what they were saying.” According to Bretschneider, in his
Probabilia, the mistake was not made by the scribes, but by
the Evangelist, who, as Bauer thinks, in his extreme fondness
for contrasts, forgot the historical data. But who is more lilkely
to have b2en guilty of such forgetfulness, the Evangelist, who,
according to Bauer, composed the Gospel from his own reflec-
tions, or a passionate hierarchy in the heat of conflict ?!

1 Ebrard, L. . i. p. 493, relieves the difficulty by understanding it of the provines
of Galilee in antithesis to Judea, in which case the language would refer only to
prophets after the exile.



CHAPTER VIIL

THE WOMAN TAREN IN ADULTERY. — CHAP. viI. 53 —vimr. 11.

THE genuineness of this section is more than doubtful, inas-
much as there is a concurrence of strong reasons for suspecting
it, derived from various sources. As regards the Codices, we
indeed find the narrative in Cod. D G H K M U, and in nearly
two hundred of the Minuscula, but it is wanting in A B C, on
which fact, however, it is to be observed, that the Cod. A is
defective from John vi. 50 to viii. 12, (though the relative size
of the space proves that this history was wanting from the begin-
ning,) and Cod. C is defective from chap. vii. 3 to viii. 34. As
regards the testimony of Cod. D, its authority is weakened by
the fact, that in some other places it has apoeryphal additions,
Matt. xx. 28, Luke vi. 5. Several Codices mark the passage with
the obelus or astcrisk as the sign that it is to be rejected or is
suspicious, others put it at the end of the Gospel, others after vii.
36, and even after Luke 21. Euthymius on chap. viii. remarks:
Yo7 0% ywworsy 6te ta éytebdey Vil 83 dywe tov vill. 12 zmapa
tois dxcféoey dvteypdepocs i oby ehpyrac 7 @FiAorur o paivovrer
mapéyryparta rat 7pood7xy, (it is needful to know, that the words
between vii. 53 and viil. 12 are either not found at all in the
accurate manuscripts, or are marked with an obelus; hence,
they scem to De interpolated and an appendage,) to meet
which, indeed, the assurance is given us on the other side by
Jerome, c. Pelag. ii. 17, that this passage is found in multis ct
grecis et latinis codd, and some scholia assert that they are
embraced in apyaioc dvrerpdpors.  On this point, however, the
additional circumstance presents itself, that, as is usual in the
case of interpolations, there is in this passage specially an
extraordinary number of variations; in fact, three divergens
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texts in all are found. The testimony of the Church fathers,
moreover, is unfavorable to the genuineness of the section,
since it is at least not mentioned by Origen, Appolinaris,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cyrill, Chrysostom, Basil, Tertullian,
Cyprian and others; and is likewise wanting in the most
ancient manuscripts and editions of the Syriac translation, in
most of the Codices of the Coptic, &e. The first citations
from the Greek text occur in the Apostolic Constitutions
at the end of the third century, and in Ambrose, Augustine
and Jerome ; the oldest testimouy for it, to wit: in the second
century, is given by the Itala, yet in this tramslation too,
the Cod. Verc. and Brix. omit the division. Can the omis-
sion, perhaps, be explained on doctrinal grounds? Ambrose,
Apol. Dav. thinks, siquis ea auribus otiosis accipiat, erroris
incentivum incurrit, (if any one receives it with idle ears,
he encounters an inceutment to error,) and Augustine, de
adulterinis conjugiis, ii. 7, expresses the conjecture, that it may
have been omitted, bccaunse it might give occasion to lightness
of sentiment on the subject of adultery; the polemical writer,
Nikon, moreover, in the thirteenth century, maintuins that
the Armenian Church arbitrarily erased the narrative, because
it might be pernicious. But what Augustine says is merely
conjecture, (credo;) this solicitude, too, is found for the first time
in the fourth century in Augustine, and then alrcady the
narrative had been omitted in many Codices, but subscquently,
after this solicitude had been expressed, it was never on that
account omitted.—T'o these external grounds of suspicion are
yet to be added the snternal.  According to (Le Clere,) Olshau-
sen and Strauss, it embraces contradictions which are incapable
of explanation; this we cannot concede. On the other hand
it is manifest, that in its style it is remote from that of Joln,
and that it has no connection with what precedes it. When, for
example, in v. 53, viii. 1, it says that Jesus went to the Mount
of Olives, and that on the following day le again taught the
people in the temple, we can hardly suppose otnerwise than
that Exastoc refers to the dyloc, and that dnopevdty speaks of
these people going to their houses. But immediately previous,
the dydog, the people, are not the subject of discourse. Nothing,
consequently, would remain but to suppose that it speaks of
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the going out of the members of the Sanhedrim, and as the
mention of this without some further motive would seem to
be rather superfluous, the sense would have to be: «“ With the
matter undecided, without coming to any conclusion, they
went home.” As regards the language, the first thing which
strikes us is the md: ¢ Aedz, an expression occurring in the
Synoptists, but for which John habitually substitutes ¢ dyloc;
the phrase xadisas é0i0acxsy adroic, and the words dpdpov and
rpopuarsis, occur in the Synoptists but not in John ; finally, we
liave here several times the connection with 04, while John uses
oov and xa/.—The state of the critical data being snch, it
implied even in Heumann’s day great assurance to venture the
observation which he makes: “I confess that I doubt, if we
consider all the critical marks of interpolated writings, whether
a solitary one of them will be found in this history,” () but
yet more amazing is it that even in our day Ebrard can
assure us, (L. ¢. 1. p. 494:) ©“The external testimony against the
genuineness is entirely insignificant.” After Erasmus, Calvin,
Beza, liad expressed simply doubt, Grotius, Le Clerc, Wetstein,
Semler, and almost all the recent writers, have expressed them-
sclves decidedly against the genuineness of the passage. But
the most recent negative criticism of Strauss, Baucr, (Weisse
judges more impartially,) again pleads for its genuineness,
(Strauss does so in his 4th ed. after passing by tlie section in
silence in the 3d ed.) in order in this way more effectnally to
defend the position, that the entire book is spurious. Yet apart
from these, the genuineness has been maintained in the most
recent period by Stiudlin, (in a Progr. 1806,) Kuindl, Schul-
thess, Scholz.—The question of authenticity, however, is cutirely
distinet from that of genunineness; it is a magisterial sentence
without ground, when Hase, 1. c. p. 148, declares that the authen-
ticity cannot be maintained, when the genuineness is denied.
Neander, with mature historical tact, makes the remark:
“Only, to make the largest concession, could the spirit of the
Marcionite system have originated such a narrative, if we
suppose that it is not from a truc tradition we derive it; yet
on that supposition it would have taken a different form, would
have taken shape in a more decided opposition to the Mosaic
point of view, and in that case could not have obtained such



216 Cmap. VII v. 53—VIIL v. 2-5.

general acceptance in the Catholic Church.” In fact, the nar
rative bears something of that spirit in it which is so peculiar
to the Gospel—and which, therefore, through all ages, has been
understood by so few, so that even the Church of the first
century had already begun to ignore it—the spirit of a free
pitying love, over against a legalistic ascetic piety. The
conduct of our Lord in this situation is depicted also with
a detail marked by peculiaritics, which 2 legend certainly
would not have invented. We Dbelieve, therefore, that it
belongs to the circle of the synoptical tradition of the Gos-
pel'—the traces of the citation of it extend, as we have said,
back to the period when the Itala was translated. DBut if
the narrative belongs to the circle of the synontical tradition,
how did it get into this place in John? If we may be allowed
to suppose thut our Saviour's spending the night outside the
city, during the last Passover, (Luke xxi. 387, xxii. 39,) was
occasioned by the danger impending over him, we must also,
because of v. 2, place this incident in the time of the last Dass-
over, and thosc manuseripts have conseguently followed a true
tact, which have put this narrative at the close of Luke 21.
For its insertion here, we know of no other reason than that
now received by most, that it appeared to give a striking con-
formation to the words éya 0 xoivew 0ddéva, in v. 15.

Crap. vii. 53 —viil. 2. The remark has already been made,
that the words, v. 58, can of course be understood only of a
departure for their homes, at the close of a day, when Jesus
had been teaching in the temple, (Luke xxi. 88.)

V. 3-5. It has been thought that three internal improba-
bilitics may be detected in these words, and these Qlshausen,
especially, has felt himself obliged rigorously to urge: 1) If
these persons came under the commission of the Sanhedrim,
how could they afterward, without anything further, permit
the woman to go? If they canie on a prompting of their own,
how could they, as if they were official persons, claim the car-
rying out of the Mosaic law? 2) In the Pentateuch, stoning

1 When Eusebius, Hist. Eceles. iii. 89, mentions that Papias narrates what is ulso
found in the Gospel «nd' ‘Iydpaiovr, the history of a woman who wis nccused, ¢
moAdaic dpaepriar, (of many sins,) o number, even Olshausen among them, have
found in this o trace of the narrative Lere; but the émi moAdaic Gpaprialg points
rather to the narrative in Luke vii. 47,
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is indeed appointed as the punishment in certain cases of for-
nicatio, but in cases of adultery, merely death in general,
(Deuat. xxii. 22, Lev. xx. 10;) the Talmud, indeed, expressly
designates strangulation as the punishment in such cases. 3)
ITow could the question be supposed to tempt Jesus?  Whether
he advised severity in accordance with the law, or advised
mildness, in either case, it could do him no injury, as he would
simply be expressing a private opinion. Besides, they could
havdly expeet from Jesus a sentence in direet eonflict with the
explicit direction of the law, (Strauss.}—None of these difficul-
tics scem to us so formidable. Our reply to the first, is: the
scribes, by whom the members of the Sanhedrim are also
meant, (v. 9,) act as private persons; their arrogant self-right-
cousness displays itself in some measuve in their dragging
offenders to legal punishment. Their design was to take the
woman before the court, which, as was observed on vii. 32,
was sitting in a hall of the temple; as they pass by Jesus,
the thouglht is started, of bringing him, who as the fricnd of
sinners was so odious to them, into difficulty by this case, and
they therefore request a decision from him.—As regards the
second question, it is first of all to be observed, that the confir-
matory statemeut from the Misclina is by no means to be con-
sidered decisive. It proceeds, in fact, from a canon of inter-
pretation wlhose incorrectness can be demonstrated, to wit : that
where merely the words na» nid are found, the death is always
by strangling ; but cf. Exod. xxxi. 14, xxxv. 2, with Numbers
xv. 32-34., Even in Clrist’s time, morcover, the Mosaic law
was no longer carried out in all points, as for example, the bit-
ter water was no longer given to the adulteress as a test, (Num.
v. 11, seq.) and after the destruction of the city, the changes
were many aud great, (cf. Michelis, Mos. Recht, § 262.) Still,
even in the case before us, a consonance with the Mosaic law

1 Since agcording to v. 9, members of the Sanhedrim are included, it might be
supposed there was a deputation of the Sanhedrim, (Meyer,) but this surcly could
not have been offictally sent. If the supposition is allowable, that, because of the
frequency of udultery, the legal penalty wus no longer enforeed, (Ebrard,) it would
certainly be easier to understand how it would come to pass, that a tencher might
be oousulted as an individual; yet in such g case, Lis position of variance toward
Moses would have had in it nothing offensive ; but that they, in case he had decided
with tha law, would have reproached him with ¢ unheard of severity,” is, with their
reverence for the law, not very likely.
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can be proven. First. we may consider the supposition by
which 2clden, Lightfoor, and Meyer, meet the difficulty, to wit:
that the woman was ktrothed ; in the case of such a woman, if
violation cccurred in the city, where she could ery for help,
(the case was ditferent when it occurred in the field,) she was
10 be stoned to death, (Deut. xxii. 23, 24,) and Philo thinks
thar the term peeysia is applicable to this form of crime also.
Yet we are toreed to ask: ITad this been the case here, would
there not. in order to characterize the crinie, have been added,
1hat it occurred n #he eity?  On the other hand, Ebrard, as it
seems 1o us, has made the agreement between this travsaction
and the law highly probable. {especially if we connect with what
Le savs the remarks of Micheelis)) His view is this: “In Deut.
xxil, 20225, tour cases of foraieatio are mentioned: for the first
and third, v. 20 and 23, stoning is designated as the mode of
execution: in the cases of the second and third, v. 22 and 253,
only the word -die 7 iz uzed; but as in v. 25 it says, “the wemn
only shall 22" in oppesition to v, 24, where it is said, ** duth shall
he stened,” it clearly tullows that in the second aud fourth cases
alzo, no otker penalty than that by stoning is contemplated.” —
As regards the third question, there certainly lay something
ensnaring in the matter, in as tar as Christ might decide ayacnst
the law, as in that case he would be marked asone who despised
the law. Only in case he decided for the stoning, is it diffienlt
to see whercin the point of the testing would lie. Luther,
indeed. following Augustine, says: ¢ If he answers yes he
contradiers his preae hum, if he says no, he contradicts \[ow
Calvin even thinks that the temptation consisted in the incite-
meut to lezal rigor, aud as the result, to inconsistencey with his
ordinary, mild maonner of acting; as, however, Christ never
declarad as a suls, the release of the sinner from punishmcnt—
especiaily from th at determined by the civil law—it is not prob-
.ﬂue that the Phavisees had drawu such an infereuce from Lis con-
duet and Lis teachings.  We prefer, therefore, witlt Eutliymius,
Crell. Neander, to suppose that the =zzodZz does not involve
the idea of redacing Lim to a dilemina, but rested on their fixed
presumption, that Jesus would in this case also, display that
milduess toward sinners which was so bateful to them, cf.
Luke vii. 49, xv. 1, 2, Matt. xxi. 31.—In xar dredr, let the
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augm. perf. in aor. 1, be noticed, which occurs elsewhere only
in efpydyy, (Buttman, Ausfubrl Gramm. ii. 415.) According
to the law, the adulterer was also to be put to death, but he
seems in this instance to have made his escape. They place
the woman in the midst of the crowd which had gathered
around Jesus, so that the eyes of all were turned upon her.
Eravrogiow 18 added, that no room for doubt about the
truth of the accusation may be left.

V. 6-8. Some Codices add =posmocoipevog, others pp mpoon.
both evidently glosses. To &yoagdsy various expositors have
supplied, and even some Codices have actually added: &voc
éxdatov tag dpapriaz; had Jesus, however, written any particu-
lar words, the Evangelist would have mentioned what they were
—besides, this was hardly possible on the floor, which was a
paved one, and probably kept clean. If we may not urge the
words that were written, yot the act of writing may be signifi-
cant ; the meaning of it according to Bengel and Miclaelis is:
“Why do you question me? What stands written suffices.”
Obscurely enough would this have been expressed, and cer-
tainly if this had been the meaning the act would not, in v. 8,
have been repeated. Rather is the explanation completely
satisfactory which imputes to it the same significance which it
still has among us. The writing or drawing (rpdesw significs
cither,) on the ground was in the ancient world, as among us,
the sign of profsund meditation and of abstraction from all
that is going on around, also of irksomeness, which, occupied
with nothing cxternal, 1s absorbed in the train of thought
which passes within.  Sce the Scholion on Aristophanes,
Acharn. v. 81, in which passage come onc after the other the
words, xi7" &xsediy & pbvos, dnopd, rpdow, mapozillopar, Aoyilopo,
(afterward when I am alone, I hesitate, I write, T twitch my
hair, I caleulate,) so that one word explaius the other. In the
Talmud also, tr. Gittin, f. vii. 1, are found traces of a similar usage
among the Jews. Jesus, cousequently, expresses n this way,
firsy of all, that he is giving no heed to the question.  And
wherefore? DProbably on the same grouud as in Luke xii. 14,
because he is not willing to interfere in decisions on questions
of civil law; thus Neander, Liicke, Olshausen. This is also
Luther’s view, who adds these words: “Our Lord means to
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say, why do you question me? and will not favor them with a
word, turns himself in another direction, and will not attend to
them nor answer them.” DBut can it then be said that the
mere expression of a judicial sentence is here involved? Such
a sentence, in fact, the Sanhedrim alone could give. The law
(a fact which must not be overlooked,) was a religio-political
one, and what it affirms they themselves adduce, they conse-
quently wish merely to know what religious attitude toward
the law Jesus would assume. We cannot, therefore, well sup-
pose any design in the writing other than in its repetition, v.
8. We, consequently, coincide with Bengel: Silenti actione
cogitationes adversariorum vagas, festinantes et securas fixit et
conscientiam eorum excitavit, (by a silent action he fixed the
wandering, hasty, self-reliant thoughts of his enemics, and
aroused their conscience.) If we dared not assume, a priori,
that they became accusers with a self-righteous and malignant
satisfuction, yet v. 7 would prove that they did. On such
accusers that deportment of the Saviour must have had the
cffect we have intimated. Whbat passed in the mind of Jesus
while he was silent, is shown by v. 7. The word of Christ is
not to be regarded as demanding an abrogation of judicial
puiishment, but as a more concrete expression for xaraxpive.
Thus this word of his strengthens the influence upon the
thoughts of the people, which his silence had already been
calculated to effect, and his relapse into silence gives free play
to the chastening of conscicnce. There is evidence that at this
period many of the Rabbins, high in position, were living in
adualtery, (Wagenseil on the Sota, p. 525, seq., Justin Mart.
dial. c. Tryph. p. 863, ed. Col.) yet it is hardly necessary to
dernounstrate this to justify the result of which v. 9 tells us.

V. 9. Musculus: Fuit procul dubio tantopere hoc Christi
responso illorum verberata conscientia, ut primum prorsus
obmutuerint, nec habuerint, quod in speciem regererent.
Deiude, ne ulterius quid, quod minus vellent, ubi se denno
ercxissit, audirent, confestim se ex medio subducunt, (beyond
doubt, their conscience was severely smitten by this answer of
Christ’s, so that at first they were entirely silent, nor had they
anything specific to reply. Afterward, when he lifted up him-
self a sccond time, they feared they might hear something
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further, which might be still less pleasant, and hurriedly with-
drew,) cf. the admirable remarks of Calvin.—Ei¢ xad ¢iz, a sole-
cism for xa éva mdvreg, Mark xiv. 19, Rom. xii. 5, 8 Maccab. v.
34. “Ews tdv éaydrwy does not scem to belong to the original
text. Some Interpret moesIirepve and oyoro: as having refor-
ence to age: “Old and young,” (Grotius, Seiler,) but if we
read €w; Soydrwy, the &oyaroc compels us to refer the mpeal. to
the rank; (Aristophanes: o &ayaros 8pog, the lowest of the
people,) as in Latin, primores and homines postremi, (1 Cor.
iv. 9.) A withdrawal in the exact order of rank is of course
not intended, but merely that the one class withdrew, as well
as the other; yet the remark may be made, that when the
principal persons departed, their inferiors would have the less
courage to remain.

V. 10, 11. Olshausen discovers in the course here pursued
Dy Jesus, a threefold difficulty. First, that Jesus, by making
the exercise of the penal authority dependent on the moral
character of the judge, undermines the foundation of civil
law. Sccondly, that in an unseemly manner he withdrew the
criminal from her judge. Thirdly, that an exhortation to re-
pentance, so neccssary under the eircumstances, is wanting.
Yet he Limself observes in part, what serves to resolve these
scruples. The main point to be kept in view is this: Christ
fixes his eye not so much on the act of the adulteress, ayg on
the intention of her accusers; regarded in this aspecet, which is
so entirely in keeping with the character of IIim who had
come into the world as its Redeemer, (iil. 17,) the conduct of
Christ is perfectly intelligible. The sad mingling of what
belongs to religion with “hut is demanded by civil 01du' in his
own day, led Lutler especially to tale that view, from which
also this conduct of our Lord, as regards its relation to the law,
is to be explained.  In the Mosaic institutes, the State and the
Church, the legal and the religious point of view, coincide; in
the Christian system, they are separate.  The conception of the
state rests upon that of the law, and retribution, that is, punish-
ment is needed, that the law may be carried out; Christ on the
contrary, and the Church with him, works upon the mind, and
{his is done through nurturing love ; the discipline of the Church
consequently, is not a .{o,{amc, but simply a wacdsia, which ceases
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where there is penitence, (2 Cor. ii. 6, 7.) In consonance with
this, Luther says: “lle does not take from their right, he lets
Moses stand untouched, he says to them neither nay nor yea, yet
in a masterly mannerhe says both. Why do ye not what Moses
has commanded? DBut if ye wish to judge her in accordance
with my kingdom, commit Ler ¢ase to me. For my judgment
is: This adulteress is not alone; there is not one of you that is
not as bad and wicked as she is.” That the exhortation to
pendtence is wanting, cannct be maintained —it lies in the
pnrste dpdprave, Augustine: ergo et dominus damnavit, sed
peccatum, non hominem, (therefore, our Lord did pass con-
demnation, but cn the sin, not on the person.) The exhorta-
tion is a Drief one, but how mightily had the circumstances
spoken! In lLer fears, the woman had already puassed under
the scutence of death, she had endured the publie disgrace;
the question : ¢ Where are thine accusers;,” had made her feel
how niuch she owed to Jesus, and that Jesus who but a moment
ago with his scarching words had thrilled the liearts of her
accusers, turns now upon ker the look of pitying love! Was
it in the power of words to strengthen the impression—would
they not have weakened it?

A sgcoxp TEestimMoNy oF CURIST TO IIMSELF. — V. 12-90.

V.12, Was this discourse, also, uttered dwing the last day
of the feast? If v. 12 is conneeted with vit. 52, we must sup-
posc it to have been uttered after those transactions, and in that
case it can hardly belong to the sume day.  Although the first
mention of the departure from the temple is made in viii. 59,
there is yet a change of place supposed in v. 20.  These dis-
courses naturally fall {hen into the time suceceding the feast.
The testimony of Christ to himself in this passage has an
avalogy with that in vii. 87; after the analogy of that and the
character of these figurative discourses of Christ clsewlhere, it
has been thought necessary to search for some distinet occasion
for this comparison of himself with light, and such an oceasion
has been found in our Lord’s being supposed to cast his cyes
on the two tall golden candlesticks, which during the feast of
Tabernacles were lighted on cither side of the altar of burnt
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offering, where also was the yafogvidzor—according to Maim-
onides, they were lighted every day.  If the discourse, however,
was uttered after the feast, the possibility of such an allusion
falls to the ground. Lyser and Hcumanu suggest that the
rising sun gave occasion for the metaphorical language. We do
not teel ourselves able to decide anything definitely on this point.
As Christ in vii. 37 had designated himself as the fountain of
the powers of life, so here ke designates himself as the fountain
of that <lumination from which life comes, life for the whole
world. By speaking of following him, he introduces the image
ol a guiding star, by which we are led on our pathway, and he
who follows him receives this light of life into his soul.

V. 13, 14. Such cxalted representations in regard to his
person must in the nature of the case excite opposition; no
man could reccive a testimony of this sort, given of himself
by the wituess, unless he were in affinity with him, so as to feel
it at the same time within himsclf. Having no such aflinity,
they at once charge him with falsehood, but the Redeemer, in
the power of a self-consciousness closely conjoined with God,
was able to maintain the truth of what he had affirmed, (vii. 28,
29.) Augnstine : Lumen et alia demoustrat et se ipsum. Tes-
timouninm sibi perhibet lux, aperit sanos oculos et sibi ipsa testis
est, (Light, which brings other things to view, brings itself to
view. Light furnishes its own testimony, it opens healthful
eyes, and itself is a witness to itself.) The inference of his
adversarics was indeed conceded by Clrist in the discourse,
chap. v. 81, but only by accommodation, and the samme accom-
modation follows here in v. 18.

V.15,16. Ile animadverts on the tone of mind from which
that judgment proceeded. Sdpf may be the outward appear-
ing of Christ, (cf. zax” oy, vil. 24,) or it may mean the odol
of those who judged him, in antithesis to the pneumatic tone
of mind from which an acknowledgment of his witness to him-
golf would lhiave to proceed. The dro—oddéve, Bauer regards as
absolutely out of place, and ascribes it entively to the disposition
of the Evangelist to exaggerate.  Cyrill, Flatt, Kuindl, supply, to
complete the sense, xard wiy sdpxa, (according to the flesh,) but
in this way the resumption in the proposition xi—3yo, which
is clearly absolute, is falsified, (De Wette;) it is better, there-
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fore, to take xpive in the connection in the same evil sense in
which we find it used in the connection in Matt. vii. 1 also.
Christ has no pleasure in judging, and where pleasure is felt in
it, it is the infallible sign of a heart of impurity; that he
judges, however, is shown by v. 16, but he does it only in
fellowship with the Father; it springs, therefore, from motives
which are objective, and consequently, pure.

V. 17, 18. The thought expressed in v. 16 leads to an
accommodation similar to that which we have in ch. v. 31, 32,
‘We see from expressions like these, and like those in verse 29
and in xvi. 82, that the identity of the self-consciousness of
Christ with that of God has uot abrogated the distinction
between them.—Cf. Deut. xix. 15.

V.19, 20. That the Jews kunew very well whom he meant
by the Father, we sec clearly from chap. v. 18, x. 33, but they
deride after the manner of men wlo cling to what seems to be
the evidence of the scuses. In correspondence with the state-
ment elsewhere made, that the knowledge of the Fatlier is indis-
pensable to the acknowledgment of Christ, the converse as
regards the relation may be affirmed. It cannot be determined
with entire certainty what is here meant Ly the yaZogvldzeoy,
see Liicke on this passage, and De Wette on Luke xxi. 1.
According to the Talmud, there were in the Sanctuary thirtcen
boxes for the reception of ofterings, which are, perhaps, here
named collectively yaZoguddzeoy; from Mark xii. 41, seq. we
must suppose they were placed in the fore-court of the women.
"Ev designates place, (Luke xiii. 4.) The designation by John
of the locality may be incidental, but mnay be designed to mark
the fact that Jesus taught in o place where multitudes assembled,
in order that the extraordinary fact that oddsec énfuoey adroy (ne
man laid hands on him,) may be mmade more prominent, in
which case xa: must be taken as adversative, (and yet.)

Jesus warNs THEM—DISCOURSES OF HIS DIGNITY. — V. 21--29,

V. 21, 22. Whether this discourse immediately followed, or
is given without respect to the order of time, cannot be deter-
mined. On one of the middle days of the feast, Christ had
uttered something of the same kind, vii. 83, 34; here oby
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évprocte is omitted, and xat 2y 1 dpaprig Spdy drodaveiode is
added. ‘duapria cannot, as Calvin supposes, have a different
sense from the plural in v. 24, The thought is consequently
this: ¢ Ye shall die in an unredeemed condition.” It would
scem on this view, in conflict with the exposition we have
adopted on vii. 34, as if Zzcelv must designate the longing after
the Messial, and ézov—32id<Ty the result of dying without a
Redeemer. But such a couception of the meaning of ¢yretv
has nothing whatever in its favor, and in this very connection
v. 247is also agaiust it, for as unbelicf is the reason why they
die in their sins, the £7z¢zv cannot be a longing after Christ; we
are forced, therefore, with Calvin, to limit it to “a seeking for
aid from necessity, without faith, and consequently no seeking at
all.” If, however, we make this distinction, must not the lan-
guage refer to calamities at least? DBut if we admit this, we
arc the more nccessitated to interpret the expression in conso-
nance with vit. 33, xiii. 33. In this way we are led to the
sensc: “Use the present moment, for soon I shall be no more
with you; ye shall seck me in vain, and shall pass away in your
sins, but I shall be forever delivered from your snares.” There
need be no difficulty in adopting this view, hecause it would
require us to insert the words “in vain,” since they must be
added, even if we assume that £zr<iv means the secking of help.
In John, least of all, can we be surprised at incxactness of
phraseology, (¢f. the remarks on vii. 3, xvi. 10, &c.)

V. 28. Calvin: Pergunt non modo in securo contemptu,
scd etiam in protervia, (they persist not ouly in their con-
temptuous security, but even in wantonness,) asin vil. 85, As
the Jewish abhorrence of suicide was very great, and as the
opinion prevailed among them that the sclf-murderer was con-
demued to the lowest hell, (Josephus, De bello Judaie. iii. 8, 5,)
the words imply the most unmitigated scorn, and intimate be-
sides, wly they would not wish to follow him—to wit: into hell.

V. 23 24. Verse 23 may be regarded either as a solemn re-
joinder to their scoff, or merely as a continuation of v. 21. The
forrer would undoubtedly be the preferable view, if t¢ xdro
meant the world below, %%, but the words éx tob x6a/ov Tobrou
show that it refers to the earth, (Aets ii. 19;) the transition to
v. 24, would consequently, if that supposition were correct, be
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difficult to explain. The connection, therefore, as Crell already
gives it, is this: “Ye arc carthly minded, I am heavenly; if
therefore ye be not justified by faith in me, ye must perish in
your sins.”  On érd eprr, compare remarks at iv. 2.

V. 25. Luther: “A sarcastic rcply, as if they said: Pretty
well, that is very likely. And who are you then, good Master
Jesus?”  This sentence, especially because of the iy doyjy at
the beginning of it, has been a crux interpretum, and has given
rise to the most diversified interpretations and fancies. As g
aoyyv even in a plillological respect has been explained in ways
very different and sometimes in conflict with the usages of the
language, we have first of all to specify what it may mean and
what it cannot mean, ¢f. De Wette and Liicke. Ou this point
it is considered as understood that 4, ¢ is to be taken as relative,
that xa/ is not to be removed from the text, and that z7v doyjv
is not substantive, but adverbial, like dzuzyv. This adverh cannot
mean ‘ traly,” (Kuiudl, Licke, 2d ed.;) it can hardly mean, “to
begin with, first of all,” (Erasmus, Luther, Bucer, Grotius,
Paulus, Olshausen;) “first of all, I am he whom I also tell you
I am, that is, he who admonishes you,” (Paulus;) “first of all—
and I speak it openly—I have much to censure, and to rebule
in you, and am, therefore, he who earnestly admonishes you,”
{Olshausen ;) “in the first place, I am: what I have just declared
mysclf to be—the light of the world,” (Grotius;) “first, I am
your preacher,” (Luther.) All these ways of taking the expres-
sion suppose that our Saviour’s design was primarily to lead
the Jews to a diflerent view of himself, so that when they
stood on this point of view, Le might reveal to them one yet
higher. But on the one hand, the trailing character of these
explanations, on the ollier, their Inaptuess, is manifest; it is
besides questionable whether =i doy7v is ever used in the sense
of “first of all.” According to ordinary usage it signifies, 1)
in the beginning, equivalent to fornierly, aforetimes; 2) from
a former period, from the beginning, that is, altogether, and this
is alinost always its sense in negations; 8) from the beginning,
Herodotus, i. 9. (Sehweighiiuser, Lex. 1lerod. i. p. 105. Her-
mann on Sophocles, Antig. v. 92.1) The cxposition most widely

! Although the philologists we have named are sufficient authority for so nnder-

standing the word in that passage, yet the meaning of * altogether ” might perbaps
onswer, Licke has overlooked that meaning.
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embraced (Nonnus, Melancthon, Beza, Camerarius, Calvin, Le
Clerc, Heumann,") is that which rests on this third signification
of the word, and which takes Aal@ in the sense of the pree-
terite: “What I told you already in the beginning, (or from the
beginning,) that am I;” Elsner adduces as a parallel the passage
in Plautus, Capteivi iii. 4, 91: Eho, dic mihi: quis igiturille est?
—quem dudum dixi a principio tibi, (come, then, tell me who
he is 7—He whom I've told you all along from the beginning.
Riley’s Translat. Bohn, 1852.) The present tense Aul@, as in xiv.
24, viii. 58, includes the preterit. To the view just presented De
Wette objects, on the following grounds: 1) Because the colloca-
tion of the words is arbitrarily changed. But doesnot the empha-
sis lie on w7y doyjv? 2) dald is taken as if it were é2dipoa. But
has not De Wette himself, in vi. 63, acknowledged that the pres-
ent tense may include time past? The xal, moreover, whether it
be translated ““also ” or ““even,” is entitled to its due weight, and
should this be met with the objection, that 2udé caunot stand
for 2éyw, the reply may be made, that here, either would be in
place, ef. 2éyw in v. 26, with i@, xvil. 13, and in addition, vi.
63, xil. 48, xvi. 25. We consequently still maintain that our
interpretation is entirely admissible. Dec Wette, on the other
haund, insists that the proposition is to be understood in this
way: “To the question of the Jews, Jesus does not wish to
make the reply: I am the Messiah, because they adhered so
strongly to a dead, positive idea, and as they would not find
this verified in him, they would only have Dbecn the more
hardened against him: he refers then, therefore, to his dis-
courses ; first of all in these discourses was he to be recognized.”
This way of taking it is ingenious, but I objcet at the very out-
start to translating “first of all,” “preéminently;” the word
cannot be equivalent to énprimis, although it has been proposcd
by some to take it in this sense even in Herodot. 1. 9. Liiclke,
3d cd., following Euthymius, and especially Locella, (Xen.
Ephes. Annot. p. 164, seq.) reuews the conception of it as
interrogative : “ Why am I yet speaking to you at all?” so as
to make it a dismissal of the matter like that in x. 25, eiwoy

1 Some of these expositors, without any thing further to justify it. translate in
the preterit, others in the present; Beza, however, justifies the present, and Heu-
mann slso makes o remork upon it.
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Sy xai b mearebere. On linguistic grounds, certainly no objec-
tion can be urged against this view. 0, ¢ frequently occurs as
absolute, in the scnse of “wherefore,” and that too by an
elliptic nsage, so that a scire velim must be supplied, (Stallbaum
zu Buthyd. 271, A.) Ka¢ in the gradation ad infra, “yet,
still,” is also familiar, (Rom. viil. 24.) But the want of con-
gruity between this answer and that question, creates a serious
difficulty, which would, however, be somewhat relieved if “at
all” were left out; on this view, moreover, the connection of
v. 26 is not a good one.

V. 26. With the complaint of their refusing to listen to an
explanation oft repeated, are naturally connected the censure
that they gave so much oceasion for reproof, and the comfort
which uuder the circumstances of the case is found in the
thonght, that the eternal fountain of truth, the Father himself,
had imposed on him an internal necessity for uttering all these
reproofs, (v. 15, 16.) ¥ Eyw with the infinitive, designates the
objective ability, Acts iv. 14, (I could,) it here refers to the
past time and the present. The two proyositions, a2’ —xia oy,
are to be regarded as premises from which the hearer is left to
draw his own conclusions. L tov xbapov for g xbopw, (Mark
xiii. 10, Luke xxiv. 47,) so that /¢ in an cxpression of more
vivacity, indicutes the dircction and the extension of what he
speaks, (Liicke.)

V. 27-29. On v. 27, De Wette makes the remark, that their
not understanding him scems highly improbable—certainly,
especially as in v. 19, they understood the word ; therefore, were
it merely said o0« Ervoaay wov zatépa, by Eleyey adroic, (they knew
not the Iather, of whom he was speaking to them,) we would
fan say with Licke, that the words refer to the recognition
of the matter, and consequently to wnbelief, but the words are,
“that he spake to them of the Father;” on the construction,
cf. what is said on i. 46.—This want of openness of lieart on
their part, leads our Lord to reflect on the effect wlich his
death would have, (xii. 24, 32, xvi. 7.) As we have b aapre,
and not the passive as in xii. 82, iii, 14, it is perfectly elear that
the refercneeis to the crucifixion, which however, as the tran-
sition to the glorification, (xiii. 81,) embraces the latter in it
(Calvin, Piscator, De Wette ;) then under the co-working
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of the Holy Spirit, would it become manifest to many that
Christ had acted and spoken in unity with God. In the
opposition of the more general mo:d, and of the more special
/al@, we miss the syntactical congruency, (see on ch. v. 38, p.
161.) He Dbegins with the words xat 6 wépduc xth. to compose
his soul, as to the misapprehension in regard to him which
prevailed. Instead of the aorist dg7xe, the present might have
been anticipated, (Luther translates it “leaves,”) but it has a
retrospective regard to thie o méugag, so that the act of the send-
ing and of the odx agesrar is to be regarded as one thing, (Liicke.)
" The causal relation indicated by &z is not obvious, and it may
be aslkced : Is it not rather his not being left alone by the Father,
that is the ground of the mueiv r¢ dosard? (“I do always those
things that please him.”) Maldonatus consequently takes 3z
lhere, in the dircet scuse of ¢deo, (therefore,) and Olshausen and
Meyer insist on taking 0wz, not as a designation of the causa
essendi, but of the cognoscends, ““as is known by the fact that
I do, &e.” DBetter thus: dgevar carries in 1t the idea of aban-
donment, but the divine protection is over those alone who
have a godly walk, (xv. 10.) The moral self-witness in this
declaration would supply the place of one in v. 46, if from exe-
getical considerations no such witness could be acknowledged
in that passage.

CHRIST SEVERELY REBUKES HIS OPPONENTS, AND SETS FORTH HIS
EXALTED DIGNITY.—V. 30-59.

V. 80-32. From this self-testimony also, as in vii. 40, we
sce that susceptible natures were subdued by the direct impres-
sion made by words like these. The power of the word
received internally, is also recognized by Christ as a principle
of internal transformation, but in order to this, the word itself
must be firmly adhered to. On v. 30-46, cf. Kling, Studien u.
Kritik. 1886, . 3, with péveew v 1@ oyg, cf. péveev év . didayd,
2 John 9, &v &po, vi. 56, xv. T; the opposite of this is illustra-
ted in the persons mentioned in vi. 66. [wdoxew, as in vi. 69,
is primarily the insight into the truth, which is imparted by
the operation of the word; it is in addition the scientific in-

sight to which that experience impels cultivated minds, this
Q
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at least is not excluded, even though no direct regard was had
to it. The truth here, however, is not so much the truth of the
doctrine, as the doctrine of the truth, (xviii. 87,) the truth of
which Christ was the bearer to men was to become recognized
by its operation.! As the fundamental part of this doctrine,
however, is that which pertains to Christ himself, we have in
v. 86, 6 viéc instead of § dijdece. The idea of the Christian
éAevdepia, Bengel already correctly defines: Immunitas filiorum
Dei ab omni potestate contraria, (the freedom of God’s children
from every power which is against them.) This Christian idea,
which is thoroughly peculiar, is found to a remarkable extent
in all the Apostles, not excepting James even, cf. 2 Cor. iii. 17,
Rom. vi. 18, vii. 6, viii. 21, Gal. v. 1,18, iv. 26, 31, 1 Pet. ii. 16,
James i. 25, ii. 12; it embraces the freeing of the understanding,
(2 Cor. iii. 17,) and the frecing of the will from sin, and by
consequence, from the law also.  Christian truth, experienced in
its wholesome effect, is acknowledged and loved by men as the
only power authorized of God, and connection with it in love,
is the might which overcometh sin,

V. 83. Are those who make this reply the believers whom
Christ had addressed ? (Maldonatus, Bengel, Kling, Olshausen.)
If this be so, how could Christ, v. 87, charge them with pur-
poses of murder, and direct against them what may be consid-
ered altogether onc of his severest discourses? Olshausen
urges the dlydac, v. 81, the force of which is not: “Ye are
disciples who are not yet perfect,” (ddypdwdac,) but “ye are
inipure disciples.” e supposes that in v. 37 no conscious
purpose is ascribed to them, but simply, “the sinful element
in general.” But this answer is not very satisfactory, nor is
that of Kling: “They had by their answer in v. 83, put them-
selves back again into the Jewish xéapuoc, and were conse-
quently treated by Jesus as those who belonged to this mass
which was in a state of enmity against him.” We have there-
fore, with the majority of the interpreters, to decide for the
view, that those persons resume who, from v. 21 on, had been
the speakers. Calvin: ego ita sentio, ut in promiscua turba
fieri solet, confuse responsum fuisse Christo, (I suppose, that as

3 Augustine, who wbstractly separates cognoscere and credere, belicves that the
future yvgoeode has reference to the world to come,
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is common in a mixed crowd, a confused response was made to
Christ.) What he said of freedom, they referred to political
treedom, of which they had been jealous from the time of the
Maccabees downward, and to which they supposed themselves
to have a claim, as Abraham’s seed, (Gen. xviii. 18.) “The
most ordinary laborer,” says the Talmud, “who is of Abra-
liam’s seed, is the peer of kings,” (Lightfoot.) DBut the question
rises, can we suppose their passion to have blinded them so
far, that they could forget, not only the earlier captivities, but
the fact that they were then under the dominion of Rome?
As this seems impossible, we might, with Lightfoot and Liicke,
3d cd., suppose that they mean personal, civil liberty, inas-
much as the Jew by birth, might not be a slave; would not the
language, however, if this had been the design, rather have
been: oddsic fpay oddsvt dzdovicuxev? (None of us has ever
been a slave to any man.) Or might the assertion be ventured,
that they sald this with the intention of claiming that they
had still maintained a certain independence all along? (Kling.)

V. 34-36. The truth so odious to them, expressed in v. 31,
32, is solemnly confirmed still further. T7¢ dpapriac is omitted
in Cod. D, in Clemens Alexandrinus, and in some Latio
Codices, and certainly looks like an explanatory gloss. If]
then, it be omitted, the connection of v. 35 is closer; if it be
retained as genuine, v. 35 is to be explained as giving prominence
to the generic idea of dodlos. In considering v. 35, an answer
is first of all to be given to the question as to the justness of the
proposition, taken in its literal sense. If we regard it as the
affirmation of a fact, it secms to De incorrect, for a servant is
not necessarily cither sold or cast out; we have, therefore, to
confine ourselves to the conception of the family; with this
conception the servant has no necessary connection, but the
son has. Furthermore, it may be asked whether the odv in v.
36 involves a strict sequence, for if this be the case, we are
tempted to adopt the view of the Greek expositors, and regarc
the words péver eic ov ai@va as embracing also the right pos-
sessed by the head of the family, the right of manumission, an'l
consequently alrcady, in v. 35, understand ¢ vioc as referring
to Christ himself. On the other hand, if v. 36 be not closely
connected with v. 35, the odv may be referred to the duinss
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dare tij¢c dpapriog, and v. 35 is then an incidental remark in
regard to the mournful consequences of such a dovieta. But
we think that in v. 86, 6 vioc must be taken as a resumption
from v. 35, (Crell: a generali significatione ad specialem
descendit—he descends from the general meaning to the
special,) and would give the sense thus: ¢ The service of sin is
bondage ; such bondsmen now4s ye are do not properly belong
to the family, but may be cast out at any moment; only the
child of the house, in whom the spirit of the family has sway,
as is the case with me, is unclrangeably a member of the
family : if now the child of the house makes you also freemen,
as he is a freeman, then are ye frcc indeed.” To this the reply
is urged, that the right of manumission was vested in the
master of the household, and not in the son; but the objection
falls away, on the supposition that the application our Saviour
designed to make of the figure had an influence on the phrase-
ology, for in that case we think of 22esdepos as the reciprocal
idea of 6 vibe, and of the general proposition as presupposing
that only a freeman can make others free. Calvin: Quod
natura proprium habeat (filius,) nobis adoptione communicat,
dum fide inserimur in ejus corpus ac efficimur ejus membra,
(what the Son has by nature as his own, he imparts by adoption
to us, when by faith we are inserted into his body and made
members of him.) *Ovrwg, as diydadc does in other passages,
points to the fact, that no other species of bondage so enslaves
man in his genuine nature, as the abandonment to the blind
power of the impulses, (Rom. vii. 17,) of that rational will of
ais, which was designed for communion with God.

V.37,88. Asdescendants of Abraham, they had claimed the
prerogative of being freemen, but as vii. 19 demonstrates that
the very persons who boasted that they were Moses’ disciples,
flew in the face of the law of Moscs by their murderous pur-
poses, so herc our Saviour demonstrates to them, that in spite
of that prerogative they claimed, they were the grossest servants
of sin, they cherished murderous purposes against their fellow
man, and this, too, from obtusencss toward the word of God, (v. 40.)
Y7éppa here, probably, in contradistinction from téxva, v. 39,
is used simply to design physical derivation. Xwpe?v means: 1)
to have space for, hence cum. accus. ““to contain;” 2) to make
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room for another, that is, “to give away, to yield;” 8) to make
room for one's sclf, that is, “to move onward, make progress,
succeed.” It may, conscquently, be taken in two ways: 1) likc
mpoxoTTEY, TPoYwpsty, “to advance,” and év Huiv, “among you.”
(Luther, Elsner, Kypke, Liicke.) To my objection, that this
sense is flat and vulgar, Liicke replies: “If it be the correct
hermeneutical remark, which could only e justified if the
vulgar aud flat were wont to be found in our Saviour’s dis-
courses. On p. 353, Liicke argues against an 1nterpretation, on
the ground that it makes the proposition sound ¢too feeble.”
2) © To make an entrance, penetrate,” so that by év the conse-
quence of the abiding is anticipated, as Nonnus expresses it,
Givee éz, (enters in)) thus Grotius, Kuinol, Meyer, [Luthardt.]
Thus the lust of murder appears still more detestable, since it
originates in obtuseness in regard to God’s word.—Total con-
trast between them and himself; their mode of acting made
them like the devil, in whom likewise the lust of murder
sprung from hatred to the truth, (v. 44.) The primary concep-
tion of the Father connccts itself with the idea of dependence
on the part of the child, but there is also a reference to the
similarity between them, as the verse immediately following
shows. In regard to 6pdy, as designating the mode in which
God was manifest to Christ, ¢f. what is said on i. 18. Import-
ant critical authorities have the reading, jxoboerse mapa tob
matpbs, but probably only because it was regavded as offensive
to apply also to the relation which our Saviour’s opposers sus-
tained to the devil, the expression dpidv wopa 7. marpi. Aodd is
in apposition with woeety, for in the laleiv the moestv of Christ
consisted. Oby, “as ye show such a thirst for blood.”

V. 39, 40. Without even yet seeing our Saviour’s drift, they
wish to turn off any unpleasant allusion he may be supposed
to intend. Christ uses the term: ‘“children of Abraham,” in
the sense in which Paul subsequently employed it as a mcta-
phorical designation of those who are “in spiritual affinity”
with him, (Rom. iv. 11, 12, ix. 8.) In German we can express
the conception in the pun, “ Wiret ihr Abraham'’s Nachkommen,
go wiirdet ibr auch seinen Werken nachkommen,” (were ye
descendants of Abraham, yc would follow his works;) in this
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passage, as in v. 37, the lust of murder is characterized further
by a reference to its motive, only through this motive does it
attain to the character of the diabolical.

V. 41-43. They now perceive this much, that Jesus char-
acterizes them as illegitimate children in religion, and to this
they make the rejoinder, that God alone is the Father, the
founder of Israel, (Isa. lxiil. 16, lxiv. 8, Deut. xxxii. 6.) But
were this the case, the kindred would recognize the kindred,
(v. 42, vil. 17, 18.) “Hxw in the semse of the preter. as in it
4; consequently, as the completion of the action which lies in
57280y ; a doubt may be felt whether no more lies in it than in
dzéorecdév pe 6 Jeoc according to the explanation given iii. 34,
yet were such the case, the proposition 04d¢ xrA. would be purely
tantological ; moreover, xvi. 28, xiii. 3, shows that &épycoda
éx tob Feob has reference to the preéxistence. As the thought
unfolds, it presents the additional fact that the appearing of
Churist is the result of his coming forth from God, and is not a
thing of his isolated individuality.—Had therc been that affin-
ity with God on their part, the whole character of Christ’s
discourses would have been to them a demonstration of their
origin. AaAia, Zaksty, the externals of language; Aoyog, Aéyew, of
discourse as the bearcr of thought, Tittmann, de syunon. p. 92.
Because the contents of the discourses had no influence on
their souls, the external characteristics of them possessed no
interest to them, and here it is natural to recall to mind that
éfovaca, that “authority ” with which Christ spake, (Matt. vii.
29, John vii. 46,) and perhaps, too, of the impress which love
gave to his language. The inability expressed in “ye cannot,”
is to be regarded as a natural, moral inability; Melancthon :
Qui veri sint Dei filii et domestici, non possunt paternee domus
ignorare linguam, (they who are truly sons of God and mem-
bers of his family, cannot be ignorant of the language of their
father's house,) cf. what is said on x. 27, of the gwvy of the
good Shepherd.

V. 44, 45. Not until now is the aim of that discourse in
regard to their father disclosed. The devil is their father, for
from the beginning he had displayed the murderous spirit and
the enmity toward the truth which they now display, (v.
37, 40, 47.) Oélew has reference to that condition of evil
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i which it is no longer the mere sin of haste, but where, on
the contrary, the individual has willfully fettered himself in
it. 'What, then, were those plans of murder which the devil
cherished originally? The majority of interpreters, ancient
and modern, refer the predicate dvdpwmoxrovoc to his seducing
the first of mankind into sin, whereby the ddvoro¢ was origi-
nated. But how can this be? If this ddvaros be spiritual
destruction, how can it be placed in parallel with these plans to
put Christ to death. This dificulty, derived from the connec-
tion, led Cyrill, and has led several of the recent writers, to
regard the allusion as made to Caiw’s fratricide, which was
occasioned by the instigation of Satan, to which, in fact, John
refers also in 1 John 1ii. 12, 15; thus Doderlein, Nitszch, (Berl.
theol. Zeitschrift, 8 . p. 562, scq.) Liicke, Kling, De Wette.
‘We would direct attention to an additional circumstance which
gives support to this view: 1 John iii. 12 gives special promi-
nence to the hatred of the rightcousness, the didea, of Abel,
as furnishing the motive to his brother for murdering him—
the very same thing is done by Christ here; dn’ dpy7¢ creates no
difficulty, for it has no refercnce mecessarily to the original
beginuing of the history of man. Nevertheless, this exposition
has serious difficulties. TFirst of all, let it be observed, that
the ecitation from 1 John 1ii. 12 does not present a perfect
parallel, for there Cain’s fratricide is by no means designated
as instigated of Satan, but Cain is called a child of tle
devil, because he killed his brother—a crime which, according
to 1 Johu iii. 8 can be charged on cvery sinner. If Christ,
without anything more, declared that the devil was a mur-
derer from the beginning, must we not presuppose that he
had reference to some well known Jewish tenet? Still further,
a genuine parallel is furnished by John himself, to wit: in 1
John iii. 8: 6 wocwy v duoptriav, éx tob deaflodov dotiv, bte 4T
doyic 6 Owdfjoloc duaprdve, (he that committeth sin is of the
devil; for the devil sinneth from the beginning.) Why has
neither Liicke nor De Wette noticed the last words of this
passage? It is conceded that they refer to the temptation of
our first parents, and this analogy with the expression before
us is so decided, that Liicke has Leen driven to the inconsist-
ency of citing this passage as a parallel to that. In fact, the
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derivation of spiritual and bodily death from the deception of
our first parents by Satan, is in the Jewish theology also, u
prevalent doctrine, a doctrine which we find in Wisdom of
Solom. ii. 24, Hebrews ii. 14,and in the Rabbinical writings, cf.
Tholuck’s Kommentar zu Rom. v. 12, (4th ed.) p. 254. 1t is
certainly most natural then to think of this reference. Butit
may be asked, how does this reference suit in the connection?
Very well, in our judgment, even if under dvdpwmoxtévoc we
were to suppose an allusion to spéritual death merely, and to
that solitary fact, (of the temptation,) since it is acknowledged
that the ideas of spiritual and of bodily death and dying, through
the Scriptures in general, and especially in that very passage in
1 John iii. 12, 15, run into each other. We do not regard it as
in the least surprising, that in John the Jewish lust of murder is
placed in parallel with the spiritual murder of our first parents
by Satan. DBut let it be remembered, that the derivation of
bodily death from that deceiving of the first pair, was also an
cstablished doctrine, (cf. Wisd. of Sol. ii. 24, Heb. ii. 14,") and
what then, if Christ preéminently had allusion to ¢4at? (Thus
Luther, Th. xxii. p. 1094, Lyser, Gerhard, Loci T. xvii. p. 82,
Tittmann, Krabbe, die Lehre von der Siinde und vom Tode, p.
134, seq.}—7Yet further, it would in John, least of all, occasion
surprise, if, after the analogy of the dpaordve;, 1 John ii.
8, (cf. Liicke,) the words dvdpwroxrévos Jv d=" doyic bore in
them a reference to more than one incitement to murder,
and included the instigation to fratricide,® (thus Nonnus,

1 In those Rabbinical passages, to be sure, as also in the passage from Sohar
Chadasch, (which by the way may not he older than the fifteenth or the sixteenth
century, ¢f. Tholuck’s Dissert. de ortu Cabbalw, p. 15,) f. xxvii. 3, ¥ D3
D TINT 03 T 539 DY, 0P 9P < the children of that old serpent who
has slain. Adam and all his posterity,”—in these passages, we say, bodily death is not
expressly mentioned, yet it certainly is, if not exclusively, yet mainly what is

meant, (see Tholuck’s Kommentar zum DBr. ap d. Hebr. 2d ed. p. 174, and zum Br.
an d. Rom. p. 247.)

% In the controversy with Krabbe, Mau, 1. ¢. p. 94, opposes to this view the argu-
meut, that the mode in which the devil wrought the denth of our first parents does
not correspoud with the mode in which the Jews sought to put Jesus to death; but
is there not a sufficient purallel in the fact that both parties were impelled by hatred
of the truth, in their desire to destroy ?

3 In the familor passage in Theoph. ad Autol. ii. 29, in Satan’s seduction of our
first parents, the physical murder is also regarded as Lis proper intent, and his
drawing Cain on to the murder of his brother is regarded as a sequel to the seduc-
tion of Adam, to wit: that as Adam, despite the fall, lived and begat children, he
might in ¢thés way bring death into the world.
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Eutbymius, Theodorus Heraklee, in Catena patrum.) To
bring out that parallel clearly, it certainly would have been
noticed that this murder of Satan’s was occasioncd by his
hatred of the truth ; instead of which it simply says, that he was
an enemy to the truth, and that this enmity formed his proper
character.— A1 d<ca, with retrospective regard to the beguiling
of our first parents by falsehood, and with prospective regard to
the words which immediately follow, has ordinarily becen under-
stood of truth in opposition to falsehood; by Origen, however,
Augustine, Beza, Heumann, and by recent writers, it has been
taken in the philosophic sense of John, the sense of real being,
50 as to embrace at once theoretic and practical truth. “Eoryxey,
by the Vulgate, Luther, and all the expositors down to Bengel,
(by v. Coln also, Bibl. Theolog. ii. T1,) is taken as the preterit,
and the passage has consequently been used as a dictum probans,
(proof text,) for the fall of the devil, (2 Pet. ii. 4;) only by Marck,
(Exercitat. textual.) was brought out this idea, that if dA. desig-
nates not metaphysical truth, but moral truth alone, the oryxey
must be referred to the fact of the beguiling in the fall of man,
But in all passages of the New Testament, the preterit is used
in the sense of the present, just as it is in the classics, (John
i. 26, iii. 29, xi. 56,) thus already the Syriac, 018 IS5 a2
(has not stood in the truth,) the Ethiopic, Origen, Theophylact,
Euthymins. “Laryzev, however, is not entircly synonymous
with a7, but bas the force of “keeps not himself, does not
persist,” (see Tholuck on Rom. v. 2.) As regards dd. the con-
nection (v. 40, 45,) would already excite the expcctation, that
it would designate the objective element of truth, that is truth
in the metaphysical sense, as it is styled ; this view is confirmed
by the &rc xzA. which follows, and which created the greatest
difficulty in the way of those who found in €oryzev a veference
to the fall of Satan, so much so, indced, that Augustine, Pisca-
tor, Lampe and Lyser, regarded it, as in v. 29, as a designation
of the ratio cognoscends, « for it s certainly present,” &c. Our
opinion is that dA. is here the subjective truth, the love of truth;

11t is worthy of note thatin the beok cited by Schottgen, the Book Jallcut Rubeni,
f. 130, 4, this identical expression is used by Adam: NMIINI3 MY R'—?W,_, ““who
stood not in the truth.” Yet it must also be noted that this book was written in
Prague, at the aiose of the seventeenth century!
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the subjective in affinity with the truth, conducts to the objective
kingdom of the truth, (v. 47.) Origen thinks he must here
enter on the knotty question, whether we can deny that the
devil has truth in this, that is, in the formal sense; but the
conmnection, (v. 45,) directs us to religious truth; according to
James ii. 19, the demons belicve in truth, to wit: the truth of
the existence of God; but it is only His abstract existence in
which they believe — had they the truth of the knowledge ot
God, they would not tremble before him. — The 67¢ xrA. is now
unfolded further. In the case of Lim whose subjectivity does
not bear the truth in it, falsehood pertains to his personal char-
acter, (ta (0ea, 7o {diwpa,) and his conduct bears the stamp of it.
It has been supposed that we must of necessity regard the 6t
which follows as causa cognoscendi, but this is a mistake ; that
the devil fromx his very nature originates nothing but lies, fol-
lows from the conception of iim as ¢eloryc; adzob refers to the
abstract which lies in ¢fedoryz, of. on Rom. ii. 26.  This passage
particularly, decides the question whether our Saviour's dis-
courscs involve the personality of Satan. But the view is
still held by v. Colln, that “Jesus adopts tlie prevalent
opinions of the Jews, in order to impart in the minds of lis
licarers an additional weight to his moral teachings,” (in Bib,
Theol. ii. T4;) against this view, see Neander, Leben Jesu, 3d
ed. p. 286. 'With a regard to verses 37, 40, 47, we apply to the
opposers of dJesus the language in this way: “Ye prove
yourselves to be of the devil's kind, ye have pleasure in his
works, for he plotted the murder and ruin of man from the
beginning; lying is his most specifie characteristic, and there-
fore ye, too, for the very reason that it is truth I speak, do
not believe me.”

V. 46. Chrysostom, Augustine, Luther, (Th. xii. p 1721,)
Grotius, Heumann, take duupcia in the sense of ““sin,” whil
ou the other side, a large majority, induced by the conunection,
have preferred taking it in the seuse of ¢<bdoc in its various
shades of meaning, “lie, error, deceit,” thus Origen, Cyril,
Erasmus Schmid, Beausobre, Bengel, Kypke, Mosheim, Titt-
mann, Kuindl, Liicke, 1st ed., I1ase, (Leben Jesu, 3d ed. § 2.
Since, however, in the theology of Schleiermacher, the doc-
trine of the sinlessness of Christ has taken the place of
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the Church’s doctrine of his deity, a new effort has been
manifest to retain for the doctrine of the sinlessness of the
Redeemer this grand dictum probans. Ullmann (Siindlosig-
keit, 3d ed.) would only maintain, as at an earlier period Crell
and Lampe had done, the general idea, “fault,” that is, practical
and theoretical ; but for the meaning “sin” n specie, we have
the judgment of Olshausen, Liicke, 2d and 8d ed., De Wette,
and even Ullmann, in the 4th ed. p. 67; against kis exposition
particularly, Christ. Fr. Fritszche has protested in the pro-
grams which are now collected in the Opusec. Fritzschiorum.
After a renewed investigation, I must confess, that for the pres-
ent I cannot agree with the expositors last named. I have
consulted all the expositors to whom I could have access, who
defend the meaning “sin,” but have not been able to convince
myself that a satisfactory connection can be made out if their
view be adopted. Let us examine Liicke, for instance: ¢ As
Christ elsewhere says in positive terms: If ye will not believe
iy words, yet believe my works, so here he says in negative
terms: Ye do not believe me, though I speak the truth;
wherefore do ye not? Can you perchance demonstrate that
instead of doing the ésya 0d Jeod, (the works of God,) I have
been doing the works of sin? if ye cannot do this, why then
o ye not believe when it is truth which I speak to you?” But
against this stands the fact, that this very thought, ¢ f ye cannot
do this,” i3 not expressed, and that if this were meant we would
look for an e 8¢ wj instead of & ¢ dAjfecay Aéyw. Chrysos-
tom and Euthymius apprehend it in 2 manner which grasps the
counection with yet more clearness and acuteness: “The reason
why ye do not believe me, is none other than downright hatred
of the truth, & 8¢ s}, etmware o eyxdyppa, (if this be not so, brnng
your accusation;)”’ but were this the meaning would we not
cxpeet ydp after ti, and as there is none, must not the second
question be taken as antithetical to the first? We are forced,
therefore, to look for some other mode of apprchending it.
‘Apapria has in classic usage the meaning of ‘“error,” (see Raph-
eleng. Annotat. ex Herod., and Kypke, in loc.) and Bretschnei-
der, Lexic. 8d ed., cites from the New Testament itself, several
places, as properly belonging to this definition ; Fritszche makes
special reference to 1 Cor. xv. 34. But the meaning, “fault,
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error,” will not answer at all, since in that sense it would give
an appearance as if the dijdeca of Christ were the product of
meditation and of reflection, while it is in fact rather the
immediate emanation of the unity of his self-consciousness with
God, (v.28, ch. vii. 17.) Webelieve that Melancthon and Calvin
have hit the true point, when they retain indeed the significa-
tion “sin,” but comparing 1 Cor. iv. 4, interpret the expression
only of transgression within the sphere of his office, and so far
only of error. If, as Tittmann especially does, we might take
the dldeca in specie of the doctrina Christi de Christo, (cf. 55,)
the expression would be rendered yet more clear; but em-
bracing the practical Messianic activity, it may also be inter-
preted : “Have I in any case acted in conflict with the évrois
of the Father ?”

V. 47. The 0« 7/ in v. 46 is answered here. There is a
weight laid anew upon the motive of the lust of murder and
of the opposition in general; the great truth which had already
in iii. 20, 21, been intimated, is now cxpressed in so many
words, cf. v. 42, ch. vi. 44, 45, x. 27, xviii. 37.

V. 48-51. The jpsic and o0 may show that a retort was
made on the part of the Jews. Tle approach of illegitimacy
they meet with the counter one, “thou art a Samaritan,” one
of a nation a majority of whom were originally heathen, and
whose worship was impure. IIe had called them ¢ children of
the devil,” they declare him to “have a devil,” the result of
which would be insanity. The Aéyouev has perhaps a reference
to v. 27.—The answer of Jesus touches merely the severest
accusation, that of diabolic possession. The reua has reference
to the testimony given by his words, to the dljdecar Adyem, in
which the testimony of himself is regarded as the main feature,
(v. 55.) In place of the simple xof, either 8¢ or Guwe might
be anticipated. The glory of him who glorifies the Father
will be vindicated by the Father.—In Calvin, we find the
thought, ‘that in v. 51 Christ addresses those whose suscepti-
bilities were alive to the truth, and with him coincides De
Wette. It is possible that in those words he had in his eye the
hearts of the more susceptible, and that in a certain sense he
recurs to the promise in v. 81; but we must nevertheless think
of the words as addressed to the multitude, so that whoever
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was willing to embrace them, might do so.  Trpefy, according
to Kuinol, Wahl, Bretschneider, “to observe,” in the scuse of
“perform,” which puts the Jo;o¢ consequently in the category
of prescription. This conception of it is admissible, and indeed
secms almost enjoined in xiv. 21, and faith may be looked upon
as somecthing preseribed by Christ for us to perform ; neverthe-
less, Liicke and De Wette explain it as equivalent to pévery 3y
r. Jore, (31,) consequently equivalent to asservare, condere, and
Meyer even unites the two meanings, “to Lold fast as the rule
of lite.” Our word “keep,” (bewahren,) can in fact emhrace
both; if now the 20yo¢ and the dvroial cannot properly be under-
stood of mere prescriptions, but designate doctrine, then cypsiy,
both here and in xv. 10, can the more readily be taken in the
sense of “keep,” cf. also, w7peiv . dvzoizy, 1 Tim. vi. 14. The
promise, “he shall not see death,” as in vi. 69, means he shall
not ahide in death, but shall be partaker in the true life, (cf.
xi. 25.)

V. 52, 53. In his putativz assumption, they see the evidence
that he is insane. ©Oores differs from the simple 8+, in that it
includes the idea of character.

V. 54-56. The Father is the ultimate cause of all that
Christ is, consequently the ground of his ability to affirn of
himself what is so exalted. As the Jews are the servants of
falsehood, inasmuch as they pronounce the diz#:a of Christ to
be ¢ebdog, Christ would be a ¢siorys, if contradicting his pro-
foundest consciousness, he would speak of hiraself otherwise
than he did. The thought that in that knowledge of God,
which Christ, because of its being grounded upon his conscious-
ness, imputes to himself, is also involved the divine volition,
this thought is expressed in the additional words, xat vov 2670y
ubrod Tpd, of. T. dvrodds . marpos pov tetfpyrza, xv. 10.  After
having thus shown his right to affirm of himself what was so
great, he expresses yet more distinctly that very thing which
was so offensive to them, his superiority over Abraham. Abra-
ham received prophecies in regard to the Messiah, Gen. xvii. 16,
xviil. 18, xxii. 16, seq. and from these procecded his rejoicing;
fva is not equivalent to 67, but is used to express the idea
“that he was to sec it,”" (see i. 8. and cf. the use of &g, xii. 23,)
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(Winer, p. 314. Agnew and Ebbeke’s Transl. p. 867.) The day
of the Messiah, a Jewish term of solemnity, used to express
the appearing of Christ Luke xvii. 22; in Paul we have fjzépa
0D xwpiov, to express his appearing in glory at his second com-
ing. It is possible that the expression is based upon a current idea
of the Jews; when, for example, after the promise, Gen. xvil
16, it issaid: “Then Abraham fell upon his face and langhed,”
Philo elucidates it thus: ,uz-:zc?wv 7] Beavoiq, moljc xar dxpdTou
yapdc eloormoapévye, (laughing in his mind, over the great and
pure joy which entered it.) But what is the nature of that
actual seeing and rejoicing, of which the words that follow
speak? With Maldonatus, Lampe, Mosheim, Kuinél, Licke
and De Wette, we would say, that such a sympathy is ascribed
to Abraham as that spoken of in 1 Pet. i. 12, where the angels
are sald to look down with joy upon the redemption which
has been wrought out; in Luke ix. 31, Moses and Elias speak
with the Redeemer of his decease at Jerusalem. On the other
side, all the morc ancient expositors, and among the recent
ones, Olshausen, refer it to a seeing in prophetic vision, whilc
Abraham was yet on earth. Olshausen argues on these
grounds: 1) the preterzt e70e would not answer, for as Clirist’s
work was a thing yet in progress, the present would be indis-
pensable; 2) if in v. 56, the joy of Abraham in a Saviour who
had actually appeared, is. alone spoken of, v. 58 would not
cohere with it. To this, the answer may be given: 1) the
preterits ¢ xat éydoy, refer to the circumstance of the mission
of Christ into the world; 2) v. 58 does not directly cohere
with v. 56, but is only called forth by the objection of the
Jews. The objections of a positive kind to the view against
which we argue, are as follows: 1) the question as to the
nature of that seeing, of which the eide speaks. Olshausen
says it was like John’s seeing, in the Apocalypse, the coming
of Christ—consequently, a prophetic vision, as opposed to the
promise in the word. But we ask, in what then had Abraham
a prerogative beyond that of other prophets? Is it not said,
xii. 41, of Isaiah: ede oy 86¢ay adrol? And again in Matt.
xiii, 17, Luke x. 24, that the prophets longed to see the day of
Messiah, from which it may be inferred, that those visions
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insured them no full and perfeet enjoyment. 2) An apocalypse
80 inspiring, must have formed a grand era in the life of Abra-
ham, and could not well have been passed over without men-
tion. Olshausen attemnpts, indeed, in his 3d ed., to meet these
difficulties, but not, as it seems to us, with valid reasons.

V. 57-59. In order to bring home their sarcasm, they give
a turn to the words of Christ, as if he pretended to have seen
Abraham. They mention fifty years as the term of a full human
life, (Josephus does the same,) a term at which also the Levites
vacated their office: ¢ You who have 1ot yet lived out the half
century, pretend to have seen Abraham!”* That very thing at
which they direct their scorn and ridicule, Jesus could in a cer-
tain sense affirm of himself. ’Eyd e/ue might, as in other places,
mean: “It is I,” but in this place the connection demands: I
am.” Fipi is used to express a former condition which is con-
tinued in the present, as in xiv. 9, xv. 27, Luke xv. 29, Colos. 1.
17, (cf. Bihr,) Jer. i. 5, Septuagint: mpd 70l pe midoar o &
xocdiq éxigrapal a<, cf. what is said on viii. 25, and in the Greek,
the formulas dxojw, ddexd, (Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 370,) in Latin,
audio, video, and in English, T understand. [Itvésdor forms,
as 1. 6, 15, the antithesis, In this is involved the preéxistence,
as in vi. 63, viil. 42, xiii. 3, xvi, 28, xvil. 5, and in the Synop-
tists, Matt. xxiil. 37 and 84, cf. Luke xiii. 84, Crell, Grotius
and Paulus interpret the expression of the previous destination
of the Messiah; but there would have been nothing in this
peculiar to him, and it would not have implied that there was
some truth in what the Jews had so scornfully deduced from
his words.* This putative arrogance seemed to involve blas-
phemy, in view of which the spirit of fanaticism suggested the
idea of stoning him, (x. 81, Acts vii. 59.) A disposition might
e felt as regards éxpofy, connected as it is by zaf with é7jidey,

3 Heumann: ‘‘The journeys and the other hardships which Jesus underwent,
account for his looking so old.” ()

2 As a matter of history merely, the exegesis of F. Socinus yet requires mention.
Ile says: (contra Volanum, p. 37,) Antequam Abraliom fint Abraham, i. e. puter
multarum gentium, ego suin Messias.  Sic monet, antequam gentibus concedatur,
ut popuius Dei sint, credendum esse Christo, (before Abrahem shall become Abra-
ham, that is, father of many nations, I min Messiah. Thus he reminds th.em that
before the Gentiles can becowe the people of God they must helieve in Christ.) A
confutation of this view way be found jn Calovius, Ex. 1, iv Triga exercitat. Ant-
eocin., and in Episcopius, lustit. theol. 1. iv. o, 33.
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to take it as determining adverbially the meaning of the lattor
and equivalent to xpvy7, (secretly,) but such an interpretation
has not an adequate ground; Jesus withdraws himself into the
crowd, and is thus able to pass out unobserved, (Winer, p. 349 ;)
there is not in this the intimation of a miracle indeed, in the
strict sense of the word, but there is of a special providence.
(Jer. xxxvi. 26.) dedddv—olrwc is, on external and internal
grounds, to be thrown out of the text, and is evidently copied
after the words in Luke iv. 80.



CHAPTER IX.

HEeariNe oF THE MAN THAT WAS BORN BLIND, —v. 1-41.

V. 1. TuoveH the closing words of viil. 59 be spurious, yet
the connection of this verse is such, that what is here narra-
ted, and consequently also the discourses in chap. x. which are
so clearly united with it, appear to have occurred immediately
afterwavd, and zapdyeey seems to mean “to depart,” (Matt. ix.
9;) this view is favored besides by the fact, that beggars were
accustomed to stay in the vicinity of the temple, ( Aects iil. 8,)
and that the pool to which the blind man was sent lay in the
Tyropeeon, not far from the mount on which the temple stood.
Yet if Jesus concealed himself in the crowd in order to go out
of the temple without being observed, it is improbable that
the Disciples would at once have gathered around him again;
it is possible, therefore, that this occurrence is to be referred
to another day, and that wupdyey means “to pass by,” in which
case John would connect the occurrences with the same disre-
gard of chronological sequence which is shown in some cases
by the Synoptists.—The narrative of this miracle-has a special
value in Apologetics. How often do we hear the expression
of a wish, that the miracles of Christ had been put upon docu-
mentary record, and had been subjected to a thorough judecial
investigation. Here we have the very thing that is desired;
judicial personages—and those, too, the avowed enemics of
Christ—investigate the miracle in repeated hearings, and—it
holds its ground : a man blind from his birth has been made to
see; besides this, the credibility of the narrative derives a
special confirmation from the highly significant delineation of
the characteristics of the man who was born blind, a sturdy,

blunt man of the people. According to Strauss (2d part, p: 75,
N (246).
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4th ed.) and Bauer, the vivid delineation and careful authentica-
tion are purely fabricated.—When the Apologist finds himself
cut off in this style from escape alike by land or sea, he has
nothing left on which to build an argument, unless indeed he
builds one on the animus, in which it is very clear this sort of
criticism originates. Cf. on this narrative, Zorn, Opuscula
sacra, 1. p. 2562, seq.

V. 2. The fact that the Disciples know at the outstart that
the man was born blind, is considered by Bauer as sufficient in
itself to show that this history is a mere fabrication—but may
not the Disciples have learned this fact previously, or cven have
heard it from bystanders? If Zva be urged, it would be neces-
sary to translate : ““that it was of need he should be born blind,”
cf. what is said on iv. 84. As the idea of a man’s being born
blind on account of sinning in person, appears to have no
meaning, Crell and Lampe have taken the sentence thus:
“Has he, or (as this cannot be,) have his parents grievously
sinned?”’ In the judgment of Calvin, Beza, Grotius, the
belief of a metempsychosis, according to De Wette, the belief
of the preéxistence of souls, according to Lightfoot and Liicke,
a belief of the possibility that the embryo could sin, is to be
imputed to the Disciples; but it is doubtful whether we have
good reason for supposing such opinions to be current among
the people.! It seems to us that v. 3¢ puts us on the track to

! Among the Jews of the Middle Ages, especially among the Cabbalists, the doc-
trine of the metempsychosis was widely received; accordingto Beer, (Lehren and
Mcinungen, der Judsn, ii. p. 135,) the Cabbalists teach, in so many words, that
blindness is to be accounted for, by adopting the view of a metempsychosis. But
the lenrued Manasse Ben Israel, (at the end of the seventeenth century,) who main-
tained that this doctrine has been universally received, could appeal to nothing
except the Sohar, a book which was written in the later part of the Middle Ages.
Josephus, Lhowever, renders some aid. The well-known passages in Josephus, de
bello jud. viii. 8, 14, and xvili. 1, 3, certainly allow of an interpretation which
would find in them a reference to the resurrection ; but on the other hand, the passage
viii. 8, 5, hardly allows of a natural interpretation, which would deuy that it gives
evidence of anadoption of the doctrine of metempsychosis.—The doctrine of the press-
istence of souls is found in Philo and in Wisdom of Solomon, viii, 19, (for the explana-
tion given >y Baumgarten-Crusius, Bibl. Theol. p. 101, isinadmissible, and what more-
over is said by Bauer, 1. ¢. p. 343, is not to the point,) but this does not throw light
upon the passage Lefore us, for this Platonic doctrine of preéxistence, of which we
find a trace in Josephus nlso, (adv. Ap. ii. 24,) hardly justifies the inference that
evil souls were thought to have preéxisted, though Dahne (Alex. Religionsphil. ii.
p. 168,) has adopted this view, in which he follows Eichhorn. What the Rabbins
(quoted by Lightfoot and Sehottgen,) say of sinning on the part of the embryo in
the womb, (Gen. xxv. 22,) is perhaps merely to be regarded es the private opinion
of particular individuals.
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the true view; the Pharisces, in that verse, say that the man
was ‘“altogether (84os,)” and consequently, in soul and body,
“born in sins.” As among us, the people have the phrase,
“such a man was born with a mark on him,” may not this,
though indeed not clearly expressed, (Neander,)—for the term
1s fpaprev—may not this have been the meaning of the Disci-
ples?

V. 3. As to the judgment we are to form regarding the
teleological import which our Lord assigns to the misfortune
of this man, so much may be safely affirmed, that as nothing in
the universe stands isolated, but everything is connected with the
whole, each single existence, and each single condition, has as
many aims as there are relations between it and other things;
the aim, therefore, which our Lord here mentions, cannot be
regarded as the only one, (cf. on Rom. xi. 11,) but the aim here
spoken of was one which God contemplated, {xi. 4.) *Epya
700 deod, “the works willed and wrought of God,” and lere in
specie, those performed by the Messiah. “/yva as in i. 8, xiii. 18.

V. 4, 5. This declaration would seem to have an object
ouly in case the hearers may be presumed to have had in their
minds some obstacle which might be interposed in the way of
the lLiealing; its performance on the Sabbath may have been
sucn an obstacle, though this circumstance is not brought up
till v. 14. It is possible that the Saviour contemplated only
the approaching hour of death. ‘Huépa and vig, the time of
toil, and the time of rest; with this time of toil, the lifetime is
made parallel.  “Orav is translated by the Vulgate and Luther,
“ag long as,” and this translation has been the rcceived onc up
to a very rccent period, until Fritzsche, in his Comm. in Mar,
p. 86, questioned whether such can be its meaning; he pre-
fers the causal signification, * quandoquider,” “since indeed,”
(in which sense Zwingle already had taken it;) Wahl, Meyer,
Liicke, De Wette, have since taken the same view. It does
not fit very well in the connecction, and—has it the linguistic
vouchers? Iritzsche makes a reference to Plato, Euthyd. § 56,
ed. Heind. or p. 295, Steph., but in that passage, dzav certainly
means no more than “when,” cf, Schleiermacher; on the other
hand, it certainly seems justified by the passage which Viger
cites from Aristotle, de Mundo, c. 4. ed. Becker, T. i. p. 395,
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but Kapp, in his edition, objects to that reading, and pro-
poses to read 87« dv. We think that the temporal meaning
is entirely in place; quo tempore, as Bretschneider interprets
it, the sense of which is quamdiu, (so also Kling takes it.) @ac
glances back at viil. 12, but here has a more special reference to
the natural light, which was to be restored to the blind man,
<f. v. 39. .
V. 6, 7. In other instances, also, external means were
employed in miraculous healings, 2 Kings iv. 41, Isa. xxxviii.
21, Mark vii. 33, and in the case of a blind man, Mark viii.
23. That in saliva there was not only in general a healing
virtue, but that it had a specific efficacy in diseases of the eye,
is mentioned by Pliny, IHist. natur. xxviii. 7. Serenus Sam-
monicus, Carmen de medicina, ¢. 13, v. 225, says: Si tumor
insolitus typho se tollat inani, turgentes oculos vili circumline
ceno, (if an unwonted tumor rise in empty pride, besmear thy
swollen eyes all o’er with loathsome mire;) the same fact is
shown by the history of the curing of a blind man by the
Emperor Vespasian, see Suetonius, vita Vespas. c. 7, Tacitus,
Histor. iv. 81, likewise, cf. the Rabbins in Lightfoot on this
passage. That therapeutic power was of course limited, how-
ever, to the mere alleviation of inflammations, tumors, &c.
Even Dr. Paulus has an insight into the fact, that a man
born blind could not have obtained his vision through the
external means employed by Jesus, and his way of getting out
of the difficulty is too characteristic to be omitted here. ¢Per-
haps Jesus, while he was mixing other ingredients to male
somcthing to spread on the man’s eyes, accidently spat, and the
blind man imagined, consequently, that the eye-salve was made
with the spittle.” (!) For the very reason, however, that these
outward means appeared in themsclves unnecessary, the fathers
have tried their strength in allegorical explanations of them,
or, like Chrysostom and Theophylact, (Melancthon and Calvin
do the sume,) assume that some moral object was contemplated,
the object of arousing the popular observation more thoroughly
by the man’s going to the pool, or of putting the blind man’s
faith to the test, or of giving his faith, yet feeble, some out-
ward action to which it might cling. We suppose that as in
several cases, the look, the hand, the spittle of the Saviour
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serves as the medium, (analogously to cases of magnetic influ-
ence,) the lealing power of Jesus in these particular cases
employed, in fact, certain “conductors,” cf. Tholuck’s Ver-
mischite Schriften, Th. i. p. 80. As regards the washing in the
pool, even some of the Rabbins, (see Schittgen,) as also some
recent travelers, attribute to the pool medicinal qualities, see
Robinson, ii. p. 155, (last edition in English, i. 841 ;) we think,
howerver, that the blind man was dispatched to the pool with
no other object than that he might cleanse himself after the
application to his eycs had done its work. The e/¢ after vigia
13 perhaps to be explained by the formula, dodcoBac é¢ dovrpdvag,
“to go to the bath-house to bathe,” (Passow,) or even ¢ wash-
ing off therein;” the article 7o is ncuter, as in Luke xiii. 4,
and in Josephus, de bello Jud. i1. 16, 2, vi. 7, 2, where he
speaks of the country around the fountain. The pool lies at
the entrance of thc Tyropeeon, south of the temple-mount.
The interpretation which John gives of the name 2edwdy has
at a recent date been pronounced ungrammatical ; Liicke, 1st
ed., says: “One is reluctant to believe that John understood
kis own vernacular no better than this.” I have, howevor, in
my contributions to the philology of the New Testament,
(Spracherklirung des N. T. p. 120, seq.) directed attention to
the fact that the yod in mi%% is to be regarded as dagesh forte
resolved, and that the word is, consequently, to be regarded
cither as the abstract, equivalent to N, effusio,! that is, aque-
duct, or may even be like the form M 7%, passively, equiva-
lent to “the one sent;” the former view is approved by Gescu-
ius; Hitzig has brought out the latter, {omm. z. Jes. p. 97.
The question now arises, what is the Evangelist's object in
'making this remark? Is it a purely etymological gloss? (Ols-
hausen.) But such a gloss here would be entirely without an
object, and no such gloss is given even in cl. v. 2. The Evan-
gelist, consequently, must be supposed to have discovered in that
denomination a significance, something providential. This he
has found either in reference to the blind man who waa sent,
Bengel: Et ab hoc tempore nomen loci erat monumentum mi-
raculi faoti, (and from henceforth the name of the place was a
memorial of the miracle that had been done;) or Lhe meang

I This word also sllows of o passive translation, gush, that is, the fluid cmitted.
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to intimate that while the fountain whose name was equivalent
to Messiah, accomplished the healing, it was nevertheless Christ
himself who was the effective operator of it, (Theophylact,
Beza.)—No mention is made of the man’s being led to the
pool, but the connection leads us to suppose that it was done.

V. 8-12. It is evident that the man had often been the
object of hotice on the part of passers-by, and was conse-
quently well known. If the text does not lead to the infer-
ence that the desire to seek out Jesus (v. 12,) arose from a bad
Taotive, yet we are compelled to suppose a motive of that sort
as having prompted their laying of the matter before the
Pharisees.’

V. 13-16. The people fix their attention on the collateral
circumstance that by this healing the Sabbath had been broken;
in this the 7740y éroiosy is the main fact, and on this the ques-
tion of the Pharisees, in v. 15, turns. According to Lightfoot,
it was expressly forbidden by some of the Rabbins, to apply
saliva to the eyelids on the Sabbath; others, on the contrary,
did allow this to be done in the case of inflummation of the
eyes. In this respect even, we see that not all Pharisees were
in the bonds of prejudice to the same degree. [Tapa tob Peod,
a designation of a prophet, cf. v. 17, 29, 33, dpaprwléc bere in
specie, contemner of God, cf. v. 31.

V.17-23. As the argument to sustain the charge that
Christ had broken the Sabbath was not satisfactory to all the
members of the Sanhedrim, the very man who was healed
must be brought to sustain it, but the man proves to have cour-
age cnough to express his convictions.  “0r, in v. 17, used as
in 1i. 18, As the man who had been healed, gave no support
to what they had in view, they imagine that by summoning his
parcuts they can make out a case of deception. In the answers
of the parents, a character like that of their son is exhibited, a
certain bluntness in conjunction with prudence. *Hlxtay 3;(5:,
to wit: an age at which he is competent to testify in court tor
himself. Ju%t as in ch. xi. 57, the évrokj is not dated, so in this
place, no mention is made of the time at which the hlgh coun-
cil had made the ouvd7xy, (not so much decree as agreement,)

of which v. 22 speaks.
V. 24-27. During the examination of the parents, the man
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had been dismissed; he is now recalled, and the attempt made
to excite his fear by the authority of the hierarchy. 4o¢c d6Say,
we give God the glory, which is His due, when we acknowledge
his attributes, especially his omniscience, (Jos. vii. 19, Ezra x.
11,) by our acts. The answer of the man is more reserved in
its character this time. In the hope of discovering a contra-
diction, or of finding some reason for suspicion, they repeat the
question as to kow it was done, but at this juncture the indig-
nation of the plain, sturdy man appears in such strength, as to
pass over into scorn. 0dx Zxoveere, “ye have had no ears.”

V. 28-33. They retaliate his sarcasm with abuse, and desig-
nate it a shame in itself to be a Disciple of Jesus, whose char-
acter nobody knew, (see on vii. 27,) while, on the other hand,
Moses was the receiver of a revelation from God. The man
that had been healed,. rejoius with irony indeed, (Fovuasrdy
dotev,) but with the energy of simple-hearted straight-forward-
ness. [dp, elliptical, “speak not thus,”’ like the German “denn
doch,” (still, nevertheless,) cf. the usage in answers, Acts viil.
81,1 Cor.ix. 9. ’Ev rodre, “in such a case as that before us,” (iv.
37.) The méder he explains in v. 33 by mapa Feov.— Apaprwlic,
as is clear from the antithesis, means a contemner of God. Cf.
Isa. i. 15, Ps, Ixvi. 18. Homer’s Iliad, i. 218: 8¢ xe deoic
eremeidyrae, pdla © Exlvoy abroh. The courage of the man had
grown strong in the contest, (v. 25.)

V. 34. Grotius explains 6lo¢ as a hyperbole, < from youth
up;”’ Maldonatus and De Wette regard it as equivalent to diwc,
but if that had been its sense, érew7i¥y¢ would not have been
used; more correctly, “in body and soul,” so that the defect
of the body revealed the pollution of the soul, (this is what
Chrysostom means, though he seems to coincide with Grotius.)
A hierarchical haughtiness, such ag displayed itself in vii. 49,
must have been thoroughly aroused by this kind of treat-
ment. ’Exfd2w, simply conjoined with éw, (vi. 87, xii. 31,)
geems to imply no more than the casting out from the hall of
their sessions, (Fritzsche,) but the importance attached by
Jesus to this occurrence, v. 22, leads us rather to suppose that
the word involves an exclusion from the congregation, (Ols-
hausen, De Wette;) in the Christian Church, the formula,
xBdAdew i éxxhyatag, was used.
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V. 85-88. As in ch. v. 14, Jesus in this case also had con
ferred the benefit, without connecting instruction with it; this
Le now does, when the experience gained by the man has
heightened his tendency to faith. On account of the courage
which, prompted by his faith, he has displayed, Christ regards
him as worthy to hear the whole truth. The question embra-
ces the more, inasmuch as it already presupposes faith, though
no more than the willingness to believe could be counted upon.
Cyrill and Chrysostom think that ¢J may be emphatic, “art
thou he who believeth, &e.” but this is itself inadmissible, and
ol in other places comes first, without being emphatice, (viii. 33,
xviii. 84.) Shall we say that the man knew who was speaking
with him? Theophylact, Erasmus and Lampe, not without
reason, deny that he did; when Jesas sent him to the pool, he
was yet unable to see, and on his return, it seems that he did
not find Jesus. DBut would a blunt man, such as he, addressed
in this manner by a stranger, mcet him at once with a ques-
tion involving confidence in him? The conjecture is indecd
more probable, that he recognized Jesus—we will not say by
his voice, but would prefer the supposition that some further
words, not mentioned here, were exchanged. 7%l now he
had scen but the prophet in Christ, (v. 33, 17.) A« in v.
80, used when questions are put suddenly, as the xu: connects
more closely with what has just been said, (xiv. 22.) The
doubtful xac in v. 87, is to be explained as in vi. 86. It is not
improbable that dpdy in the éwpazag, refers to the man’s having
the evidence of expericnce regarding the Messiah, (xv. 24, vi.
36.) The lowliuess, and the yielding spirit of the man toward
Jesus, is in touching coutrast with the defiant bearing he main-
tains toward the leaders of the people.

V. 89. This language, like that in Matt. xi. 25, is to be
regarded as the words uttered aloud in soliloquy by our Lord,
and suggested by what Lad occurred immediately before. The
man who had been blind bodily, a member of the lowest
class, had also been in ignorance, aud had come to his natural
and to his spiritual sight at the same time. With reference to
this fact, Jesus speaks of his own work as the light of the
world ; in affinity with the substance of what he here says is
Lulke v. 82, xv. 7, Matt. xi. 25, 1 Cor. 1. 20; a similar playing
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over of the bodily into the spiritual is found in Matt. xix. 23, 24,
xi. 5, viil. 22. In zpipa, here, as in zoioeg, iii. 19, there might be a
lemptation to give prominence merely to the idea of separation.
Zwingle: ‘“Entsclicid,” (decision,) and so also Wahl, but
according to the usage xpipe means only “judgment,” and
indeed with this separation is linked that also which constitutes
the judgment, to wit: retribution. In the u we are to regard
as marked, the purpose, yet (according to the anti-calvinistic
mode of apprehension,) not the dircct but the indirect purpose,
of. Luke xii. 31, In p 32é7ovces and ,?/'é,-:oyr-s;, some adherc
solely to the suhje-tive side, ef. v. 41: 2éjere §re Blemopzy, con-
sequently, ““who regard tlicmselves as secing or not seeing.”
But this very thing, as a geueral rule, takes place in the case
of those who actually are either secing or blind, we thercfore
add also the ol)jective side, as is done in Matt. xi. 25, with
vimeoe and ewvero, although indeed the /9)::::11 and svvedror 1s but
a relative one, and the »7x:0: who believe in Christ, in relation
to that knowledge, are those who truly see.

V. 40, 41. Taking rvglo with strict reference to tvgploc in
v. 39, we see that the Pharisees have oObserved that they are
designated as the Jigmorres, but at the same time also, as the
tugiof, (Matt. xv. 14.)  In what Jesus utters, the rugloi are not,
indeed, those who had Zecome blind, but thosc who were origi-
nally blind, but there is nothing that need surprise us in the
interchange of these references. The construction with ei—
Voy 0¢ occurs in the classics, as it does several times in John also,
chap. viii. 40, xv. 24. The proposition oba—ipupcioy is diffi-
cult. As we have it in xv. 22, 24, also, we naturally desire to
understand it in the same way in both cases; now in that
passage it is a question whether duapria designates sin or
guilt in gencral, or the. specific sin and guilt of unbelief;
it is, however, heyoud dispute that there the formula means,
“they would have been (rclatively) exempt from guilt or
exempt from puvishment.” We might, according to that,
_accept Tittmann’s iuterpretation here: “If ye were unlearned
people, your unbclief in me might be forgiven, but as ye are
Jearned in the Sulptures your sin remains unforgiven.” Dut
would not this view entirely lose sight of the subjective side,
to which, however, such special prominence is given by the
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Jérere, which herc means “ye boast,” (Acts v. 86.) We would,
consequently, be obliged with Liicke to interpret the latter part
thus: “ Were you without the capacity for knowledge, there
would be in your unbelief, no sin involving culpability, for in
that case ye could not discern and believe; so long, however,
as you do not put off your arrogant self-infatuation, your unbe-
lief will not yield.” But taken thus, the two members of the
sentence are not in correspondence. There has been an incli-
nation, therefore, to abandon the special reference to the sip
of unbelief. “If yc were of the number of the more ignorant,
who are wont to feel the need of redemption, your sins might
be forgiven and your guilt taken away by me,” (Calvin,
Zwingle, Maldonatus, De Wette.) But in this way the connec-
tion would be destroyed with v. 89, in which the Biézey means
no more than “to perceive Christ.” We, therefore, despite
what has been said, unite with Meyer in interpreting it of
unbelief: “If ye belonged to the number of the iguorant, ye
would, like them, have been belicvers, and thus would have heen
guiltless; as, however, ye presume upon your seeing, ye abide
in your sin.” The more comprehensive 7% du. péver in the an-
tithesis, instead of &yere dpapriay, as in iii. 36.



CHAPTER X.

ParaBoric DISCOURSE IN REGARD TO THE QUALIFICATION OF
THE TRUE LEADER OF THE PEOPLE, AND THE CONDUCT OF THE
SHEEP TOWARD HIM.—V. 1-6.

V.1,2. WirH a consciousness of belonging to those who
see, these scribes presented themselves as leaders of the people,
(Rom. ii. 19;) the blind man had given proof that a profounder
need of the soul could not be inirusted to the guidance of
such leaders; thus occasion was given for the following parable.
With reference to form, however, the parable is imperfect, for
the explanation is wanting, or rather where it would naturally
come in, to wit: at v. 7, we have a new turn and a further
expansion of the similitude; we have not, moreover, as else-
where in the parable, some progressive occurrence from common
life, but a relation is brought out; in the form, therefore, in
which the discourse is presented, it is not so much a parable as
an allegory, like xv. 1, seq.,! cf. Strauss, 4th ed. i. p. 680, and
Tholuck’s Glaubw. d. ev. Geschichte, 2d ed. p. 340. These
false leaders of the people (this is the main thought,) do not
approach the theocratic flock in the right way, consequently
they lead it not aright, and it does not commit itself to them.
—A reference to the shepherd-life of the East is essential to an
understanding of the images here used, cf. the learned descrip-
tion in Bochart, Hierozoicon, 1 B. i. chap. 48 and 46. In the
evening the flock was conducted to a roofless inclosure, sur-
rounded with a low wall of stones, hence the “climbeth up;”

1 Lucke contends that it cannot be called an *“allegory,” but what he says does
not bear upon the point. Calvin had already said on v. 7: (on the view, however,
that it is an explanation of v. 1,)—nisi addita fuisset hwec expositio, tota oratio
sllegorica esset, (**if this explanation hnd not been appended, the entire discourse
would have been allegorical.”) TE Unger, do parab. p. 22

(255)
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gometimes watch was kept at the door by a servant furnished
with arms, the “porter.” In the morning the shepherd comes,
is admitted by the “porter,” and calls the bell-wether; the
particular animals in the flock had, and in our own day still
have their own names, ra Jovzokza émgwvjuara, (the shepherd-
cries;) Longus, Pastor. 1. iv. ed. Schef. p. 133: va¢ aiyac
mpoosine xat ToUC Tpdyovg éxdleosy dvopaoti, ““Ile spoke to the
she-goats, and called the he-goats by name.” Robbers often
scaled the low wall at night. Cf. for interpretation, Wolle, de
introitu in ovile, Lips. 1748 ; Vorctzsch, de loco Joa. x. 1-18,
Altenb. 1838; especially Chr. Fr. Fritzsche, in Fritzsch. opusc.
comm. L—By the «“fold,” adiy, is designated the theocracy of
Israel, (Mich. ii. 12, Ezek. xxxiv. 14,) which is identical essen-
tially with the Christian Church which proceeded from it, (v.
16.) The comparison of Israel with the flock, and of God with
the shepherd, is a standing one in the Old Testament, yet the
leaders of the people, princes and prophets also, have the name of
“shepherds " assigned to them, (Jer. xxiil. Ezek. xxxiv. Zech.
x. 2, Isa. xI. 11, D’s. Ixxx. 2, Ecclesiastic. xviii. 13.) As points of
similitude, the following may be adduced : the care of the shep-
herd on the one side, on the other the defenselessness of a flock,
particularly of a flock of sheep, the close connection especially
of a flock of sheep, &c. As regards, first, the meaning of the
door, those expositors who allow no turn in the parable in v. 9,
must here understand by it Christ himself, (Cyrill, Augustine,
Calvin, Beza, Bengel, Kuingl.) Will the connection allow it
to be apprehended in this way? With reference to the fact
that the Pharisees had tried to hinder from beliecving in Christ,
him that was born blind, Christ might say: ¢ Only those are
genuine shepherds of the people, who attaching themseclves to
me, work in the theocracy,” (Beza.) Independently, however,
of other considerationy, the fact that the comparison in v. 14~
16, and in 27, 28, in v. 9-11, also, proceeds on the idea that
Christ already, v. 24, has contrasted, if not exclusively yet
preéminently, himself with the “thief,” this fact raises the ques-
tion, what can be meant by Zis entering in by the door? The
idea of the Fopa, “ door,” wounld then have to be extended as far
at least as has been done by Lampe, according to whose exposi-
tion Christ designates himself, v. 7, 9, aa the door, inasmuch as
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he confers the true righteousness of the kingdom of God, and
0 elocpyopevos Out t7c Blpacg, “he that entereth in by the door”
is that leader of the people who is previously prepared by this
righteousness. But this conception of the righteousness to be
obtained through Christ pertains to the definite dogmatie con-
nection of the Epistles of Paul. and cannot be introduced here.
Already, therefore, Chrysostom and Theophylact Aere under-
stood by the door the Holy Scriptures, inasmuch as the genuine
shepherd must be acquainted with them ; Theodorus of Herac-
lea, inasmuch as Christ is prophecied of in them; but Maldo-
natus and Crell first hit the true sense. The question is not
what does the ““door,” d4pa, taken by itself mean, but what is
meant by the entering in through the door and the not entering
in by it, and these can only be, on the one hand, the regular
divinely ordained avenue, that is, the divine calling, (Maldon-
atus: divina auctoritas,) and on the other, a presumptuous intru-
sion, (Jer. xxiii. 21.) He, consequently, who though uncalled,
undertakes to lead the flock of God, comes to it not as a
leader, but (impelled by self-intercst,) as a thief and robber, who
turns off the stream of true life from the Church and causcs its
spiritual death, (v. 10, Ezek. iii. 18, xxxiv. 8;) he, on the other
hand, who called of God, undertakes its guidance, proves him-
gelf a shepherd of the sheep.

V. 8-5. When the true shepherd comes in the morning, the
door is opened to him, the sheep recognize his voice, he calls
each of them by its name, leads them out to pasture, goes be-
fore them as a guide, and they readily follow him. In explain-
Ing ta e, it is not necessary, with Fritzsche and Liicke, to sup-
pose a reference to the fact, that different flocks are sheltered in
the same drove, rather the e, v. 12, and &yw, v. 16, imply that
the idea of proprietorship is to be made prominent; his own
sheep he knoweth by name, (v. 14;) the knowing by name
implies the most intimate acquaintance, ¢f. Isa. xliii. 1. From
what follows, it is very clear that the Redcemer in this descrip-
tion of the shepherd, had in his eye himself, as the shepherd
ordained of God, (cf. on v. 11;) this is deducible from the con-
nection too, for what Jesus says has respect to the haughtiness
with which the man that had been born blind encountered the
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leaders of the people, and to the ready obedience with which
he followed the Saviour's commands. It isa question whether
6 Supwpds dvoirer, “the porter openeth,” serves without peculiar
signification only “to represent the regular manner of theo-
cratic fellowship,” (Grotius, Liicke,) or whether it has a special
signification. If we have regard to the expression often recur-
ring in John, 7dy, 6 didwal proc 6 mazip, mpog ép 75ee, “all that the
Father giveth me shall come to me,” (vi. 36, x. 23,) we might
understand by ¢ the porter,” God, (Maldonatus, Bengel;) that
the porter is a subordinate person, argues nothing against this
view, for the master of the fold could not be mentioned, as
this was the shepherd himself, we must thercfore suappose the
allusion to be made exclusively to the circumstance of the
opening. The dxoderw is to be regarded as preceding the lead-
ing forth, the ofduo: tjv pwijy takes place on the way to the
pasture, and during the pasturing; on the spiritual tenor of the
expression, see v. 14. Instead of ra e wpé@ara, Lachman,
following Cod. B D L, Copt. and some others, reads rd iea
mdyvtra, and it certainly looks as though mpé3ara had been added
by a transcriber, by way of explanation, (Fritzsche.)—The
“stranger,” dAddrpeos, in v. 5, i not designed to take up
again the idea of the “ thief,” xAéztys, in v. 1, nor is it taken
up again by the “hireling,” jze8wzés, in v. 12, it only serves to
characterize the sheep, (Liicke,) and the gedfovrac (will flee,)
refers to the conduct toward the leaders of the people, on the
part of the man that was born blind.

V. 6. The word mapopia in Greek usage, “ proverb,” and as
proverbs are usually figurative, also means figurative discourse ;
Basil, hom. in prov. Sal. init.: zapa 62 fuiy Tupocpia doti” doyos
W@edpros peT Emupodem; pecplus éxdidopévoc, “But by a pro-
verb we mean a useful expression, in terms of moderate ob-
seurity,” cf. in John ch. xvi. 25, 29. 9@n, and in Arahic, )&
signifies proverb as well us comparison, as also on the other
band, wapufolyj, Tuke, iv. 23, means proverb. John then
comprehiends under the expression, any figurative discourse,
whether the parable proper or the allegory. The “understanding
not,” does not so much exclude every degree of comprehension,
as a proper, thorough understanding.
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FuRTHER UNFOLDING OF THE ParaBonic DISCOURSE. — V. T-18.

V.7,8. We may suppose 2 pause in the discourse at this
point, during which the Pharisees were talking with one
another about the meaning of the “door,” and as Jesus is
wont in John, to augment the strength of his declarations, and
as this augmentation is connected with the very expressions
which give offense, (vi. 56, viil. 57,) thus, in this place, the
thought previously expressed is augmented by Christ’s affirm-
ation of something yet higher in regard to himself, when he
designates himself as the door. As those expositors, who do
not allow a turn in the parable, induced by this expression,
explained Jvpa in v. 1 in accordauce with the present passage,
so we might allow the foregoing parable to have its influence
on the interpretation of verses 7 and 9; the refcrence to the
leaders and teachers would have to be retained, and the gen-
itive td@v mpoSdrwv accordingly explained, “the door to the
sheep,”’ Luther, Erasmus, Bengel, Meyer; but already in v. 9,
and yet more unmistakably from v. 11 on, the reference of
Christ, not to the shepherd, but to the flock, is prominent, and
in this point of view we conceive that there is a turn in the
similitude, and interpret with Beza: Ostium, quo ingressus in
caulam patet ovibus, (the door, by which the sheep enter the
fold.)—V. 8, clear as the words are in themselves, appears to us
one of the most difficult sentences in the New Testament. As
regards the genuine reading, it is true that Cod D omits nduvres,
Cod E M G S and some others omit wpo éuob, which latter Ben-
gel and Matthei have also rejected ; but the presumption is too
obvious, that those words have been omitted, because the Ma-
nicheans relied upon this passage in arguing against the divine
legation of the proplets under the Old Testament; besides
this, the omission only makes the sentence more obscure, leav-
ing the existing difficulty in its interpretation precisely the
same. According to the simple meaning of the words, Christ
here declares all the leaders of the people who had appeared
before him, to have been uncalled, the ministers of selfishness,
(Matt. xxiii. 13.) The remark, to be sure, may, without vio-
lence, Dbe restricted to the cotcimporaries of Jesus, and the
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present efor may be appealed to, to sustain such a view, although
the present allows of being taken thus: ‘“all who ever appear-
ed are, &c.” But the wdvreg, strengthened yet further by éao,
would still express this imputation with an unaccountable gen-
erality, as there were also among these leaders of the people
such men ag Nicodemus and Gamaliel; it would be a matter
of surprise, too, that our Lord should give a prominence to
their having come before him. It is difficult under these cir-
cumstances to see no more in the words than the meaning that,
“he, Jesus, was the first of his time, who felt a genuine solici-
tude for the people,” (thus Ebrard, Matt. ix. 36,) and we might
almost feel tempted to limit it, by supposing that Zpyesdar, ac-
cording to Jer. xxiii. 21, is to be understood of an appearing on
their own authority, as Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromafa, i. p.
311, Augustine, c. Faust, 1. 16, c. 12, Jerone, in ¢. 7 Hos., Ea-
thymiuns and Tarnov take it; but that sccondary notion does not
lic in the mere &pycodw. To this is added the ditliculty that
we find no strong antithesis to v. 7, which, however, could exist
only in case Christ had there designated himself as the shepherd.
As he calls himself the door, we anticipate here the idea: “all
those who have not acknowledged me as the ‘door.””” Thoso
too have attempted to reach this idea, who, with Augustine (tr.
45, in Joan,) and Camerarius, interpret zpé by preter, me neg-
lecto, (without me, ucglecting me,) or with Elsner, Balier, (in
thes. nov. phil-theol, in the learned dissertat in T\ ii. p. 523,)
and Kling, take &uyeadal 7po in the scuse, “pass me by, neg-
lect me.” But iu place of this, the language would demand
map dpé mepiddov.  Those who, like Chrysostom, Beza, Calvin,
Grotius, understand the expression of false Messiahs, have
obtained in a different way a limitation, and, as it scems, a
more precise reference to v. 7. And in this it is not neeessary,
with Zwingle, (he says, that in German also, vor and fiir, before
and for, arc interchanged,) Luther, (Walch, xi. p. 1520,) Me-
laucthon, Lampe and Wolf, to take 706 in the sense “instead
of,” (this only oceurs when it is equivalent to rep, n commo-
dum, for the advantage of,) but as Christ in calling himself the
door of the sheep, designates himself indirectly as the Messial,
lie might in this councetion eontinue: “Those who have ap-
peared before me in my character.” Agcording to Bucer, we
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already find even in v. 12, a reference to false teachers and
pseudo-Messiahs; according to Maldonatus, only the latter.
But in this way of apprehending it, the expositor once more
Lias history against him, which speaks of false Messiahs only
after Christ. Even if we admit that Josephus Lias passed over
some such appearances in silence, and if we could venture with
Bauer to use the expression of Christ, Matt. xxiv. 24, as proof
that the appearing of false Messiahs was at that time a familiar
idea, still the objection could not be relicved, that the expres-
slon mdvteg Gooc points to a greater historical importance of
such false teachers. We contfess, therefore, that we caunot
relieve in any way which is entirely satisfactory, the difficulty
raised Dy the expression.'— Ta mpdfura is, indeed, indefinite, so
that it might be taken in a wuniversal way, in which case it
would lose its historic accuracy, but v. 3, in which we first have
the indefinite va mpéJaza, afterward makes it specific by idw.

V. 9,10. The thought is again made emphatic, that only
through the mediation of Christ can a man belong in a saving
way to the theocracy. If it has been held that the reference in
v. T is to the leaders of the people, it should not be abandoned
here, and Liicke, cven in the 3d edition, retains it to the
exclusion of any other; others, who cannot deny that the skeep
are designated as the subject, seck to help themsclves by the
remarl, that the shepherd of Christ’s flock must necessarily at
the same time be a member of the flock. It appears to
me that if there be a turn acknowledged in the parabolic dis-
course with reference to the “door” in v. T, we ought to fecl
the less reluctant to acknowledge the same thing in regard to
those that enter in.  The leading idea is expressed by the first
words, “shall be saved by me,” 8z éuod swdjoscae ; within this
“fold,” adi7, is the source of the “salvation,” swrgpin, this fold
is here, however, already regarded in the New Testament light,
(sec on v. 16 and v. 1.) With a backward glance at v. 3, 4, the
benefit is further depicted in figurative form as the cujoyment of
pasture, “he shall go in and out;” eloépyeadar and é&épyeaior,
according to Kritzsche, taken in its proper sense, expresses the
two features : Admittetur in locum muunitum, et aperientur ci

1 The interpretation of Olshausen (that of Placeus is like it,) we pass over, as it

hos teo mueh agninst it
s
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fores co eventu, ut pascatur, (he shall have entrance given to
him into a sccure place, and the doors shall be opened to him
that he may De fed ;) in our judgment the expression is chosen,
that by it the e/oéldy may be amplified, cf. Numbers xxvii. 17,
where undoubtedly the shepherd is spoken of; whether with
the trope there be at the same time a distinet thought of the
Ilcbrew phraseology in which ¢ going in and out” designates
“traffic and trade,” (Deuter. xxviil. 6, P’s. cxxi. 8,) may be
questioned. With v. 10, the comparison of the shepherd in-
stead of that of the door again comes in, and in fact, from the
words, “I am come,” éy® fAdoy, on to v. 15, we regard the dis-
coursc as an amplification of what has been said, v. 9, of the
welfare of the sheep. IIe who appears uncalled robs the sheep
of their possession and of life itself, on the contrary, Clrist
gives them life and all fullness.

V. 11-18. The predicate which the Saviour had already
appropriated, v. 2, now comes out with complete definiteness.
Luther inaccurately translates: “a shepherd,” the article rather
proves that our Lord expressed ideally what pertains to the
truc shepherd; dizdewd; might, without an essential change
of the meaning, be substituted for o xalic, (the true, cf. xaloc
orpatewryc, 2 Tim. ii. 3.) The Messiah is indeed predicted of
Ezek. xxxvil. 24, as the true shepherd, nevertheless it cannot
be affirmed that the article refers to one already known from
the prophecies, (Maldonatus, Bengel;) rather does our Lord
justify the application of the predicate to himself by a refer-
cnee to his consummate love for the sheep. It is true, as
Fritzsche has endeavored to shiow, that the couception of the
shepherd is not exhausted by that of teacher, especially if we
consider that according to v. 12 the sheep belong to him, he
has purchased them as his possession with Lis own Dblood,
(ILeD. xiii. 20, Acts xx. 28.) Alone by what Christ has dene
and suffered for those that are his, are they truly united with
him. The expression iy duyiy wedévae vzép has no exact corres-
pondent dnalogy eitlier in Greek or Ilebrew, for in the formula'
723 ¥p) o, the meaning of ¥ is “to talke,” but Ilomer uses
Juyiy maparidesiar, (to hazard life,) Polybius, dvyiy xerarddévay,
(to lay down life.) “1"=<p does not in itself express the idea of
substitution, (xi. 50,) yet in the thing a correlation has place,
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for he who dies for another saves him from dying. It is
worthy of note what importance is attached in v. 12, 18, to the
fact, that already per se, and therefore apart from their acqui-
sition by that love which endured every sacrifice, the sheep
belong to Christ, cf. éyw, v. 16. A speculative apprehension
of the doctrine of the Logos and of redemption, causes a
recognition of that profound truth which lies at the base of this
expression, (see above, p. 70.) The mention of the hireling
hardly involves an allusion to the Pharisees, it serves merely
by way of contrast to give prominence to the idea of the genu-
ine shepherd. The adrd appears strange, if xai 0 Axog dondfe:
ajra x. oropmctee t¢ wpofara be the genuine reading. Sentences
like that in Xenophon, Cyrop. 1, 4, 2, xai yap dodevisavros
adt ol oddémore dédme tov mdxmov, (“Cyrus, when his grand-
father fell ill, never quitted him,””) cannot be compared, since
here, only a participial period is thrown in, (Fritzsche, and also
Fr. A. Fritzsche, conjectanea in Nov. Test. p. 12.) We may,
perhaps, say with Fritzsche, that adrd designates a part of the
sheep, the part killed, and ra mpoS3are, the whole flock, which is
scattered. The hireling who serves merely for wages, and
whose interest does not coincide with that of the flock, has
nothing to gain by offering himself for them.

V.14, 15. TIun virtue of the fact that the flock is the posses-
sion of the good shepherd, he stands also in a closer relation
to it than the hireling can; there exists a reciprocal sympathy
as between the Father and the Son, in which expression, as in
chap. xvil. 21, seq. the immanence of the Father in the Son,
and of the Father and the Son, in the Church, is presupposed,
(xiv. 28.) On the part of the Son, this sympathy of love dis-
plays itself especially in his offering up of himself.

V. 16. Here, as in ch. xvii. 20, the glance at the little host
immediatcly about him, expands itself into a prospect of gene-
rations to come. All the Evangelists corroborate the fact, that
the Redecmer, who during his life never passed the borders of
Israel, and confined his Disciples to the same limits, (Matt. x.
5,) in the most distinet manner prophesied the calling of the
Gentiles, (Matt. xxi. 48.) As in the prophecics, so here too,
the reception of the Gentiles into the kingdom of God is
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represented as a reception into the Old Testament theocracy,
just as Paul speaks of it, (Rom. xi. 17, cf. Heb. iii. 5, 6.)
The propiatory death is the bond of unity between the two
kinds, (John xi. 52, xii. 24, 25, Eph. ii. 14-18.) Many of the
Gentiles also, are “children of God,” (xi. 52,) in virtue of that
internal sympathy with Christ, by which they will be enabled
to know his “voice.” The asyndeton pia moimy, eic wormjy, is
also used in the classics, when two ideas are closely connected,
as dvdpdy, yuvewxdv, Kiister on Aristophanes Ranz, v. 156,
Schifer on Longus, p. 403.

V. 17, 18. The thought in v. 15 is again entered into, the
love of the Father to the Son rests npon the unison of will, viii.
29, xv. 10. “/vo designates not the subjective, but the objective
design, the condition, see on iv. 36, cf. r7w évrodjy at the close
of v. 18. The atoning feature lies not in the physical event,
but in the spiritual fact of the death of Jesus, c¢f. Rom. v. 19,
Hcb. ix. 14. Does this voluntary dying presecut an antithesis
to all powers exterior to Clirist, only, or also to the tendeney to
death, whose basis was in himself, in other words: does he
mean to say that he might have remained untouched of death,
as he was untouched of sin? See the discussion on this ques-
tion in Mau,on Death, the wages of sin, p. 20, seq. in opposi-
tion to Krabbe, cf. also, Tholuck’s Comment. on Ieb. ii. 14.
The conneetion, however, as well as the words dz’ 2uavrod, ¢ of
myself,” and o0dzic, “no man,” shows that here the antithesis
is confined to other persons, (cf. also, v. 28.) Liicke was led in
his carlier view to a forced exposition of this passage, by the
fact, that elsewhere the resurrection of Christ is designated as
the work of the Father; after such expressions as v. 30, there
is, however, no room to doubt that the ¢Zovgie, “power,” of the
Father is also that of the Son, though in such a way, of course,
that the Father is always to be regarded as the absolute cause
in the works of Christ. Christ calls himself, xi. 25, “the Res-
urrection,” 7 dvdotases, and ascribes to himself, v. 21, a partici-
pation in the work of raising the dead; that nevertheless as
regards his death and resurrection, as for every other act, the
canon laid down, ch. v. 19, is available, that is, that the Father
is to be regarded as the absolute cause. (cf. v. 88,) is intimated
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by the closing words of v. 18. That expression, too, is worthy
of note as a proof that Christ, according to John also, prophe-
sied of his resurrection, (ii. 19.)

V. 19-21. Ileve also it is plain, that John does not delin-
eate the opponents of Jesus as utterly unsusceptible ; in part his
words, in part his works, have made an impression upon some
of the hearers who were Pharisees—it is remarkable that these,
as it appcars, recognize no (beneficent) demoniacal miracles.

D1scoURSES AT THE FEAST oF THE DEDICATION OF THE TEMPLE.
v. 22-89.

V. 22, 23. Perhaps confiding in the division among the
guides of the people, Jesus remains in the city or in its envi-
rons, (! see Neander, p. 538, Trans. p. 303;) thus, some three
months later the feast of the Dedication draws near, which was
aunually celebrated in the month of December for eight days,
in commemoration of the second consccration of the temple,
after it had been desecrated by Antiochus Epiphanes, (1
Maceab. iv. 86, (69,) 2 Maccab. 1. 18.) As it was the rainy
season, our Saviour did not teach in the fore-courts, in the open
air, but in that eastern porch of the fore-court of the Gentiles,
which had continued to stand at the destruction of Solomon’s
temple by the Babylonians; in the very same place we subsc-
quently find the Apostles, Acts v. 12.

V. 24, 25. DBy the “Jews,” "fovduio, we are probably to
understand (cf. also, v. 26,) the DPharisees, and particularly
menibers of the Sanhedrini; we may from this fact alveady
draw the inference, which is sustained by the sequel, that im-
pure motives alone prompted the question. Aépeev (and espe-
cially éraipew, Enopa:s,) is used in the classics and Septuagint
in the sense, ‘“‘to raise, agitate,” in Philo it is used with
perewpite, (of. Liicke.) On &prq, see v. 86.

V. 26-28. The fact that Christ refers back to the similitude
at the beginning of the chapier, although threec months had
intervened, and the persons addressed were perhaps not the
same, is used by Strauss as evidence that it is here not so much
the Saviour who speaks as the Evangelist, who still had the
words from the beginning of the chapter iu his memory. DBut



266 Cusr. X. —v. 29-33.

if Christ observed here and there among those present but one
or two who had heard the similitude, would it not have been
proper, even after a yet longer interval, to malke reference to it?
Kadd: eimov 6uiv is wanting in Cod. B K L M*, and some other
autlorities ; yet although it is supposable that a glossator might
have introduced the reference, the omission, on the other hand,
may be explained by the fact that the words o) ydp—épay do
not occur just in that form in the earlier discourse; there arce
besides weighty authorities for the retention, (Fritzsche.) With
Meyer, we divide by a comma merely, zafws eimov Duey, from
what precedes, and after duiv insert a colon. For the very
reason that he had not expressly uttered the words oo ydo—
duov in a negative form, our Lord adduces the positive prop-
ositions from which that negative consequence is derived.
References to something prior, which are not precise, are found
also in v. 36, chap. xi. 40, xii. 34, vi. 36. The marks of his
true sheep are partly subjective, partly objective: 1) They
understand his call; 2) Christ knows them by their sympathy ;
3) They dircct themselves by his will ; 4) e gives them eternal
life; 5) They never lose it; 6) No power can snatch them away
from him. The Reformed Church (the Calvinistic,) bases on
v. 28 the doctrine, that the regenerate can never apostatize.
Christ undoubtedly says, that no power can snatch away his
sheep from him, (Romans viii. 37-39;) but he furnishes also
the marks of his sheep, and only so far as the stipulations con-
tained in v. 27 and 28 are fulfilled, so far consequently as the
disciple of Christ continues with Christ, (viii. 31,) is he invin-
cible. See Tholuck, Komm. zum Br. an d. Rom. (4th ed.
1842,) p. 456, (on Rom. viii. 28.)

V. 29, 30. Our Lord, in confirmation of what he has said,
refers to the unity of his power with that of the Father.
Stripping the thought of its veil of imagery, we have the same
idea that is presented in Rom. viii. 28, 85. The world is so
established and will be so ordered, that to him who remains
with Christ, all that comes from without, though apparently an
obstacle, will in fact promote his welfare. The connection
justifies what is maintained by Lampe and Bengel, for cx-
ample, that the word “all,” zdyrwy, in this place does not
comprehend the Son too, (it is otherwise in chap. xiv. 28,) it
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only embraces the power inimical to the sheep. The thirticth
verse has been used since the Nicene Council as the grand
proof text for the metaphysical unity of essence betwecn the
Father and Son, though it was not so used previously.! Euthy-
mius, Calvin, Grotius, and even the Socinians, admit that the
conncction leads to the unity of power—they add: “and of
will.”  Calovius, Bengel, and others do not deny this, but the
latter remarks, as Chrysostom had already done: Unitas po-
tentice adeoque nature, nam omnipotentia est attributum natu-
rale. Der swmus refutatur Sabellius, per unum Arius. (“Unity
of power, and therefore of nature, for omnipotence is an attribute
of nature. The ‘“are” refutes Sabellius, the “one’ refutes
Arius.”) Against the validity of this conclusion the Socinians
appeal to xvil. 21. It is enough for us to direct attention to
the fact which has usually been overlooked in these controver-
sies, that the discourse is not of the unity of the first and of the
second ““ person,” vrdarascg, of the Godhead, but of the union
of God with this particular human individual, hence we subse-
quently have as equivalent, the formula, év épot 6 margo xdyw v
adty, “the Father is in me, and I in him,” v. 88; “in me the
Father entered into human consciousness, and I have in Him
the ground of my cxistence and of my actions,” (De Wette.)
V. 31-33. Already, viil. 59, the opponcents of Christ, in order
to exccute vengeance against the blasphemy, which the law
punished by stoning, had snatched up stones in a tumultuous
manner—stones brought there by the building of the temple,
which was not yet completed, may have becn lying about.
The reply of Jesus seems not without sarcasm. On &deca, cf.
il. 18, xalda &pya, either useful, beneficent, (1 Tim. vi. 18,) or
noble, glorious, (1 Tim. iii. 1.) The present kddfopey as temp.
inf. of the action had in view. De Wette thinks that accord-
ing to the usual type of John, the language of the Jews is to
be regarded as the result of a misunderstanding, but how?
Could they not say with justice of him who ascribed to himself
like power with God, 7ot ocavrdy F<ov, “he maketh himself

God ?”

1 The polemie interest against the Sabellians led e. g. Novatian de trin. c. 22, to
ey : * Unitas ad concordiam et charitatis societatem pertinet,” the oneness relates
to harmony oand the union of love.
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V. 84-86. The reply of the Redeemcr is a eonclusion from
the less to the greater, cf. e. g. Matt. xii. 27. “In the law,”
vépoc, that is in the Old Testament, (xii. 84, xv. 25,) more par-
ticularly in Ps. lxxxil. 6, the judges (and those morcover,
wicked ones,) are addressed as ““gods,” deoi, and “sons of the
highest,” vioi Sgiszov, it cannot, therefore, be absolutely blas-
phemy, if a man calls himself “son of God,” viog rod Feob.
But we are not to regard the citation made by Christ as merely
an external argument from the usage of the language. Christ
certainly presupposes a truth in this usage of language in Serip-
ture. We have to inquire, therefore: Why those judges,
(according to others, princes,) legitimately bear the title of
“gods,” de0c? The answer depends upon the meaning at-
tached to the words, “to whom the word of God came,’” =poc—
drévero.  According to Cyrill, Luther, (Walceh, iii. 1163,) Bucer,
Calvin, Lampe, Grotius, Olshausen, v. Colln, (Bibl. Theol. ii.
95,) the “word,” Aéyog, 1s either the command of God by which
they are constituted,! (so that mpds signifies “with regard to,”)
or it means the word of revelation, by which they were 1llu-
mined. Conceived in this way, we have a climax in the rela-
tion of God to the Jewish judges on the one side, and to
Christ on the other; the former receive God’s word, Clrist as
the Messialy, is the absolute revelation of God. But can it be
shown that all the particular judicial sentences are to be re-
garded as prophetic decisions, as divine revelation? TPerhaps
soin the case of Moses himself, (Ex. xviii. 15, 19;) but is this
true also of those judges whom he appointed, (v. 25,) and of
the priestly judges in the central sanctuary ? (Deut. xvii. 8, xix.
17.) Lampe even remarks that the latter may have judged by
Urim and Thummim. Olshausen may have been impelled by
feeling the difficulty connected with this point, to embrace
the prophets alvo under these words. The same difficulty had
already led Crell to doubt the corrcctness of this meaning, and
to think that “the word of God” referred ouly to the address
contained.in the Psalm, and this view has been followed by the
more recent crities.  Christ, therefore, presupposes an acquaint-
ance with the Psalm, and as those addressed in it were judges,

1 Tn Gerhard’s Loci T. xiii. p. 250, the expression is adduced as a proof passage
for the divine right of the magistracy.
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there is a climax of official dignity. The judge, as does also
the prince, represents by his plenipotence the omnipotent God ;!
Christ possessed a far higher power; could consequently lay
claim in a far higher measure to that predicate, and yet more
cogent would be this conclusion, if our Lord had in his eye, that
the persons addressed in the Psalm ave unrighteous judges. If
it be the official dignity, on which is based the justification of
the predicate “Son of God,” the view, which discovers no
more in that term thau a title of office, can certainly appeal
for confirmation to this passage, and already Camero remarks
that this had been done by the hodiecrni Photiniani, (the Pho-
tinians of the present day ;) but then, in the first place, the fact
would be overlooked, that even here the official name must
refer, at least, on the onc side to the essence, that, it bases itself,
namely, upon the plenipotence, and in the second place, that
v. 38 defines more particularly the meaning of ¢ Son of God.”
In the words, “ I s«id I am the Son of God,” e?xov, vids <05
elur, there is again an absence of exactness, as Christ had not
said this explicitly ; it is an ingenious remark of Theodore of
Mopsuestia, that there is a designed climax in the antithesis
between “gods” and “Son of God,” and that, too, a climax
from the greater to the less. The predicates with which, v. 36,
the dignity of Messial: is designated, are certainly not distinet-
ive cnough, as others besides the Messiah may be sanctiiied,
(consecrated,) and sent, (Jer. i. 8,) still it is like vi. 27, 1ii. 84,
(cf. remarks on latter passage.) It isimpossible to mistake the
affinity between this argument and the character of the reason-
ing in the synoptical Gospels, in which Christ often proceeds
with an indivect argument, (Matt. xii. 27, xxii. 48.) The pro-
cedure of Jesus forms a remarkable contrast with the other
cases mentioned by Joln, in which he only states anew muore
strongly what had given offense.—The xaf 05— yoags remains
to be considered. The subject of eire is 6 vopog, or 7 yougy ; the

1 Cf. Jehoshaphat's address to the judges appointed by him, 2 Chron. xix. 5-T.
Seneca (de clementia, 1 i. ¢. i.) introduces Nero speakiug in the following way:
electus sum, qui iu terris Deorum vice fungerer; ego vitm neeisque gentibus arbiter,
qualem quisque sortem statumque habeat, in manu men positum est; (** T have been
chosen to perform in the world the part of the Gods; I am urbiter of lifc and death
to the nations, to me has been committed the decision of the lot and condition of

every man.”)—According tu the current view, the judges, Exod. xxi. 6, xxii 7, are
called D*71 7%, sec on the other hand, Gesanius, Thesaurus, i. p. 96
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argument is strengthened by the remark, that the Scripture 1s
confessedly, in all its constituent parts, incontestible. 1In this
very declaration of Chuist, there would certainly be a proof for
the most rigid doctrine as to the nature of inspiration, (Storr,
Lehrbuch d. Dogmatik von Flatt, p. 199; trausl. by 8. .
Schmucker, D. D., 2d ed. p. 160,) did not, as the Orthodox
exegesis admits, the entire demonstration partake of the char-
acter of an accommodation, and an argumentatio e concessis.!

V. 37-839. What are the Jews to believe ? That he is “the
Son of God,” a conception whose purport is unfolded in v. 38,
cf. v. 25. This they were to regard Zom as being, and to be-
lieve therefore in his word, and in the impression which it pro
duces, (viii. 43.) If they cannot, however, dispense with the
mediation of something which addresses the senses, his works
can furnish testimony, corresponding to ch. xiv. ‘10, 11. These
can lead to an acknowledgment that Christ works in unity
with the Father, ef. on v. 30, and ch. v. 19, 30. Tbke stoning
had been arrested by this discourse, they new again attempt to
scize him, but (probably in the same way as viii. 59,) he escapes
trom their hands.—On tk¢s division, v. 28-39, Weisse says: (il.
256,) «“ Were it not for the reverence felt for a writing, which
we have been accustomed to regard as most intimately con-
nected with what is most sacred, what reader could keep his
gravity during the scene which he is here expected to bring
before his imagination !”  As zo reader probably will be able
of himsclf to answer wherefore, he will have to glean it from
that author.

MiNisTRY IN PERZEA.—V. 40—12,

V. 40-42, To avoid the danger with which he was threat-
ened by this outbreak, Jesus retires to the department of Herod
Antipas, to Bethany, in fact, in the district in which John had
commenced his ministry, and had uttered the testimony given,
ch. 1. 19, seq. Thesec, and other declarations of John, lingered
in the memorics of the people, and there are traces of a sus-

1 Schweizer, . ¢. p. 47; %e¢;. has in an acute manner attempted to prove from
John, and especially {rom this passage, that Christ, in his citations from the Old
Testameut, consciously proceeded throughout on the principle of accommodation.



MiNTSTRY IN PERZEA. 27

ceptibility, which had becn arvoused by them, for the reception
of Jesus. A very important testimony against those who
would explain the miracles of Jesus as fables, springing from
the morbid love of marvels, is found in the observation, that
the Baptist, though it might certainly be looked for from him
as a prophet, performed no miracle.—Iow long Jesus remained
here, depends on the time we allow for his staying in Ephraim,
xi. 54, fromi whence he journeyed to the Passover. Iis op
erations were interrupted by the message from the family of
Lazarus.



CHAPTER XI.

Toe Rarsine or Lazarus.—v. 1-46.

Tue great vividness of delineation, the genuine feeling, and
the simplicity of this narrative of a restoration from death, fur-
nish the probable solution of the fact, that such importance
has always been attached to this miracle; at the very time of
its occurrence its results were of the most important character,
(xil. 9-11, 17, 18.) DBayle (Dict. article Spinoza, Trans. v.
216,) says of Spinoza: On m’a assuré, qu'il disoit & ses amis,
que s'il elit pu se persuader la résurrection de Lazare, il auroit
brisé en pitces tout son systeme, il auroit embrassé sans répug-
nance la foi ordinaire des Chréticus, (“I have been assured that
he said to his fiicuds, that if he could be convinced of the
reality of the reswirection of Lazarus, he wounld dash to pieces
his entire system, and would embrace without reluctance the
ordinary faith of Christians.””) And wherefore was it that the
Jewish philosoplier believed not this narrative? When Strauss,
cven in the 8d ed. ii. p. 184, in the preparation of which, never-
theless, he had stipulated for a truce in regard to John, declares
that he regards the narrative of this miracle as that which
has the greatest internal dmprobability, and the least cxternal
confirmation,” we can look upoun his expression ouly as a eoun-
ter-traump called forth by the strong trump of the defenders,
but resting on wo solid reason, as the sequel will show. If the
authenticity of the Gospel Dbe established, it is impossible to
refusc an «>knowledgment of the miracle, except by an arbitrary
treatment of the text. The arbitrariness with which a Gfrorer
regards the history of this resuscitation, as identical with that
of the young man at Nain, a painting filled out from the faney

of John, whosec mind was enfeebled by age—the arbitrariness
(272)
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with which Weisse maintains that it is a mere transmutation
of a sentence of Jesus into a history—this arbitrariness can only
be paralleled by the willful unbelief of those Pharisees who
saw what was doue, yet did not believe. A milder judgment
is duc to the shift resorted to by Ilase, Leben Jesu, § 99, and
Schweizer, 1. ¢. p. 153, seq. who think the difficulty can be
escaped by adopting the supposition that the faith of Christ an-
ticipated that the death would prove only an apparent one; that
is to say, the reality of the death of Lazarus cannot of course
be established from v. 39 so as to force conviction. But then
Just so much the more cogently in consequence of the judicial
examination doces the healing of the man that was born blind,
chap. 9, bear with it an apologetic force, which would indeed
extend over this particular case also, for if a single act of this
sort on the part of Jesus is conceded, it avails nothing to keep
open an effugium, a way of escape in others. Who, more-
over, can maintain in the face of a sentence like that in v. 25,
the hypothesis of an apparent death? This hypothesis of an
apparent death, as is well known, was already at an earlier
period carried out as well as it could bear it, especially by
Paunlus and by Gabler, (though under the presumption that
Jolin had not been perfectly faithful in his report,) Journal, f.
auserl. theol. Litt. B. 3, St. 2, and on the other hand has becn
confuted by Flatt, in the Magazin f. Dogm. u. Mor. St. 14, p.
91, and Ly Heubner, miraculoruin ab Evangelistis narratorum
interpretatio grammatico-historica, Viteh. 1807, as also by
Strauss.

V. 1-3. It is worthy of note at the very beginning, that the
Evangelist presumes his readers to be acquainted with this
family, he subsequently, indeed, designates Mary more particn-
larly, (he has also placed her name first,) yet so as to show that
he supposes her work of love to which he alludes, already
known. By the words ¢ whom thou lovest,” dv ¢edsic, Lazarus
is designated as the intimate friend of Jesus. ’A=o and 2x do
not differ in meaning. The close relation of friendship to the
family is also deducible from the fact, that in their emergency
they send at once for Jesus, whom, as is obvious, they already
know as one who wrought miracles, (v. 22.)

V.4, 5. Ipos ddvaroy, equivalent to dardoepoc, (1 John v.
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16,) like eic ddvarov, 2 Kings xx. 1, Septuag. It is not de-
signed to exclude altogether the idea of dying, but (as the
words “ but for the glory of God,” dAZ dmép 175 06&%¢ Tod Heobd,
show,) the remaining in death, (Chrysostom, Augustine, Cal-
vin.) The dying, however, was to prove only the means to the
glory of God, or more strictly, to the glory of the Son of God,
(ix. 8.) Verse 11 shows that Jesus knew of the death of
Lazarus. The enigmatical character of the reply still left to
the sisters a gleam of hope cven after the death of their
brother, as v. 22 shows. The Disciples might see in it an act
of healing at a distance, (Ebrard.) The affectionate purpose
which can be traced in the expression, v. 4, has its spring,
according to the Evangelist, in the love which Jesus bore to
the whole family. @dszy, as distinguished from dyariy, like
amare, designates the natural affcetion, while dyemay, like
diligere, marks the estcem which is bascd upon reflection; in
this place, consequently, wlien the relation to the sisters is
spoken of, we have dyardy, while ¢«<iv had previously been
used of the brother.

V. 6-8. Verses 6 and 7 stand in antithesis, as after &zeca
a d¢ corresponding with the uév should follow, which is omitted,
however, after eira, énera, (Schiifer, Meletemata, p. 61.) The
Evangelist, therefore, means to say that despite some delay,
Jesus took his departure. Why did he delay for these two
days? We reply: Had he arrived while Lazarus was yet sick,
he might have found it impossible, in the bosom of the family
he lovcd to resist the entreaty to restore him to health ; his
specnl reason for delay then was Lis design of glorifying hlmself
by raising Lazarus, and of revealing the “glory of God ? 06ka
700 Yeol, (v 15, 40,42, 43, Clnyaoatom, Michewlis,) at the same
time with the (1iscipliuary aim of testing the faith of the sisters,
(Heumann, Matt. xv. 26,) and thus perfecting their faith—does
not his very purpose lic at the root of the promises concealed in
verses 23, 25, 267 Strauss, to be sure, pronouncces it immoral
mn Christ to let his friend die, in order to glorify himself by a
miracle, but Ebrard has very justly replied: «“He, to whose
omnipotence it was just as easy to raise a dead man as to heal
a sick one, performed not only no less an act of goodness, in
permitting the sickness of Lazarus to run to a fatal termina-
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tion, and then raising him, but did in fact the very same thing
with only a change of form.”—V. 8 shows that the impression
made upon the minds of the Disciples by the recent commo-
tion in Jerusalem, was yet vivid. Ny, as in classic usage, in u
more extended sense, Acts vii. 52.

V. 9,10. The answer is clothed in the form of a question,
wlhich serves to make it more impressive. In explaining the
parabolic language, the question rises, whether the same image
is pursued in v. 10, or whether there isa turn in the thought.
The former is the more simple, and with Melancthon, (Liicke,
also, 5d ed., and Schweizer,) we explain it thus: Day and night,
the opposition of the period in which business is to be trans-
acted and of that in which it cannot be done, consequently
the time for one’s calling and that not devoted to our calling.
The time for our calling has its determinate measure—the day
in Palestine was divided into twelve hours, varying somewhat
in length according to the season of the year, (scc on i. 40.)
Daring the day, that is, during the life spent in our calling, the
sun is visible, so that we do not stumble, that is, we incur no
danger. Outside the calling there is danger—the év in v. 10,
(dv ebr@,) which is so singular, may be translated by ¢ before,
with,” (Winer, p. 168, 1 John ii. 10,) yet it is not impossible
that Christ, or the Disciple who reports his words, had given
to the thought the turn, “there is no light in himself.”*  The
Saviour, thercfore, first of all, quiets them with the thought,
that if, as in this case, there be indisputably a divinely appoint-
ed day’s work, the man to whom it is assigned will always be
protected.—By many others, ““the day,” jpépa, is regarded only
as the designation of lifetime, (Zwingle, Bucer, Le Clere, Titt-
mann, Maldonatus, Meyer,) by which this advantage is gained,
that the interpretation of the first half is approximated to the
meaning of the expression ix. 4: “Even to the closing hour
of the day appointed me, the divine protection will not fail
e ;” but if the latter half can, in this view, be explained in no
other way than either with Tleumann : (with perhaps an appeal
to xii. 85,) ““the night of death is coming, when my worle will

1 Schiweizer: ¢ The man who shuns the way of God, hetakes himself to darkness,
nud first falls into real danger, because the true light is not in him 7.—** an expres-
gion which forsakes the image, and belongs only to the counterpart.”
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be broken off;” or with Meyer: “I shall not fall until the
appointed period of my death has come;” this would be doing
violence to the language, nor can the passage, xii. 85, be
brought in with propriety here. In the main point, De Wette,
by another way, coincides with our interpretation : ¢ The twelve
hours of the day are an image of the space in which a morally
pure and prudent business has its play; the light of this world
signifies the light of the Spirit, from which purity springs; the
night, in part, want of prudence, partly impurity;” but the
taking of juépa in this sense, has this against it, that then the
limitation to the twelve hours does not suit, and the exposition
of pdc ob #0cp0v i3 unnatural. According to Chrysostom,
Lampe, Neander, by the ¢ day,” we are to understand the time
of Christ’s presence, by the “light,” Christ himself, so that the
words contained a comforting assurance for the Disciples; so
long as he was present, no evil could befall them.

V. 11,12, The zai psta cobro Ay indicates a pause. As
Christ in v. 4 spoke of Lazarus as still sick, but here speaks
of him as dead, it is probable that in the interval he had died ;
the acquaintance of Christ with the fact is obviously referred
to his supernatural knowledge. The solicitude of the Disciples
had, in v. 9, been allayed by pointing out to tliem that in the
path of his vocation no cvil can Dbefall a man; and now they
are encouraged yet more by having their sympathy aroused in
the lot of Lazarus, for which reason, too, lie is styled o ¢édos
B p @y, (our friend.) What is the Saviour’s reason here, as well
as in the case of the daughter of Jairus, Luke viil. 52, for
designating death as sleep? As it was his purpose speedily to
call back his friend to life, it was a natural and at the same
time a more tender expression, which lends no aid to the mod-
ern imputation, that ¢the Christ whom John paints is osten-
tatious in his miracles.” The Disciples would still more readily
thinlk of a deep sleep superinducing a erisis in the discase, if
they had regarded what was uttered in v. 4 as an intimation of
Christ’s intention to heal bim at a distance.

V. 13-15. The language of tender indirectness is now
cxchanged for an explicit declaration, and our Saviour’s pur-
pose in permitting the sickness to go on to death i3 expressed
in Cirect terms, to wit: the strengthening of their faith—for we
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are here to understand meoredsy, of a more exalted measure of
faith, see on ii. 11, '

V. 16. 6Oopis, equiv. to o8, “twin.”” John in but three
instances furnishes us with traits of this Disciple, namely, here
and in xiv. 5, and in xx. 24, seq.; but they are in such harmony
as to furnish a picture of character. Intellectual reflection pre-
dominates in this Disciple, immediateness of self-surrender and
of trust was in defect; here, consequently, he is unable to lift
bimself up to Christ's word, he gives proof, indeed, of some
devotion, as for love of him he will not shrink from death, but
he shows faint-heartedness enough to doubt whether their lives
will be saved.

V. 17-19. Jesus does not enter the village, he waits until
Martha comes, in fact, has Mary also to come out to him, (v.
28, 30.) Why was this? Was it that he desired to avoid dis-
play? According to the ordinary view, it was simply because
of the fact that the place of sepulture was outside of the
village, and this view is favored by v. 81.—Since Chrysostom,
the four days have been computed thus: On the day on which
the messenger started Lazarus died, and he was buried on the
same day, (for proof that this was usual, see Acts v. 6, 10, and
Jahn, Archiiol, 1. 2, p. 427.) Jesus still remained two days in
Perea, one day was needed for the journey of from twenty-
three to twenty-nine miles from Perza to Bethany, thus Jesus
would arrive on the fourth evening—but could that which
follows occur then on the same evening? According to our
view, (expressed on v. 11,) Lazarus was still alive on the day on
which the messenger arrived; the fact, moreover, has been lost
sight of, that according to the rerapraiog, «“ the fourth,” v. 89,
Lazarus at the time of the arrival of Jesus could have lain in
the grave three days only, and here in v. 17 the fourth day, yet
incomplete, is counted with them. We may regard it as cer-
tain, that Jesus did not make the whole journcy in one day,
for he went to the sepulchre the day he arrived, as a compari-
son of v. 17 and 39 shows, and he must, consequently, have
spent parts at least of two days on the road; we may, there-
fore, suppose that Lazarus died in the night which followed the
arrival of the messenger and was buried the day after, and that
this part of the day on which he was buried, and the fourth,

T
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which was not completed, are included in the computation of
v. 17.—The nearness of Bethauy to Jerusalem® is mentioned
to show that it was easy for the friends who testified their sym-
pathy, to visit the sisters; according to Maimonides, de Luctuy, c.
13, § 2, the stated condolences lasted for seven days. The dno
gives this force: “lying at the end of fifteen stadia,” (ten stadia
are equivalent to the modern geographical mile of sixty to {he
degree,) Winer, p. 513. The of mepé in ancient Greek, desig-
nates the principal person and the company surrounding him,
but in Plutarch and his cotemporaries it is a paraphrastic ex-
pression for one individual. Acts xiii. 13, is an instance of the
older usage ; here, however, we have the later usage, as the rob
ddeApob adrdy shows.

V. 20-22. The similarity of the character of Martha and
Mary in John, (connect with this narrative, chap. xii. 1-8,) with
the depicture of the same character given in Luke x. 38-12, is
very remarkable. Martha (probably the elder sister,) appears
liere also as the active one, expressing her thoughts, (v. 39;)
Mary is more completely absorbed in her anguish. As the
tidings of Christ’s arrival become known, Martha goes out for
the purpose of meeting him, while Mary remains at home. Of
Mary it is said, that she sought to indulge her sorrow Ly visit-
ing the grave. While Martha is at once disposed when she
meets Jesus to converse with him, Mary sinks at the feet of the
Master weeping and uttering but a word, (v. 82.) Both sisters at
the glimpse of Jesus express in their first words a regret which
breathes their confidence in him ; a regret that he had not been
present. DBengel: Ex quo colligi potest, hunc earum fuisse
sermonem ante fratris obitum : utinam adesset dominus Jesus !
(from which may be gathered that before their brother's death
this had been their language : O that the Lord Jesus were here !)
In the minor of the conditional proposition the pluperfect is here
connected with dv;in v. 82, the aorist has a similar meaning,
(see 1v. 10.) The assuredness of the conviction that the pres-
ence of Jesus would have prevented the death, is in itself no
little evidence of strength of faith, but a greater one is found

1 The village is still in existence, and is three-quarters of an hour's ride frora the
Dnmnecus Gate of Jerusalem, Robinson, i. p. 130, (ii. 99-101, of the 1st ed., i,
431, last ed. Tvr.)
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mn v. 22, if what is therc uttered is, as it appears to be, au
expression of the hope of a restoration from death, which may,
it is true, have been excited by the assurance which Christ had
given, v. 4.

V. 23-27. Jesus testing her faith at first, still speaks inde-
terminately ; this indeterminate declaration is regarded by
Martha as a repression of her ardent hopes, v. 22. With sub-
limity and power, Jesus directs the glance of her faith upon
his owu person as the centre. In his own person lic the powers
of the resurrcction, (negatively,) and the fw7, «the life,” (posi-
tively,) see ch. v. 21, and Deut. xxx. 20. Ile is the vanquisher
of death for the dead and for the living, faitd is in both cases
the condition; ¢“though he were dead,” xdv dmoddyy, and
“whosoever liveth,”” wdc 0 ¢y, stand in opposition. It is im-
possible to mistake herc as to the use which the Redeemer
malses of the event for the promotion of faith on the part of
the sisters. Martha, like Peter, vi. 69, confesses her faith in
that Messiah who is the raiser of the dead.

V. 28-31. TFilled with joyous hope by the words of the
Saviour, she hastens to her sister, and (only to arouse her to
make haste, shall we say?) tells her that the Master calls her;
she does it “secretly,” Jddpa, desiring that the interview should
be confidential, mindful too perhaps,in her love, of the peril
which had recently threatened Christ in Jerusalem. The Ori-
entals, to this day, (Niebulr, Journey to Arabia, i. p. 86,) repair
frequently, as in ancient times, to the graves of their loved
ones, see Talmud, tr. Semachoth, ¢. 8.  “For three days the
grave of the dead is visited ;” as Mary hastens to the vicinity
of the place of burial, the Jews who were present suppose that
she is about to perform that duty, and hasten after her.

V. 32-34. With the same words which her sister had used,
she meets Jesus, casts lierself reverentially at his feet, and
wecps in silence. What is the meaning of éveSoesjoaro—eavror?
' Epfocudopae, like Bocrdo, Bprpoive, means in the predominant
usage, ““to be moved with indignation, to threaten vchemently,”
(Suidas, Hesychius, Etymol. magu., Passow,) and is so used in
the New Testament, Mark xiv. 5, i. 48, Matt. ix. 30, Retain-
ing this signification, taking a wrong view at the same time of
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the true human nature of Jesus, Chrysostom and Euthymius
interpret: ¢“he reproved his own rising emotion,” (v mvebpare;)
Cyrill, Theophylact: “through his divine nature he chided the
huraan ;”’ Theodore of Mopsuestia, Lampe: ‘“he was angered
at the -inbelief of the Jews, (v. 88,) and of the sisters also.”
Reverting to this latter way of taking it, the most recent critics,
Strauss and Fritzsche, maintain that it is entirely in keeping
with Christ’s character, as John delineates him, that as a thau-
maturgus easily aroused, he should fly into a passion at every
exhibition of a refusal to believe, in fact, should quiver with
indignation, (cf. Fritzsche, in the Allg. Litteraturz, 1840, Nro.
100, and 1841, Nro. 115.) Jesus, it is true, wecps, and asks
sadly : Where have ye laid him ?—but his question, according
to Fritzsche, is rather put in anger; his tears, according to
Strauss, prove no more than that the passion of anger had
passed over into that of sorrow. The Jews indeed, according
to v. 36, see in the tears of Jesus a token of his love, but
Strauss sees in this only an illustration of the type of John's
representation, according to which, the enemies of Jesus put a
false interpretation on «l his actions. In this case, the ancient
enemies of Christ certainly made no such misinterpretation;
that was reserved for his enemies of mcdern times, and they
have made it with a perverseness to which we shall not pay
respect so far as to involve ourselves in a controversy with it.
‘We proceed to a more particular examination of the meaning
of éuflopdopar: the analogy of the language, if not the usage,
justifies the adoption of the meaning, “to be moved with
grief.”  Bpepdopor designates the noisy manifestation -of emo-
tion, not only of indignation, but also of fervor ; Bocudosw, which
is related, designates a shaking with petulance ; fodasw, when
intransitive, means “to ferment,” when transitive, “to shake

violently ’'—3uBo:pdopar could therefore be used of the shaking,
of the qroamng produced by grief. It is related to flemele
which is also used in speakmo* of sorrow, Virgil, An. vi. 175,
Ovid, Metam. iii. 628, (528, tr.) (esenius, Thesaurus, takes
fremo as the primary defiuition of 51, aud as special senses
“with indignation,” “with sorrow.” T rvebpor: may be con-
sidered parallel with év 8avrg, v, 38, and we compare in addi-
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tion, Mark viil. 12, dvasrevdfas r@ nveduare that is, internally,
though perhaps accompanied by a suppressed sound.! Tapdoop
with &avroy, paraphrastical for the middle rapdoosocdar, yet with
a prominence of the spontancity, (Winer, p. 234 ;) according to
Liicke, it is spiritual agitation, as in ch. xiii. 21, érapdydy @
mvebpare, but the reflexive form would then be less easy to
explain; let the fact rather be recalled, that it is this vehe-
ment, deep-seated, inward sorrow by which, more than by any
other, an agitation of the upper part of the body is produced,
(Euthymius.) If, then, the language marks the profoundest
emotion of sorrow, the question arises, what was its object?
According to Augustine, Olshausen, sorrow over death in gen-
eral, over the mournful features of human life; according to
De Wette, it was, “that the sisters whom he loved could not
have becn spared this sorrow,” (compare, however, verses 4, 15,
42.) By Calvin and Maldonatus was already made the just
observation, that the reason is clearly expressed in v. 33, the
tears of Mary drew forth the tears of the Jews who followed
her, and the sympathizing Saviour enters into this sorrow,
(Rom. xii. 15;) yet a general sympathy with the gricfs of
human life may also be comprehended, (Calvin.) DBut, if it be
asked, why weep, when the next moment life is to be restored
to the dead ? we reply with Neander: the sympathizing phy-
sician in the midst of a family drowned in grief-—will not his
tears flow with theirs, though he knows that he has the power
of giving immediate relief? The same agitation is exhibited a
gecond time, when the Saviour is standing by the grave, (v. 38.)

V. 85-37. On the way to the grave, which was at hand, the
internal agitation finds vent in tears; the love of Jesus to
Lazarus leads some of these Jews who seem to have been well-
meaning, but who were not aware of what had passed between
him and the sisters, to put the question with surprise, why
Jesus had not brought help at an earlier period. If they
had appealed to the earlier raisings of the dead in Gal-
ilee, the suspicion of the critics would Lave been excited,
that this narrative was a fiction of a later author, who had

1 Under the word * ergrimmte,” Luther cmbraces hoth meanings, in Acts xvii. 16,
that of anger, and in this passage, that of mournful emotion; see Walch, B. vi. p.
1097.
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those accounts before him ; now, however, as these citizens of
Jerusalem (very naturally) make their appeal to the last great
miracle which was fixed in tkheir memories, Strauss urges Luke
vii. 17, and presumes they must necessarily have known of any
other restorations from death, had there been such.

V. 88-40. The rich Orientals buried their dead in sepulchres
hewn in the rocks, (Matt. xxvii. 60,) through which were pass-
ages of the kind tbat may be seen to this day in the Cata-
combs at Rome; on both sides of these passages were openings
£1313,) in which the bodies were deposited ; many of these caves
entered into the earth horizontally, others perpendicularly;
Atéxecro, therefore, may just as well mean laid wpon as laid
against, cf. Nicolai, de Sepulchris Heb. c¢. x. 11.—What is
Martha’s object in the words, v. 39?7 Would she deter Jesus,
because it is now too late? (Schweizer.) Or would she with-
Lold from Jesus what could not but be physically revolting ?
(Bengel.) We think that our Lord’s answer shows that in lier
mind despondency was predominant, which was not necessarily
cutirely relieved by the hope which had been aroused, (v. 28.)
That corruption had actually taken place, it must be admitted,
cannot be satisfactorily proven from her language, for the ydp
slows that she does not speak from direct knowledge.! The
Apologists attach all weight to the fact, that putrefaction in
Oriental couutries takes place sooner than with us, and it is
unquestionable that in warm climates the eorpse in a relaxed
condition goes into decomposition without the intervening
coudition of rigidity usual with us, Burdach, Physiol. iii. § 634,
But we should not forget that the occurrence must have taken
place in winter, (sec on x. 22, and 40-42.) She is aroused
from her despondency by a reference to the promise, v. 23,
where indeed there is a verbal difference in the phrascology,
(cf. v. 4, and on x. 26.)

V. 41, 42. Jesus solicits the Father for the miracle, as in vi.
11, yet he himself performs it, according to v. 11, 24, 43, and
and so in vi. 6 also; but chap. v. 19, 26 and x. 18 have already
shown that in every thing that is done by Christ, the Father is
to be regarded as absolute cause; we have, moreover, on the

1 Tt is a matter of some surprise that Lazarus had not been embalmed, as the
sisters had nard ot least in the house, (xii. 3.)
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part of Christ, perhaps, to imagine only a soliciting factor, to
whom a process in the dead person, reducible to a divine caus-
ality, is respondent. What now occurs is an answer to a
prayer of Christ—when did Christ make that prayer? Bengel
thinks it was in v. 4, but if we could suppose that the Redeem-
er may have called every internal reference to the absolute
ground of his own proper being, a prayer, this question could
hardly be raised.  Strauss finds something to stumble at in that
the words addressed to God arc interrupted by a reflection de-
signed for those that stood by, and thus the prayer becomes, as
Weisse styles it, a prayer for show. But does there not lie in
this so-called reflection a monition to those that hear, and can
we then allege that the reference to God, and the reference sug-
gested by love to those that hear, exclude one another ?

V. 43, 44, Doecs the act of restoration to life commence
with this call? John appears to have thought so, but the
thanks expressed in v. 41, permit the supposition that the
moment of awaking was earlier, and that the call only effected
the coming forth of him who had already been restored to life.
In the interest of the natural explanation, Hase, 1. c. § 99,
remarks: death can only so far be brought into the question,
“ag in the mysterious approximation of death and life, life
again Dby the interposition of Jesus overcame death,” and
Kern: (Tubing. Zeitschrift, 1839, 1 II. p. 182)) “Except that
here also, the possibility must be admitted, that life had not
been absolutely interrupted, but had only vanished to that
point at which, without the vivific influence of Christ, it would
have been separated from these carthly relations.”* Bnt can
this view of the case be reconciled with verses 14 and 25?—In
the same way as the Egyptian mummies, every limb was sepa-
rately wrapped; the linen cloth, govddpeoy, on the mummies
extends down to the breast.

V. 45, 46. It might be anticipated from what has preceded,

1 Were it otherwise, it has been asked, why did not Lozarus speak of that which
is beyond the grave? Dut had he even done so, we would have bad no reason
whatever for surprise, that John should say nothing of it. We should remember,
moreover, the cases of persons npparently dead, who, though on waking, they have
declared that they experienced something extraordinary, yet with a sacred reserve,

bave refused to give any acoount of it.
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that among the friends of the family there would be suscepti
ble hearts, and the sequel confirms this; in some of the others,
however, in this case, as too frequently elsewhere, was verified
what Calvin says: ¢“Those who have not a strong fear of God,
and reverence for him, though they should see heaven and earth
mingling together, with inflexible ingratitude would never
cease to reject sound doetrine,” (apud quos non viget Dei metus
et reverentia, etiamsi ccelum videant terrse misceri, preefracta in-
gratitudine sanam doctrinam respuere numquam desinent.)

The pretended internal grounds opposed to the credibility of
the narrative, have been considered in the preceding remarks;
in closing, we return to the difficulty which has been urged
among recent writers, especially by Schneckenburger, {iber den
Ursprung des ersten kanon. Ev. (¢ On the Origin of the first
Canonical Gospel,”) p. 10, seq.—the silence of Matthew in
regard to the raising of Lazarus, a difficulty-which has been
met by Kern, iiber den Ursprung des Ev. Matthiii, {¢On the
Origin of the Gospel of Matthew,”) only so far as rather to
cast the shadow of the suspicion on John. It is urged that
not only must the other Evangelists have mentioned this rais-
ing from the dead, as onc of the greatest of miracles, but they
had the additional rcason that it had the most direct part in
bringing about the final catastrophe, the death of Jesus. The
opinion (Grotius, Olshausen,) that the silence of the other
Gospels, was occasioned by a foresight which desired to shield
Lazarus, is encumbered with too many difliculties. ¥lase pre-
seuts the correct solution : ¢ The secret lies in the circumstances
commoun to the synoptical Evangclists, and which have led to
their silence in regard to all the earlier events in Judea,” thus
Kern, Liicke, Neander. 1If the synoptical Gospels have resulted
from a uniting together of single groups of narrative in the
oral or written tradition, if especially, the history of the pas-
sion was transmittcd as a whole, we can comprehend how a
single particular, and especially this narrative, which is only
preparatory to the catastrophe, may have been omitted; Mat-
thew and Mark are silent, too, in regard to the raising of the
young man at Nain,
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Tae DETERMINATION OF THE SANHEDRIM TO PUT JESUS TO
DEATH.—V. 47-5T.

V. 47, 48. The Sanhedrim perceived that the decree of ex-
communication did not suflice to deter men from believing in
Jesus. In order to terrify those that were favorable to him—
and, as (alvin, correctly regarding the springs of mental action,
has observed,—in order to tranquilize thcir own consciences,
the matter was represented in such a way, as to create the im-
pression that political danger threatened, in case Jesus was
generally recognized and proclaimed as king of Isracl, Calvin:
Scelori obtenditur speciosus color, boni publici studium—ita
bypocrite, etiamsi intus coargnat eos conscientia, postea tamen
vanis figmentis se inebriant, ut videantur peccando innoxii,
interea manifeste secum ipsi dissident, (“‘a specious color, the
esire to promote the public welfare, is put upon their crime—
thus hypocrites, though conscience is inwardly reproving them,

'intoxicate themselves with empty fancies, that they may scem

guiltless of sinning, meanwhile they are clearly in conflict with
themselves.”) ¢0Oz;, which is left untranslated by Luther, is
elucidative of the thought which remains to be supplied:
“something must be done, for this man, &e.” Tomoc may
designate either the land, the city, or the temple; connected
with dyeoy, it is used of the temple, Acts vi. 13, Matt xxiv. 15,
without dyeog, 2 Maccab. v. 19, Acts xxi. 28, where, however,
it has obroc with it. We might suppose that 6 romoc xa: 70
¥dvoc, was phraseologic, like the German ¢ Land und Leute,”
¢«land and people,” (Eras. Schmid, Bengel,) but there are no
cxamples of such a use. Aipew, “to destroy,” used both of
inen and things; jpdv, however, may be connected with azosey,
and be taken as the genitive of separation, (Luke vi. 29,) and
then a’pew means “to take away.”

V. 49-52. The passionate reproach of the high priest: “Ye
know nothing at all,” odx oidare 00dév, consures them in gene-
ral for debating on a matter where the proper course was so
obvious. It was certainly remarkable that the man who bore
the office of high priest the ycar that Jesus was put to death,
and who consequently codperated in producing his death, should
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in these words involuntarily exspress the purpose of Gop in that
death, (Schweizer;) he thus became like Balaam, as it were, a
prophet against his will, (sece Tholuck’s Supplem. to comm. on
Epis. to Ilebrews, Beilage, 2d ed. p. 21.) Paulus, Kuingl,
Liicke, De Wette, supposed that the Evangelist regarded the
gift of prophecy as connected with the office of bigh priest,
and find this thought expressed in the words, v. 51, “being
Ligh priest,” dpyespebs dv; but Liicke himself, 8d ed., now con-
fesses, that no express warrant for that opinion can be fur-
nished ; moreover, why on that supposition would the words,
“that year,” 7. éwawrod éxeivov, be added? The Evangelist
could not have meant it merely to fix the chronology of the
event, after v. 49 this would have been superfluous; we have in
xviil. 13 the same formula again, where De Wette is satisfied
with the answer, that the 7. dveavrod éxeivov is a * mere mechan-
ical repetition.” We would be much more near the truth in
finding in it this meaning: *“Who precisely in this memorable
year was high priest,” (Lampe, Schweizer.) Let us now direct
our attention more closcly to the interpretation which the
Evangelist puts upon his words. Caiaphas bad only spoken
of the theoceratic people, Johin gives to his words a reference to
the genuine people of God, and with a retrospect to x. 186,
speaks of a union of all nations, which is to be effected through
the death of Chvist. On the expression, “the children of God,”
téxve T0D Peod, Chrysoston observes: ¢ Those that were to
become such,” dmo 700 péilovrog €geadear, Calvin: “Erant in
Dei pectore filii,” “in the bosom of God they were already
sons.”

V. 58-55. Christ now cscapes into the region of Jordan
lying north of the Dead Sea, as in chap. x., after the commo-
tion, he went to Pera. Jeromec says that Ephraim lay twenty
Roman miles north of Jerusalem ; Euscbius makes the distance
cight Roman miles, (the Roman mile was about 1614 yards.)
It is difficult then, however, to see how it could have lain near
to the wilderness, to wit: of Judah ;! it seems, therefore, that

1 This Epbraim is by Lightfoot, Reland, and others, regarded as the same with
the one mentioned in 2 Curon. xiii. 19, and by Josephus, de bello Jud. iv. 9, 9, and
with some probability, as both passages point to a site north of Jerusalem. It
would have lain then in the neighborhood of Bethlehem; on the way from Jericho
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another Ephraim must be intended. The wilderness of Judah
not only stretched to the north corner of the Dead Sea, but
beyond it as far as Gilgal, cf. Tholuck’s Exposition of the
Psalms, Ps. Ixili. On this view, the synoptical Gospels repre-
senting Jesus as coming from Jericho to Jerusalem, and John
representing him as coming from Ephraim, are in harmony, for
by that site of Ephraim runs the road to Jericho.—The y@pa,
v. 53, 1s the vicinity of Jerusalem. Those who were unclean
were obliged to purify themselves previously to the Passover,
by sacrifices and other ritual observances, (Numb. ix. 10, seq.
2 Chron. xxx. 17, seq.)

V. 56, 6T.  Ti doxst Hpiv is connected with what follows by
the Vulgate, Ethiopic, Erasmus, Wahl, and is translated by the
latter as a preter: ¢ What think you, that he kas not come ?”
Tt Joxst goc, however, usually serves as a preliminary question,
and as regards the tense, the aor. conj. after ov w7 but seldom
marks past time, (Iartung, Partikell. ii. p. 156 ;) nor had the
time for coming completely expired, so that it is better with
Beza to translate: “That he will not come?” Thus the sus-
pense on the part of those who repaired to the feast is brought
before our eyes, and by the xuf, v. 57, the expectation of the
rulers of the people that he would come, is made coordinate
with it.
to Bethel, Robinson, found a frightful wilderness, (ii. 560.) Where, however,
# &pypoc stands without any thing additional, it either means the desert of Arabiz or

of Judah, perhaps the desert of Jericho.—As for the rest, the road from Jericho to
Bethel is a day’s journey.
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JESUS ANOINTED BY Mary.—v. 1-8.

V.1,2. A week before the feast Jesus malkes his appearance.
The genit. tol wdoya is to be resolved into zpo tob =deye, and
7pd 8€ uépaw is equivalent to &5 juépac, as we say in German:
“yor drei Tagen geschah es,” (literally, ¢ defore three days it
happened,”) meaning on the third day. Amos i. 1, Septuag.
mpd dbo érav tob oetapod, Thucydides, Hist. il. 34; mporpera,
equivalent to triduo ante, three days before. It has been made
a question, how these six days are reckoned, whether they in-
clude the terminus a quo and ad quem, or only the term. a quo,
or exclude both? (cf. Jacobi, in the Stud. 1838, 4 H. p. §9%4,
and Neander, 1. c. p. 598.) It is not probable that the journey
and arrival took place on the Sabbath, they occurred perhaps,
therefore, on Friday late in the evening, the meal-time would
then be that which was observed at the beginning of the Sab-
bath." We should have expected from the traits of Martha’s
character given in chap. xi., and in Luke x. 38, seq., that she
would attend to the domestic arrangements, and give expres-
sion in thés way to her love for our Lord; according to Matt.
xxvi. 6 and Mark xiv. 3, the entertainment was given at the
house of Simoxn, who formerly had bLeen a leper—a circum-
stance which, when we consider the similarity which aside from
this exists in the other particulars, is not of sufficient import-
ance to justify the supposition that two distinct facts are de-
scribed ; the question might be asked, whether he may not have
been Martha’s landlord, or even her husband? (Heumann.)

1 According to tr. Schabbath. ¢. xvi. 2, ¢f. Maimonides, tires meal-times were
observed, Friday evening, Sabbath morning and Sabbath eveniug.

(288)
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Mention is made of Lazarus sitting at the table with them, as
evidence of his complete restoration.

V. 3. This superabounding token of love which our Saviour
accepted in such a way as fully to acknowledge its merits, is in
perfect keeping with the character of Mary. It was not un-
usual to connect the anointing of the feet with the ablutions
which took place previous to entertainments, cf. Luke vii. 46,
the Talmud tr. Menachoth, f. 82; Aristophanes, Vespe, v. 605:
xat Tpdva pv ) Jupdeyo pe dzovily xai T 708 dAstoy xai mpooxy-
daoa @idyay, “and first my daughter washes me and anoints
my fect, and stooping over me gives me a kiss.” The nard,
precious in itself, is here further characterized by the addition
of mwrwdc.  Fritzsche on Mark xiv. 8, defended the derivation
of that word from mivw, “potable,” the opposite is maintained
by Winer, p. 90, and Bretschneider, but in the review of
Bretschneider’'s Lexicon in the Hall. Litteraturz. 1840, p. 179,
seq., Fritzsche maintains his opinion in such a way as to com-
pel up to the present time a suspension of judgment. Whether
the word mean ¢ genuine” or “potable,” it marks in cither
case the preciousness, which is also clear from the considerable
price mentioned, (300 denarii are worth about $45.00.) The
bestowment of an entire pound of this oil does in fact seem to
he a great piece of luxury, yet the high price and the suvrpifaca
in Mark xiv. 3, show that we could not well, with Meyer, main-
tain that only a part of that quantity had becn Dbestowed.
Matthew and Mark speak only of an anointing of the kead,
not of the feet; according to Luke vii. 46, the former was the
usual, the latter the more cxtraordinary mode, which is the
rcagson that John gives prominence to it. To the xaréyssy used
by Mark, )lsebs corresponds, for dAseppa is the fluid, and yotoua
the tenacious ointment. The fact seems conclusively to prove
that the family were in good circumstances, if the inference
may not, perhaps, be drawn from the rezypyxey, (she hath kept,)
that the oil by some chance or other obtained long ago had
been preserved as a treasure.

V. 4-6. This one trait of Judas unlocks hissoul to a glance,
which renders clear all that follows, IIe hasbeen put incharge
of the money, which served at once for the wants of Jesus,
and for the poor, and which was supplicd entirely by charity,
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(Luke viii. 8.) He could prevail upon himself, not once only,
but repeatedly to purloin from this money, and yet present him-
self in the presence of Jesus, and was so hypocritical withal, as
to wish to seem the friend of the poor at the very time he was
robbing the poor. Such a man had already smothered con-
science—such a man had no longer power to pray. To such u
man, even the paltry reward oftered him by the Sanhedrim
must have been a lure, especially if he believed that Jesus could
liberate himself again. Two perplexing questions now, indeed,
arise : How did John know of the treachery of this Disciple?
‘Why had Jesus suffered the money still to be in his charge?
IJad John marked it from certain symptoms, and was Christ,
still cherishing hope, unwilling to remove him? That Christ
had not even yet given him up, may perhaps be inferred from
the narrative of the feet washing. BasrdZeay, according to
Theophylact and most of the recent writers, means here to
“take away,” (John xx. 15,) equivalent to “steal,” but in the
passages of the ancient authors, where it might be translated
“steal,” that meaning only can be a deduction from the former
sense ; ITeumann (Liicke also, 8d ed., Bretschneider,) has conse-
quently insisted, that it should be simply translated, ¢ he bare,”
as has been done by the Vulgate, Syriae, Arabic, Persic, Luther,
(Eng. Transl.,) yet the words then scem rather idle.

V. 7,8 The coincidence with Mark xiv. 8, and Matt. xxvi.
12, is remarkable. Tilled with a presentiment of that whick
was now close at hand, our Lord gives to the action a meaning
as tender as it was judicious; according to which, that which
scemed prodigality, answered anoble end. Ts it at all probable
that this trait could have beew invented, and these words put in
the mouth of Jesus. Does it not harmonize completely with
those other expressions of his, which (in opposition to the
Jewish formal picty,) bear on them the stamp of a piety
genuinely humau.  We must connect it with such words as
those in Luke xii. 33, to obtain the complete image of Christ,
Over against a narrow, contracted piety, the Christian system
of morals might make its appeal to this language of our Lord,
to prove that carthly wealth, though it be employed but in
gubserving an idea, as in Art, for exanple, is likewise cmployed
in accordance with the mind of Christ.
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CHRIST'S ENTRANCE INTO JERUSALEM.—vV. 9-19,

V. 9-11. During the Sabbath, the intelligence of the Sa-
viour’s arrival was spreading in the capital, especially had the
account of the raising of Lazarus increased the intensity of
interest on the part of those who had come from a distance to
the feast: as soon as the law of the Sabbath permitted, or even
carly on Sunday, many streamed forth. The shameful design
against Lazarus was only spoken of, but not generally approved.

V. 12,13. It would seem, according to the other Evange-
lists, as though Jesus, without passing the night in Bethany,
had gone at once with the caravan which was traveling to the
feast, by a day’s journey from Jericho to Jerusalem. Iut this
merely seems to have been the case. Mark xi. 1, especially,
shows very clearly that the Evangelist does not give the course
of the journey by stations, but is only concerned to mark the
place from whence the entrance took place; the eye is not di-
rected to what lies between Jericho and the entry into Jerusa-
lem.> “TItis possible, too,” says Ilase, ¢ that tradition, which felt
little solicitude about exactness in distingnishing the dates,
regarded as a single whole the entire journey from Jericho.”
The common view is, that Jesus remained over the Sabbath in
Bethany, and made his entrance into Jerusalem on Sunday,
(palmarum, Palm Sunday.) According to Mark xi. 11, the city
was not reached until late in the day.? Especially among those
who had repaired to the feast, probably, therefore, among the
Galileans, the sympathy exhibited itself so strongly, that with-
out regarding the interdiction of the Sanhedrim, (ix. 22,) they
went forth to meet him on the morning of Sunday, with the
tokens of honor which it is usual to offer to Kastern kings, 1
Maec. xiit. 51, 2 Mac. x. 7. The Targum, Esther x. 15, says:
« When Mordecai went forth from the gate of the king, the

1 If in Mark xi. 1, the thrce places, Bethphage, Bethany and the Mount of Olives,
are mentioned in the order in which Jesus came to them, and if, with the later
legendary tradition, we could locate Bethphage between Bethany and the Mount of
Olives, (Raumer, Palastina, p. 805,) Bethany would then seem to be marked as the
place whence he sct out; but the whole of this is uncertain. Least of all, can the
yeeding proposed by Fr. in loc. be correct.

2 Wlat is urged by Ebrard, ii. p. 588, ngainst Strauss, does not entirely meet its
object.
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streets were covered with myrtle, and the porches with purple,”
cf. also, Herodotus, 1. 7, c. 54. Branches of the palm were
broken off and strewed upon the road, others spread their
garments, (Mark xi. 8.) The artic. 7év in v. 13, either refers
to the palms that stood there, or to the fact that palm branches
were generally used on such occasions. They sing a jubilant
call from Psalm cxviil. 25, 26, which was also sung at the feast
of Tabernacles, and in the great Hallel at the Passover, and
which had a Messianic interpretation attached to it.

V. 14-16. When Jesus had reached the vicinity of the
Mount of Olives, he met the crowds that were coming forth
toward him, and he now causes the ass’ foal to be brought. As
regards the object of his triumphal entrance, we adopt the
words of Hase, 1. c. p. 173: “He received what by divine right
belonged to him, and showed the world that he had the power
of reigning, had he been willing to reign by force. The
political hopes connected with the Messiah, had incited this
triumphal reception; in the near prospect of his death, there
existed no longer a reason why he should shun such a reception.
On one occasion, at least, Jesus must openly proclaim himself
Messialy, and thig 13 the significance of this entrance.” Nean-
der, 1. c. 596: “ This was the result, caused by divine dispensa-
tion, of his previous labors.—It was tke answer to many ques-
tions; the answer which annihilated the last doubt, and thus
took its place as one of those events in history which interest
the whole race.” Jesus desired to declare himself the king of
Israel, but only as the king of peace; he selected, therefore, the
animal that was usually ridden in time of peace, while the horse
was reserved for war, (Ios. xiv. 4, (3,) Prov. xxi. 81, Jere. xvii.
25,) and points directly to that prophecy (Zcchariah ix. 9,)
which likewise depiets the Messiali as king of peace. The dif-
ference in Matthew’s account, which speaks of a she-ass and
her foal, has been clucidated by Ebrard, p. 590, seq. in a man-
ner worthy of notice. On v. 16, cf. ii. 17. It may be ques-
tioned, whether the 8ze édofdady has reference to the impart-
ation of the Spirit, (Acts ii. 83.) Kai 8¢ xc2.—they were
reminded of this, and consequently of the fulfillment, at the
same time with the prophecy; it was they, too, who had
brought the ass (Matt. xxi. 7,) to him.
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V. 17-19. The Jews who had come out earlier, formed the
one chorus, those who met them, (the xe/ in v. 18, must be
regarded,) the other; Luke xix. 37 seems, as Gfrdrer also
observes, to point to a reminiscence of this fact.—It is not the
friends of Jesus, (Chrysostom,) but his enemies, who desired
energetic measures, who utter the expression, v. 19, “behold
the world is gone after him.”

DISCOURSE 0CCASIONED BY THE DESIRE OF (FENTILES TO SEE
JEsUs. —v. 20-36.

V. 20-22. As this, according to v. 36, is one of the last dis-
courses, or the very last, and as of the discourses of Jesus in
the temple in the last week in which his passion occurred,
nothing more than this is narrated, it is the less to be supposed
with Ebrard, that the occurrence took place on the same day.
Filled with the fundamental thought of the obstinate unbelief
of the chosen people, with which the depicture of the public
life of our Lord closes, (v. 87, seq.) John paints one scene more,
to present the longiug of the Gentiles in contrast with this
unbelief. The present dvaasdvrev shows, that we are to sup-
pose that there were proselytes among them. Their reverence
for a teacher so honored is too great to permit them to address
him directly; but their request appears so extraordinary cven
to Philip, (Matt. x. 5,) that he first consults with Andrew, his
tilend, (i. 45.) @élw is used, also, to designate a desire, (1 Cor.
Xiv. 5.) )

V. 23, 24. The answer of Christ cannot well be looked
upon as a refusal of the request—at any rate, if v. 23 could
be so regarded, v. 24 could not. If it could be urged that,
strictly speaking, they desired only to see Jesus, not to speak
with him, it might be supposed that he was ready to comply
with their desire, and on that occasion made to his Disciples
the address that follows. The leading thought in that dis-
course is this, in the longing of these Gentiles is an anticipation
of the future conversion of the world. Bengel: Przludium
regni Dei a Judwis ad gentles transituri, (a prelude to the speedy
transfer of the kingdom of God from Jews to Gentiles.) Zwin-
gle already makes reference to iv. 85, where, too, the first fruits

u
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excite anticipations of the harvest. The ¢glorifying,” do*ao-
po¢, therefore, both here and in v. 28, has a more special
reference to the acknowledgment of Jesus in the world, (v.
32)) in connection with which at the same time “the glorify-
ing,” dofaopic, of God was brought to pass, (xvii. 2, 4.) Inas-
much, however, as subjection to death was the medium of that
glorious rising, as v. 25 immediately expresses that sublime
thought, we may here suppose the death also to be included.
The dying seed, which only throws off’ the visible integument,
in order to unfold the inner germ to a tree, is a striking image
of the Redeemer, who laid off all the external characteristics
separable from him, that he might rise again as a spiritval
principle in the great congregation, for which the path of
deepest humiliation is the path of exaltation—as Heumann so
significantly said: “The cross is but a star shorn of its beams;”
corresponding with this is viii. 28.*

V. 25, 26. The law, whose force he acknowledges for him-
gelf, is the law for all his followers. That life which hesitates
to lift itself into the divine, in which alone the dvrws ¢wy, (1
Tim. vi. 19,) can be found, destroys its own true existence. In
the language ot poetic inspiration, this truth is with special
frequency set forth in the East, but just as commouly in a pan-
theiatic mode of apprehension ; the Oriental mysticism and phi-
losophy demand that the form should be destroyed, which should
rather be transfigured.’— Poyy, like ¥5), means both “self’”” and
“life,” for the self is the life. The usage of the Evangelist
alternates between &uvroy dnoléoac and tyw Juyiy droéaae, (losing
himself, losing his life,) Matt. xvi. 25. Luke ix. 25, cf. the
Greek grdoguystv.  In both instances here the meaning of
“life”” is to be retained.  Meoe?y, in accordance with the Ilebrew

! From my Anthology of Oriental Mysticism, which certainly presents many yet
\mu;c&l parallels to Biblical phrascology, Olshausen cites the words of Dschelaleddic,
(p- 109.)

“Widely sow the wheat deep in tho Jap of enrth,
Soou the golden, rich, large cars of grain have birth;
When again the finil shall smite the eurs In twain,
From the beaten oars comes bread to nourish man.”

? Dschelaleddin, 1. ¢. p. 102:

“Know the world of men is but a glass, my son.

Filled with drops which from God's Sount of being run.
Is the wide woyis, then, with tho streets of heaven,
But a single glags from His lifo stream riven,

Hasten, break the glass wpan the stone tn twoin,

Lhat the drop may mingle with the stream again.”
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usage, is comparative, as in Luke xiv. 26, ““to value less.” Our
life like ourselves should plainly not be the object fixed on as
the highest aim, but should e subordinated to that which is
the truly highest aim. DBy this subordination it is lifted up,
(tollere,) alrcady in the contracted sphere of time becomes lim-
itless and eternal, and is thus lifted up too in such sense as to
be above all danger, (conservare;) cf. with gvldZe the gwoyoveiy,
Luke xvii. 83. The Saviour was about to give up his mortal
life to promote the highest aim, and in this his Disciples are
to follow him, and like him they shall be partakers in that
“glovy,” dofaouos, (xvil. 21-24.) On e, cf. vii. 34.

V. 27, 28. But the path to the rising lics through the set-
ting, in the presence of which, considered in its isolation, the
natural life is stricken with fear. We have in this struggle of
choice, the prelude of the struggle in Gethsemane, (Bengel.)
The two petitions, between which the choice is suspended, in
expressing the two correspondent propositions, commence
cach with the address, ¢ Father,” =drep. The first is withdrawn
—why? 4ea roiro refers to something present in the Saviour’s
thoughts, but under the emotion of his soul not expressed in
language—it is, a3 most think, the consummation of the divine
decree of atonement, through his passion. According to the
older expositors, (Luther, also,) edgoy—rairyc is not connected
with the question ¢ efzw, but forms an independent uestion ;
this opinion has been renewed by De Wette, and Liicke agrees
with him. But after the expression of a doubt even in the
tf gz, as to what prayer should be offered, a positive petition
could only accord with the laws of mental action, if it pre-
gented itself as the result of a deczsion ; but this could not be
the result here, for the prayer is at once again corrected. We
decidedly, therefore, prefer the other view, (Theophylact, Gro-
tius, Le Clerc, Kling, Schweizer.) Chrysostom already exhib-
its the logical relations of the propositions thus: o ifyw,
dxdAraBoy ps éx . Hpos Tadtys [dAat; mdrep, d6§aady aov 10 Svopa.
Koiroe . tooayic tobro dvayrafodans Aéyewv, T0 dvavrioy 1éyw,
f6facoy aov 7. dvoun.  (“T do not say, Save me from this hour,
but I say, Father, glorify thy name. Though agitation should
force the utterance of the former, I say the reverse, Glorify thy

name.”
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V. 28-30. The voice of God declares that the sublime
prayer, which had resulted from so great a conflict, is answered.
(On the double xa/, cf. what is said on vi. 836.) Three grada-
tions in the way in which it was understood are noted: some
regarded it as a natural phenomenon, some thought they heard
a being of a higher sphere speaking, and others understood
the words that were uttered. If we direct our attention, first
of all, to the purport of the heavenly voice, we must exp.ain
dofoocw with immediate reference to verses 24 and 382; if
28oédaoa be regarded as strictly corresponding with this Future,
it concerns the recognition of Christ, which had been brought
about up to this time, (xvii. 10.) The different apprehensions
of the voice were accounted for by the earlier expositors, on
the supposition that it sounded immediately over Christ, and
was consequently regarded by those who stood at some dis-
tance as only a heavenly language without words, and by those
very remote, as a noise like thunder—or they fell back upon
the tone of miund, in virtue of which the “carnal,” capxuzoi,
must speedily have lost an accurate impression of what they
heard, (Chrysostom, Ammonius.) How are we to understand,
in general, the voices from heaven, not merely in the New
Testament, (Acts ix. 7, xxii. 7, x. 13, 15,) but in Josephus also,
(Antiq. xiii. 8, de bello jud. vii. 12,) and in the early Christian
Church, (Ep. de Martyrio Polyc. ¢. 9,) and the “tolle, lege,”
(take, read,) when Augustine was converted? It is well known
that vivid bodily sensations, and spiritual feelings also, under
strong excitement, shape themselves, in the fancy, to forms
which create sensuous impressions, to something that is heard
or seen, sce above on 1. 32, 83. If that in which they originate
be merely subjective, they form subjcctive visions, or (to give
them their medical designation,) hallucinations; if that which
they contain is objectively true, they are then objective
visions. The vision here spoken of cannot have been subject-
ive, as the multitude, who were indiffercnt, also perceived
something. A sound like thunder must be presupposed, but
according to the view of Liicke, De Wette, the distinct lan-
guage which was heard pertains to the internal vision. The
1ormer commentator says—the voice of the thunder is a word
of God, first of all, for Christ only; others, whose attention had
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been arrested by the prayer, gave to the outward sound a higher
significance, but it spoke nothing definite to them ; the unsus-
ceptible perceived only the physical phenomenon. It has been
usual since Grotius, to appeal at the same time to a notion
common among the Rabbins, that of the Bath-kol, %p=n3, a
phrase which means, Daughter of the Voice, that is, an internal
second voice, evolving itself from an outward sound, and among
others, according to Paulus, Liicke, De Wette, thunder was
onc of these outward sounds.! The interests of religion do not
demand that this view should be absolutely rejected, for the coin-
cidence of natuval phenomena with Christ’s word, and the frame
of wind excited by them in the Disciples, could still not be
regarded as mere accident. But if, as Liicke contends, Jesus
alone gave that meaning to the natural phenomenon, are we to
suppose that he afterward explained it to his Disciples? If
this were the case, then the Disciples would here be compre-
hended under the ¢“pecople,” dyloc, and the “others,” daloe.
We adhere, therefore, to the opinion, that an outward sound
was heard, which, by divine influence, shaped itself in the
minds of the susceptible to the words mentioned, but in the
less susceptible, only produced the impression that something
had been uttered, (Neander, Kling, Olshausen.) That an actual
oceurrence, and not a mere fiction of the narrator is detailed, is
clear, when we consider that the purposes of a writer of that
sort would lLave been better subserved by inventing a heavenly
voice, which all understood, and by which all were impressed.
The comparison of Acts ix. 7, with xxii. 9, shows also, that the
attendants of Paul heard a woice, whose words Paul alone under-
stood.—Finally, in v. 30, the Redeemer declares that he needed
not this voice of God for his own exaltation.

1 On the other hand, it has been observed by me, thatin noune of _the various pas-
sages in Vitrings, Observat. Sacr., Meuschen, N. T. ex talmude ill. (here cf. the
Dissertation by Danz, de inangurat. Christi, p. 445, seq.) Buxtorf, l_e:{. talm. s. b. v.,
is the term applied to thunder or any natural phenomenon, of which no more thrn
an interpretation conld be given, but is nlways npplied to an actual voice of God or
men. Lucke and De Wette coutrovert this, but with a citation, not to the purpose,
from Lightfoot on Matt. iii. 17, for Lightfoot there merely explains as thunder, (toni-
tru,) the Bath-kol LD=N3 in dispute, which may be an actual voice.  Liubkert:
4 Etwas uber Bath-kol,” in the Stud. u. Kritiken, 1335, iii. H. has collected a large
number of passages, which confirm our vicwg he doubts, moreover, whother that
oonception was formed before the time of Christ. Neander, also, 1. c. p. 619, seq.
agrees with our view.
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V. 81-83. In sublime anticipation, the Saviour already
beholds the realization of the divine promise. The non-mes-
sianic world, that is, “this world,” ¢ xdouo¢ odroc, is powerless
against his kingdom ; the Ruler of it is overcome; all;! that is,
both Gentiles and Jews, (Chrysostom, Calvin,) are exalted to be
citizens of the Empire; analogous is the triumphant exclama-
tion, Luke x. 18. Olshausen employs this in connection with
Rev. xii. 11, 12, to attach to the words “shall be cast out,”
xflydroerar & w, the force, “from heaven,” but if that had
been meant, either heaven would be mentioned, or this repre-
sentation must be a perfectly well known one. *Efw may
have xoopoc supplied, “cast out of the world,” but it is better
to refer it to the 6 doywy, supplying 7 doyy, “cast out of his
dominion,” (Euthymius, Grotius.) “If I be lifted up from the
earth,” 6pwd@ éx i ric, leads immediately to that to which
v. 34, 35, point, to his removal from the world, or more defi-
nitely, to his glorification in heaven, (Luther, in Walch, viii. p.
88 ;) as, however, in iii. 14, and in viii. 28, the same expression
denotes the crucifixion, and as v. 24, to which this probably
glances Dbaclk, speaks of the glorification through suffering, we
must here, with Erasmus, Beza, ITcumann, suppose a two-fold
signification, of which the Evangelist, v. 83, makes use, (xviii.
32.) The drawing unto him may, according to vi. 44, be simply
the reception into communion; if there be, however, a back-
ward glance to v. 26, it means communion with the Saviour in
his ezaltation.

V. 34. The people lay hold only on the idea of Christ’s
removal from the world, his words, therefore, secm to them in
conflict with Isa. ix. 7, Dan. vil. 14, and like passages. “We
Liwve heard,” fjzoboapey, as they were acquainted with the Old
Testament, which is meant here by “the law,” vopoc, only by
hearing it read, (Matt. v. 21.) The expression, “Son of man,” vio;
00 avdpdmon, and “must,” d:7, had not been used by Christ, v.
32; it appears that the Evangclist has given this reply with pre-
ciscness, but had not on the other hand quoted the previous
words of Christ with preciseness. From their language, Who is

1 If there be a hesitation in conceding that mdvrec has refcrence to Gentiles aml
Jews, (Rom. xi. 32, Jobn x. 16,) still an absolute universality does not necessarily

follow, for it must always be firmly held, that only the susceptible ave intended, cf.
vi. 456 with 44.
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this Son of man? tic—avdpworov, may be inferred that this
predicate was not a current designation of the Messiah, sec
on i. 52.

V. 35, 36. 'Without giving a direct answer to the question,
which was not indeed necessary, as the beginning of v. 34
shows that they were able to furnish it themselves, the Saviour
exhorts them to make a faithful use of his presence, (viil. 21.)
“Darkness,” oxozia, the period when the Salvation is no longer
personally among them—the result of which is that the foot-
step 1s no longer secure. ‘ Children of light,” viot pwréc, used
also, Luke xvi. 8, a Iebraistic designation of the relation of
dependence, as the child is dependent on the mother. «Did
hide himself from them,” éxpt3y dn’ adrdv, is meant to desig-
nate only his withdrawal from public labors.

Crose or THE Pusric LaApors or our LorD.—v. 37-50.

V. 87-41. The reader should recall what was observed in
the Introduction to the Gospel, p. 17, in regard to the leading
purpose of the Evangelist. The méracles would exercise the
most striking power in convincing men, (x. 88.) In such
appeals to the prophetic prediction of the people, as for exam-
ple in Matt. xiii. 14, xxvi. 24, John =xvii. 12, Rom. xi. 8, &c.,
lies apparently the doctrine of predestination. DBut in regard
to this, it must be borne in mind, that according to the biblical
view, as well as by the acknowledgment of philosophy, a divine
decree is consummated in evil also, without thercby destroying
liuman accountability,' (Matt. xviii. T, Acts iv. 27, 28.) Not
incorrectly in regard to the aim of such appeals to prophecy,
De Wette says, “that thereby merely a lowly submission to
divine rule is denoted ;" still more correctly we may say: inas-
much as the prophesying verifies the divine dpespsvoy, (deter-
mination,) (cf. Luke xxii. 22, and Matt. xxvi. 24,) the looking at
it exalts faith above the events which seem destructive to the
divine plan of the world. Thus John tranquilizes himself and

1 For it is true, as Chrysostom here remarks: odd2 yap émecdyy elmev ‘oaiag, oix
tniorevoy, CAN Emedy odk Euellov migreletw, did rovro elmev "Hoalag, ¢ For it was not
because Isaiah said so, that they did not believe, byt because they would not believe
Isainh suid this,”
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his readers, v. 37, 38, by showing that even the unbelief of the
people of God in the promised one was ordered in the divine
plan of the world, and therefore what is in Isaiah liii. 1, had
been predicted. In v. 39 it is continued: not only was this
hardening foreseen and ordained, but it also occurred under
divine causality, dz¢ goes back to dea roiro. The way of appre-
hending it adopted by Luther, Grotius, De Wette, is syntacti-
cally different, they referring dwi robro to what precedes, so
that érc introduces a new ground: ¢ Because that divine proph-
ccy must be fulfilled, they could not believe, for—." De Wette
observes that &z rouro occurs elsewhere, with a reference to
what precedes, yet still when there is a new ground, an & is
added, (Matt. xxiv. 44.) The citation from Isalah vi. 10 is not
exact, inasmuch as that which God there enjoins on the prophet
is here expressed in the third person as an act of God, and only
at the close does the first person again appcar. As the caus-
ality of the hardening, God naturally can only be designated in
a relative manner, dpopuyrads and deasrxds ;) see as regards the
doetrinal aspect, Tholuck’s Comm. on Rom. i. 24, xi. 7, seq.—
The application of the passage from the Old Testament to the
case before us, will be justified by but a single observation.
Isaiah beheld the dofe, the glory of God; in the theophanies
of the Old Testament, Jehovah unveiled himself to men through
the Logos alone, (cf. the introduction to ch. i. p. 58, seq.) that
glory then, 7133, was consequently the glory of the Logos, and
as the words “spake of him,” éidljoe mept adrol, allude to Isa.
vi. 8, seq. the judicial hardening is also to be traced to the
Logos. According to 1 Cor. x. 4, also, the revelations under
the old covenant proceeded from the Logos.

V. 432-43. This limitation shows that the Evangelist was not
interested, as has recently been urged as a reproach against
him, in exaggerating the unbelief of the Jews. Referring to
Jesus’ own words, chap. v. 44, John assigns a genuinely prag-
matic reason why there was a defect of open confessors of
Christ. The #jmep, originally poctical, passed at a later period
into the xow7, the common usage.

V. 44-50. The older interpreters found in these words a
resumption of the public discourses of J esus; Chrysostom,
indeed, thinks that the eppusia (v. 87,) refers to miracles which
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occurred in the interval, but are not mentioned. As, however,
what follows, in great part expresses ounly reminiscences of
earlier discourses, most writers since Michelis, Morus, (Bengel
also,) have regarded what follows as recapitulation, and have
taken the aorists orags, efre, as pluperfects. After Strauss, how-
ever, had objected, that “to give this retrospective signification
there ought to be a corresponding indication in the words them-
selves, or in the context,” (i. p. 683, Eng. Trans. ii. 171,) De
Wette also supposes that ¢ the recollection of the contents of
Jesus’ discourses shaped itself under the hand of the Evange-
list to an actual discourse.” On the other hand, Schweizer, 1.
¢. p. 18, justly lays weight on the fact, that in contrast with the
invariable habit of the Evangelist, a discourse of the Saviour
would here be presented without any thing specific in regard
to the circumstances under which it was delivered, which is so
much the less admissible, “as a position of things previously
existing had been expressly specified as terminated.” Not the
slightest difficulty can exist about taking the aorist as pluper-
feet, especially in recapitulating, yet the aorists may unhesita-
tingly also be regarded as narrative; it is in fact acknowledged
that the Grecks, to use the language of Kiihner, (ii. p. 76,)
“employ the aorist when they speak of some appearance fre-
quently observed in time past.”—On v. 44, cf. x. 38, xiii. 20; on
v. 45, cf. xiv. 9; on v. 46, cf. viii. 12, xii. 35-37; on v. 47 and
48, cf. iii. 17 and 18; on v. 49, cf. vil. 16-18; on v. 50, cf.
viii. 80,



CHAPTER XIII

\
JESUS WASHES HIS DISCIPLES' FEET, THE LAST TOKEN OF
LOVE. — V. 1-20.

V. 1. Tuis repast of the Lord with his Disciples is the last,
for immediately after the discourses which follow it he left the
city. Now the Evangelist seems to say in these words, that
the token of love given by the Saviour, the washing of his
Disciples’ fect, took place defore the feast. The éopzs, the
Passover, commenced on the fourteenth of Nisan, at six o’clock
in the evening, with the eating of the PPassover; it would seem,
thercfore, that the meal here described took place on the thir-
teenth of that month, in the evening. According to the
synoptical Gospels, however, our Lord partook of the Passover
with his Disciples on the same day with the Jews, (Matt. xxvi.
17, Mark xiv. 12, Luke xxii. 7.) This difference is onc of the
most litigated questions in the criticism of the Gospels. Yet
more unequivoeally than in the passage before us, John desig-
nates the day on which the Passover should have been eaten, aa
that on which Christ was crucified, ch. xviii. 28, xix. 14, 81.
The contrary date fixed by the Synoptists, which would make
the crucifixion fall on the fificenth of Nisan, that is, on the
first day of the feast, is encumbered with great difficulties,
which lie in the very nature of the case: would Jesus, contrary
to the law, have left the city on the night of the FPassover?
could the Sanhedrim have undertaken on that holy day to
arrest, arraign, give a hearing to and sentence him? Is there’
not throughout, merely the exhibition of a fear of desccrating
the following Sabbath 2 (xix. 831.) All the four accounts concur

n the statement, that the Redeemer was crucified on Friday,
(302)
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and lay in the grave on the Sabbath, (Saturday,) but the dif-
ference is this, that according to John this Friday scems to
have been the fourteenth of Nisan, on the evening of which
the Passover was eaten, but according to thc Synoptists, on the
contrary, secms to have been the fifteenth, consequently the
first day of the feast. We regard it as most in keeping with
a scientific love of truth, to confess at once that the union of
the two accounts is encumbered with very great difficulties.
A full statement of these difficulties is the less likely to prove
detrimental to the faith, since, even granting that theological or
historical reasons make a contradiction in this matter a thing
not to be imagined, such a statement only gives an impulse to
a more radical investigation. The larger portion of the mod-
ern critics have been led by an examination of this subject to
the ultimate result, that there must be a mistake on cne or
other side, cither on the part of John or on that of the first
three Evangelists; while Bretschineider, in his Probabilia, and
Weisse, charge it on John, by far the larger part, Usteri, De
Wette, Theile, Liicke, Neander, find the mistake in the first
three Gospels; Strauss, however, winds up with the observation,
that no decision is yet to be hazarded as to which statement is
the correct one, (4th ed. p. 400, Eng. tr. iii. 152.) Should we
now disregard every thing that antiquity has told us of the
authors of the first three Gospels, and regard these Gospels
merely as a product which originated toward the close of the
first century, from a wavering popular tradition, then certainly
the statement as regards the time of the Last Supper of Christ
has flowed from a troubled source. If, however, so arbitrary a
procedure must be styled uucritical in the highest degrec, if
but this be fixed, that the Greck of Matthew is in harmony
in the main points with its Aramaic original, that we are to
regard Lulke, the friend of Paul, as the author of the third
Gospel, then to charge upon these first Evangelists an crror in
date is attended with difficulties not less serious than thosc
connected with the resolution of the difference mentioned.
Beginning with the very year of our Lord’s death, his last
love feast, together with the Supper which was linked with it,
was 1epeated by his Disciples. Will it be maintained that at
the time of this earlicst repetition a chronological error had
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crept in ? Is there not an unbroken chain of tradition founded
tn facts, according to which, Mark must have known wlen
Peter commemorated the death of Christ, Luke must have
known when Paul, Polycarp must have known when John did
go? Irenwus, the pupil of Polycarp, mentions also, that in
the controversies regarding the Easter festival, Polycarp had
appealed to the fact that the Apostle had observed Easter on the
same day as the Jews, (Eusebius, 1. v. c. 24;) Polycrates, also,
Bishop of Ephesus, in the middle of the second century, (quoted
in the same passage in Eusebius,) in his letter on the Easter
festival, appeals to seven kinsmen of his, who were bishops
before him, whose tradition in regard to Easter he followed,
and declares that John observed the same usage as regarded
Easter.! There is yet another point of view in which these last
witnesses are to be considered. If John celebrated the Supper
at the same time with the Jews, can that conception of the
passages in his Gospel be correct, according to which Christ was
erucified on the day on which the Passover was ohserved? So
improbable is this, that the most recent criticism, (Schwegler's)
apprehending the passages inu John in this way, supposes that
the genuineness of the Gospel itself must be called into doubt.
‘What, however, can be opposed to these objections? Shall it be
said: This last meal on the thirteenth of Nisan must have becn
more important to the Disciples than the Passover itself; that
perhaps on the day of our Lord's crucifixion they had tasted
nothing ; that perhaps at alater period the Passover was united
with the Supper, which was instituted at that meal ; that Matthew
consequently, when some twenty years later he wrote his Gospel,
may have mistaken one for the other? (Theile “on the time of
Christ’s Last Supper,” in Winer, Neuem Krit. Journ. ii. p.
171.) Shall we add, with Liicke, 3d ed. p. 783: ¢ As regards
too, the day of the Saviour's death, the tradition was, per-
haps, satisfied with settling this, that Jesus had been crucified®
on the mapasxevyj (the preparation) of the feast. The day of
the resusrection was alone more accurately designated. From

! This passage contains as for the rest, some obscure places; cf. Neander, 1. c. P
636, (Eng. tr. p. 385.)

2 In the Talmud, also, it is affirmed that Jesus, NR2™I323 “on the day beforc

the Passover,” wos stoned and hung; (!) Tken, diss. ii. p. 295. (Eisenm .
Eutdock, 1. 1. 179. Tr.) ) ’ P ( nmenger, Jud
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defect of chronological interest in an event which presented
features of so much greater moment, which did not depend on
the chronology, the absence of some definiteness was not at
first felt, and the indetinite was propagated.” If we had merely
statements to do with, this might perhaps answer, but is there
not a continuous train of tradition resting on facts? Do not
Polycarp and Polycrates appeal to facts of their own time?
And what shall we say of the fact that John himself kept
Laster with the Jews? Is it suflicient, with Liicke, to see in
this a mere accommodation to the usage of the Churches in
Asia Minor, which usage arose independently of John? The
matter would certainly be clearer, if we could suppose with
Neander: (p. 636, Eng. tr. 385,) ¢ That the Jewish Christians
lept up the Jewish usage of the Passover, giving it, howerver,
a Christian import; while the congregations of purely Gentile
converts originally kept no festivals at all.” From what time,
however, is to be dated the error which originated in that usage,
the error, that Christ, on that evening, partook of the Paschal
Supper with his Disciples? According to Neander, Liicke,
and even Usteri, {Comment. p. 19,) Paul was aware of the cor-
rect view, and intimates it when (1 Cor. xi. 23,) he does not
say, “on the night of the Passover,” but “the same night in
which Christ was betrayed;”’ and when in 1 Cor. v.7, he
opposes to the Jewish Passover the offering of Christ—conse-
quently, the spiritual Passover, as sacrificed at the same time
with the Jewish Paschal lamb. Now it is confessed that precisely
in the account of the Lord’s Supper, Paul stands in connection
with Luke, consequently Luke at least cannot have gone
amiss. We put the general question: Would any of the
Apostles who had been in the scenes of those great days, be at
all likely to torget which had been the day of crucifixion; and
if this could not be, could a Paul, a Luke, a Mark, be mistaken
—to say nothing of Matthew?

Under an improbability so great, of any mistake having been
made, we feel absolutely obliged to essay a reconciliation. The
Christians of the carliest period were acquainted with a method
of doing so; Polycrates, in the passage cited, appeals to the
Gospels as harmonizing with the practice observed by John in
regard to the Easter festival; aud Apollinaris, 1n the fourth cen-
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tury, in the Fragracnt Chronic. pasch. p. 6, where he combats
the practice of the Christians of Asia Minor, who celebrated
Easter at the same time with the Jews, and placed the day
of our Lord's death upon the fifteenth of Nisan, observes by
way of reproach, that according to their idea the Evangelists
would appear to have fallen into a contradiction. Either a
false interpretation is put upon the first Gospels, when accord-
ing to them we transfer the last Supper to the fourteenth of
Nisan, or upon John, when we put it, according to him,
upon the thirteenth. The former was, until in the last
century, the most general view, and the oldest and most
common attempt at producing a harmony, was the suppo-
sition, that the Redeemer himself had anticipated the eating
of the Passover, thus Tertullian, the auctor queest. in N. T.
(Pscudo-Augustine,) Clement, Origen, Chrysostom,’ Apolli-
naris, Euthymius, those numerous Greek theologians who de-
fended the Greek usage of leavened bread in the Lord’s Supper,
(sce Usteri, 1. c. p. 87,) various members also of the Church of
Rome, as Lamy, Calmet; of the Protestant theologians, Cap-
pellus, Lampe, Decyling, Gude, (in his very learned treatise,
Demonstratio quod Chr. in cena sua eravpwsipg agnum
paschalem non comederit, ¢ Demonstration that Christ did not
eat the Paschal lamb at his last Supper,” Lips., 1742, 24 ed.)
Ernesti, Kuindl. The mere extent to which this particular
manner of reconciliation has been adopted, malkes it proper to
examine it; it has again found in the learned Movers a de-
fender,’ (in the Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. kathol. Theolog. 1833, H. 7
and 8.) In relation to the ground of an auticipation of the
Passover ou the part of the Redeemer, this most recent Apolo-
gist adopts the view already extensively received in the Greek
Chureh, (sce Usteri,) that in the Lord’s Supper, which was united

1 He is‘uncertain; oun chap. xviii. 28, he says: jro. odv 70 mdoya THv fopTin
Td c[a‘u\lslyu' 7 6re TéTE ¢molovy 70 miaym, abroc 8@ mpd wde adTd mapédwme,
TApGY 7Y {@ToT odayiv Ti Tapaakev, ore kal 7O waraidv byivero T0 mdoya. ** Either
he calls the whole feast the Passover, or they then kept the Passaver ; hut he (Chriat)
observed it the day before, resersing the sacrifice of himsell for the parasceuc
(preparation,) on which day formerly the Passover was kept” On Muatf. xxvi. be
adopts the idea of a delay of the feast on the part of the Jews.

2 Mg a9t o] . H . -

# This treatise, slthongh even in other respects not without importance, has been
averlonked in almost all the recent works, even by Licke, p. 717. Mo<crs is cen-
*urible for presenting his exposition a5 a novel one without mentioning Grotiug, Dey-
ling, (obss. sacree, i. p. 277, seq.) aad others.
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with the Passover, it was designed to give the spiritual antitype
to the symbotical Paschal Supper, as the Redccmer, at the
very hour at which the typical Paschal lamb was slain in the
temple, offered Limself as the true Paschal lamb. The circum-
stance, that the Evangelists call the day when the Passover was
made ready, the first day of unleavencd bread, (Matt. xxvi. 17,
Mark xiv. 12,) he, as Grotius had already done, obviates thus,
that we arc 10t to suppose that thereby is meant the hours of
the day of the fourteenth of Nisan, on the evening of which it
was usual to slay the Passover, but that the eventide of the thir-
teenth is meant, from which it was already usual to compute the
fourteenth, to which Luke also (xxii. 7,) alludes by using e,
whereby the end of the thirteenth of Nisan is designated as the
period when the command was given. In Matt. xxvi. 18, our
Lord, by using the words, “my time is at hand,” 6 xar06c pov
érric éore, pointed “clearly” to his intention of keeping the Pass-
over at an extraordinary time.? DBut it may be objected, if our
Lord had arranged for the Supper at the approach of the dusk of
evening, could it have been got ready the same evening? But,
says the Apologist, let it be noted : The large dining-room was
already prepared for the meal, (Mark xiv. 15,) and that un-
known friend to whom Jesus seut the Disciples, appears to have
had every thing requisite already in readiness.’ First of all, as
a grand objection, arises this: Is it credible that such an extra-
ordinary Passover would have been allowed to pass by the priests
in the temple, that they would have consented to the offering,
to the outpouring of the blood by the altar? If not, then the
idea of a Passover must be altogether abandoned, and a return
made to the view of those Grecks who regarded the Lord’s
Supper as a substitute for the Passover—this, too, in complete
opposition to the text. Yet besides this, the text creates addi-
tional difficulties. From the connection in which in Mark
xiv. 12, the words xai—é&Jvoy stand with the question of the

1 As the leaven was remaved as early as the fourteenth of Nisan, this was also
counted among the days of unleavened bread.

2 Grotius already has this view; Neander appears by an independent process to
have reached the same view, L ¢. p. 635, (Eng. tr. 385.) Could not Luke xxii. 15
Le used with still more plausibility for this view ?

3 Tt remaius to be notice:d ihiat the person interested did not necd to e present st
the killing of the lamb, that this also could be done by substitulion.
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Disciples, we must believe that when they put the question they
also took it for granted that the Saviour would keep the
Passover at the usual time. Had he designed to make an
exception in this particular case, must he not have expressly
mentioned it in his reply? In addition, Mark xiv. 17, (cf.
Matt. xxvi. 20,) undoubtedly points to the fact, that tbe
arrangement was made by the Disciples in the earlier part
of the day; to be sure, Luke xxii. 14 has, “ when the hour
was come,” 8re érévero 7§ dpu, which accords more nearly
with the solution we are now discussing. But besides, difki-
culty has been excited by this view, because it imposes a
necessity of supposing that the Redeemer deviated in that holy
festival from the legal appointment. The view consequently
has been defended, especially since the period of the Reforma-
tion: that rather on the part of the Jews, in order to avoid the
strictness of a Sabbath-keeping on two consecutive days, there
had been a transfer to the Sabbath of the first feast day, which
this time preceded the Sabbath, and in the éder, Luke xxii. 7, it
was thought there was evidence that our Lord, in his own ccle-
bration of the Passover, had remained faithful to the legal time.
Among the Reformed, as well as amonug the Lutheran exposi-
tors, Calvin, Beza, Ducer, Flacius, Gerhard, Calovius, and many
others, thisis the prevalent expedient, which is defended also by
Scaliger and Casaubon. The oldest trace of it is referred by
Gerhard (Ilarmon Ev. ii. p. 934,) to Rupert, and by him to Paul
Burgensis. Now it is certainly correct, that an expedient of
the sort mentioned is practiced by the modern Jews, (see par-
ticulars in Tken, Dissert. iii. 417 ; Byndus, de morte Christi, 1. i.
¢. i.) but it has been shown by Coceeius, not. ad Sanh. c.i. § 2,
Bochart and others, that passages occur in the Talmud which
prove it not to have been the usage of that period.—A new
path has been struck out by the learned men who attempted to
show, that according as the new moon was determined either
astronomically by the conjunction of the moon with the sun, or
by its appearing in the heaven, the Jews themselves might fix
the fifteenth of Nisan about a day earlier or later, and that the
Karaites, whom Jesus followed, actually had fixed it by the
appearing of the moon, (and thus indeed, at that time, one day
carlier,) and the Rabbinical part fixed it by the calculus in con-
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nection witn the appearing. This latter view has been main-
tained with a very great expenditure of erudition by Iken, Dis-
sertat. ii. With all the acuteness and learning, however, which
have characterized this defense, 1t rests upon too many unsafo
premises. Nothing is known of any such dissension in the
time of Christ; according to Josephus, the Paschal laml was
slain Dy all Israelites on the same day; the very existence of
the sect of Karaites in Christ’s time, is more than uncertain,
and it would be more natural to expect that the Rabbinists, who
computed astronomically, would fix the new moon earlier, and
the Karaites fix it later, than the converse.—The essay at expla-
nation which had already been presented by Frisch, “On the
Paschal Lamb,” 1758, and combated in that day by Gabler,
(Neues theol. Journal, Bd. 3, St. 5, 1799,) has been again
brought out and invested with great plausibility at a very
recent period, (Rauch, Stud. u. Kritik. 1832, IL. 3.)) The view is
this: The legal determination, by the fourteenth of Nisan, means
not the end of the day, but its beginning, consequently the evening
of the thirteenth. This is beyond dispute deducible from Jose-
phus, Antig. 2, 14, 16, where we read that the Jows were obliged
to select a lamb on the tenth of Nisan, and to keep it until the
fourteenth, and évacdors tis reooapscxarexdryg ¢ at the beginning
of the fourteenth,” to kill it. The day of the crucifixion would
consequently fall on the fourtecuth of Nisan. After it has becn
furthermore shown that in the strict sense the Passover lasted
only seven days, from the first day of the feast, the moo &opr7jc 7ol
=dayua, xiil. 1, is interpreted, “before the Dassover properly so
called ’—which commenced, to wit: twenty-four hours later,
on the fifteenth of Nisan. Itis shown further, that on this
view, John xix. 14 and 81 allow of a very satisfactory
explanation, since then in xix. 14, the mapagzevy tob wdoya
is the day before the Passover proper, and in v. 31, that
Sabbath is called psyddq, (high, great,) because the first day
of the festival fell upon it, which, just as much as the last,
was regarded as a grand day. In ch. xix. 28, however, there
remains no other resource than the supposition that o
ndoya there is meant to designate not the Paschal lamb, but

(* Translated by Robinson, Biblical Repository, vol. iv. 1834. Tr.)
v
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the unleavened bread, ra dZvpa, which was eaten throughout
the festival proper. In examining this view, we must, first of
all, look more narrowly at the expressions in regard to the
legal participation in the Paschal Supper; such an examination
establishes the fact, that even in the Pentateuch itself there is
on this point a want of certainty in the specifications. To
the idea that it was eatcn on the evening of the thirteenth, is
certainly opposed the fact, that the Israelites, according to
Numbers xxxiii. 8, went forth on the fifteenth of Nisan, and
if the departure, according to Ex. xii. 80, seq. followed in the
same night, on the evening preceding which the Passover had
been eaten, it follows that it must have been eaten on the
evening of the fourteecnth. But with this again it conflicts,
that in the very same passage, Num. xxxiil. 8, the day of de-
parture is called the “morrow of the Passover;” nor does it
scem to fit in properly with that view, that in Ex. xii. 22, it
is said that none shall go out until the morning. This uncon-
nected exhibition in the Pentateuch renders it specially neces-
sary to look at the later practice. In that practice, the time of
the Supper fell upon the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan,
and the passage adduced by Rauch, from Josephus, shows
nothing to the contrary, for the expression, évordors 17s regaa-
pecrazdexdrye, would only necessarily mean: ¢“at the day-breal:
of the fourteenth day,” in case these words formed an antithe-
sis to another time of day; as it is, however, merely the date of
« day to which they arc opposed, as namely, the foarteenth
day is opposed to the thirteenth, the only proper translation of
them is, “at the beginning of the fourteenth day.” To this
must be added, that it is not at all credible, that between the
Paschal meal, at which already unleavened bread was used,
and the day of which was counted with the feast, that between
this and the first day of the festival proper, a day having no
connection with the feast would be thrown in.—The last attempt
to harinonize the Synoptists with what is apparently the mean-
iug of Jonn, has been made by Ebrard, who maintains that as
the 255,600 lambs, which, according to Josephus, were usually
killed in the space of two hours, from threc to five o’clock,
must have required a longer time and more room, the Passover
must have been slain and eaten as early as the thirteenth of



JESUS WASHES HIS DISCIPTES FEET. 311

Nisun, especially by the poorer classes, and the Galileans, (1. c.
ii. p. 631, seq.) Capellus, (in his Epis. ad Cloppenb. de die,
ete. p. 112,) in order to establish his theory that the Paschal
lamb could also be slain at home, had alrcady made reference to
o want of time, as also of space in the fore-court, for the num-
ber of offerings. Ebrard hasindeed carried out his view learn-
edly and acutely, but even more than that of Iken it rests on
insecure hypotheses. He is mistaken in attempting to prove
from 2 Chron. xxxv. 11, that the priests (the Leviics rather!)
slew the lambs, the opposite is proven by 2 Chron. xxx. 17, and
by the Mischna; it was the duty of the priests merely to burn
the fat, and pour out the blood by the altar, (see Bynius, p.
38; Gabler, neuest. Journal, ii. 1 8t. p. 483; Winer, Realw.
ii. p. 234.) Ebrard does not seem to have compared the Tr.
Pesachim, in the fifth chapter of which there is a complete
description of the whole series of occurrences, from which we
learn, that the people in three successive companies came into
the fore-court, that the priests themselves did not slay the
lambs; indeed, Rabbi Jehudah expressly declares, in his time,
when the thurd company was there, as it was but a small one,
there was no time even to get through with the singing of the
Hallel, (ch. v. § 7.) We pass by yet other observations that
might be opposed to this theory, and only remark that, accord-
ing to Maimonides, in case of necessity, they might help them-
selves through by taking the night also.

In the more recent period an effort has been made to refer
back the data in John to the exegetical inferences from the
synoptical Gospels, thus Lightfoot, Bochart, Bynius, Reland,
Guerike, in Winer's krit. Jour. B. 8, 8t. 6 ; HHemsen, Authentie
des Johannes, p. 279, seq.; Kern, Tiib. Zeits. 1836, 3 H. p. 1;
Hengstenberg, in the Evangel. Kirchenzeit. 1838, p. 98, seq.
‘We will consider what shape, according to this view, is taken
by the passages of John involved in this discussion.

I. Chap. xiil. 1.—If 7rdayosv is here meant to designate the
sentiment of love, it is surprising that it is connected with a
determining of time, and we might, therefore, understand by
it an attestation of love conrnected with a deed, as Gerhard
already observes: “non amor affectivus sed actualis,” (not love
gs an emotion, but love as an act;) with this, however, the e/
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télo¢ is in conflict, which Liicke would translate ¢finally ”—
rather might it be rendered “wholly” (Cyrill?) The thought
of the Disciple is certainly, however, only this: When the
Saviour, previous to the last Passover, had the end of his life
vividly before him, the love which he had previously felt was
aroused in its full strength in this last hour—he is thinking at
the same time of such declarations of love as that in Luke
xxii. 15. Therewith this narration of the attestation of his
love by this action of his connects itself. [evopévov cannot
mean “when it had been made ready,” for v. 4 is opposed to
this, but only “during the meal.” Tt is in itself improbable
that the proper translation is a supper, as in that case the
language would rather have been, xat dwoijoay adry odeimvov.
The Evangelist seems to presume that it is a supper already fa-
miliar to the reader, to which also xxi. 20 refers. Under these
circumstances, it is probable in the very highest degree that the
designation, 7pd z7c &ootis 0D ndoya, points to this very same
meal. With the second “evening,” é¢ia, began the fifteenth of
Nisan, and the Paschal Supper took place, (Mark xiv. 17;) Winer,
p- 116, {tr. 105,) also thinks that the omission of the article is an
argument that it was the well known Supper. The Evangelist,
consequently, meaus to say this: “Previous to the beginning
of the feast, Christ still bore himself among his Disciples in
the most loving manrner, and during the Supper he gave a
positive proof of this love.”

II.  Chap. xiii. 29.—The “feast,” &opry, it is alleged, is here
mentioned as still impending, the Disciples suppose that Judas
is ordered to purchase the things needed for the feast, or to
give something to the poor for the same object ; that  supper,”

simvoy, consequently, is not the Paschal meal ; had it, however,
even been after it on the night of the fivst great day of the feast,
it would no longer have beeu allowable to carry on traflic. This
proof, also, has great plausibility, to which, however, is already
opposcd the weight of v. 1, 2. Even after the feast had com-
menced, might he not have been told, reference being had to the
seven following days, to purchase things necessary for it? We,
ourselves, would indisputably use such language on the morn-
ing of the first day of a festival. As regards the admissibility
of traffic, we have only to recall the manifold casuistic limita.
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tions of the Talmudists. The school of Hillel regarded the
night preceding the feast-day as less holy than the day itsel,
as Tr. Pesachim, c. 4, § 5, proves. Furthermore, a purchase
could be made even on the Sabbath, by leaving a pledge and
afterward settling the account, (Tr. Schabbath, c. 23, § 1;) gifts,
too, could be made to the poor under certain limitations, (Tr.
Schabbath, e. 1, § 1,) and we may specially bear in mind on this
point, that there was an obligation to furnish to every poor man
the means of procuring four cups of wine, (Tr. Pesachim, c. 10,
§1.)

IIT. The main passage is chap. xviii. 28.—On the day of
Christ’s crucifixion the Jews would not pollute themselves by
entering the house of a heathen, (va ¢dyws: 1o ndoya.y Follow-
ing the lead of Lightfoot, Byniius, and others, it has been held
that by the =doya we are here to understand the Chagiga, that
is, the peace-offcrings appointed for the feast days. On the
part of the opponents, this view, that these are called rd3, has
Leen contested, and by none so thoroughly as by Tken, whom
Tiicke and De Wette should not have passed here without
mention. Even after the thorough contesting of the point by
Iken, the fact remains, that in the Talmud some Rabbins have
by r23 understood the peace-offerings. On the other side, he
and those who follow him have not let pass undisputed the
places cited in evidence, Deuteron. xvi. 2, 2 Chron. xxxv. 7, 8,
9. Nevertheless, it is certain that in both passages the word
non embraces all the sacrifices connected with the feast of the
TFassover; that nmad, Deuteron. xvi. 2, designates merely the
lamb, (De Wette,) cannot be graunted, since it has not the
article, the 9» in v. 3 is also decidedly against it. Cf. also, 2
Chron. xxx. 22, where it is sald: ‘“they did eat thronghout the
feast seven days, offering peace-offerings, &c.” Mosheim, con-
sequently, whom Strauss follows, had very properly already
reduced the objection to this; “if the offering of the Chagiga
together with the Paschal lamb could be called n33, it certainly
could not be so called without it.” On this point Hengsten-
berg, 1. c., following the views of the older writers, has ex-
pressed himself with such solid judgment that it is a matter of
surprise that no mention even of his Dissertation is made by
Licke or De Wette. If in the usage of the language with
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more latitude, the whole feast is called ™03, and if on the fol-
lowing days also the sacrificatory feasts were partaken of,
namely, the thank-offerings for the Passover, then there ap-
pears to be 1o reason why the expression garefv wdoye might not
be used of these offerings also, which stood in the most inti-
mate relation with the Paschal lamb; if the term be used with
reference to the first day, it designates the eating of the Pas-
chal Jamb, if with reference to the following days, it designates
the eating of the other offerings which in connection with the
Paschal lamb formed the feast. Thus, N23, “to keep the Pass-
over,” occurs in the Rabbins with specific reference to cating the
unleavened bread, (Reland, Antt. sacr. ed. Vogel, p. 270.) That
we have 70 wdoya here, makes no difference, (Winer, Realwort.
il. p. 241, Anm. 3.) Lightfoot and Bynius direct attention to
the fact, moreover, that the entering of the house of a heathen
produced one of those defilements which only lasted until
sun-down. As now the time of the I’aschal Supper proper
came after sundown, the entrance into the house of a heathen
could in this particular case have had no influence, and we must,
therefore, suppose the Chagiga to be meant; that this argument
is entirely valid, has been established by Ilengstenberg against
the more recent objcctions.! A doubt still remains after this
explanation, and at the first glance seems to have force, and
can likewise be turned in utramque partem, (against either
side,) yet to the present time has not been thoroughly examined
and cleared up from the Jewish antiquities, the doubt, whether
on the first day of the feast, which according to Exod. xii. 16
was probably to be kept like a Sabbath, all the occupations
involved in the trial, crucifixion and interment of Jesus, could
have been carried on? Among those who consider the state-
ment of the Synoptists as wrong, Liicke has thonght it enough
as regards the proof passages from the Talmud, simply to make
reference to some of the recent Dissertations. Movers, for the
most part, indeed, after Lightfoot, has collected most diligently
the various examples. When now he shows from the Talmud
that it was forbidden on the Sabbath to bear arms, to hold
court, to carry wood, to go through the streets with spices, and

! The opposite view has been defended most thoroughly by Movers; we regret
that waut of space compels us to forego an examination of his objections in detuil,
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when we sce the servants of the high priest on the night on
which our Saviour was betrayed bearing arms, the high priest
sitting in judgment, the condemned persons bearing the cross,
Nicodemus bringing no less than one hundred pounds of spice,
who can persuade himself that all this occurred on the first day
of the high festival ? Above all other considerations, we would
direct attention to the fact, that with all the sanctity of that
first day, according to the law and the Talmud, the distinction,
nevertheless, between a Sabbath and a feast day held good through-
out. In relation precisely to the first and the last day of the
Passover, permission was given to prepare food upon them, a
thing not at all allowed upon the Sabbath, (Exod. xii. 16;) the
Tr. Be’za, or Jomtob, presents, morecover, manifold examples of
things allowed on feast-days which were prohibited on the
Sabbath, and the school of Hillel especially, gave still wider
license in these matters, (Tr. Be'za, ch. 5, § 2.) DBut apart
from this, all the 1instances cited lose their force when we
remember that those ordinances were expressed only in general
terms, that on the other hand, in reference to particular kinds
of transactions, special prescriptions were given, as for ex-
ample, in the case of a circumcision or of a funeral, much
was allowed that under other circumstances was forbidden,
(Schabbath, c. 23, § 5;) Movers Limself proves that criminals
might be arrested, (Acts xii. 8, 4—and this could hardly be
done without arms ?) as he has also with Light{oot obviated
the argument adduced by Liicke, that no one after the Paschal
Supper could leave the city, by proving that the neighborhood
of Bethphage was counted in the city. Strauss, therefore,
over against the various Talmudic examples, pro et contra,
has wisely reduced this objection to the one point, that in
the intermediate feast days indeed, but probably not on the
first and last, criminals might be executed. We have accord-
ingly, these two questions to answer: 1) Was it in gencral
permitted to hear causes, aud have executions during the
feast? 2) And if this were the case, could they also be attend-
ed to on the first and on the last day of the feast? With
regard to the first question, Liicke traverses the indictment,
only by quoting from Tr. Tomtob, c¢. 5. Movers adds Tr.
Schabbath, c. 1, § 2, and out of Lightfoot, a passage from
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the Babylonian Gemara, and from Maimonides, according to
which latter, no judicial proccedings could be commenced on
the evening Dbefore the Subbaths and feast days. These very
passages, however, prove that judicial action could e had.
The passages, Schabbath, i. 2, and Iomtob, v. 2, merely give
particular directions in regard to the court to be held, and
indeed in the latter, the prohibition of holding a court is not
embraced in the category of the m¥n, the commandment proper,
hut of the e, that is, what may be done on certain conditions.
The extract from the Gemara treats mercly of ¢riminal cases,
and ezpressly declares, that this does not hold good of cases in
which money is involved, and what is the reason? Because
the sentence of condemnation could not be pronounced till the
following day, and that too after it had been reduced to writing,
(Lightfoot, Opera, ii. 384, the passage too, p. 465, shows that
the sentence of death could be passed on the Sabbath.) Nor
can the fact be lightly passed over, that the Jews, (Matt. xxvi.
5,) as the reason wlhy Jesus should not be scized and executed
during the feast, allege, not the sanectity of the feast, but the
danger of an uproar. DBut it is decisive, that the Gemara Tr.
Sanhedrim, ch. x. ed. Coce. p. 297, says in downright terms:
*The Sanhedrim assembled in the session room of the stoue
chamber, from the time of the morning offering to that of the
evening, but on the Sabbaths and feast days they assembled them.-
selves within 103, which s the lower wall, which surrounded the
greater, in the vicinity of the fore-court of the women.” Movers
makes use of Lundius, p. 460, according to whose opinion this
place was rather a law school, used for instruction in the law.
But this 1s the isolated exposition of the Rabbi Salomo, the
text clearly enough cxpresses the opposite, and it is moreover
to be noted, that according to Sanh. c. 10, § 2, and Bartenora
on the passage, at this very place was to be found one of the
two courts of scssion for the twenty-three men—the locality
probably which was then used by the Sanhedrim. Another
passage, whose testimony is just as positive as to the directions
for the feast, is the Mischna Sanh. x. 4: “ An elder, who does
not subject himself to the judgment of the Sanhedrim, shall
be taken from the place where he lives to Jerusalem, shall be
kept there until one of the three feasts, and shall be killed at
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the time of the feast, for the reason stated, Deut. xvii. 18.”
Movers has nothing to meet this but the hypothesis, that per-
haps nothing more is meant than the day before the feast. No
distinction is made in any of these passages between the first
day of the feast and the others. We consider it, therefore, as
certain, that judicial proceedings were also held on the feast
days, perhaps under certain legal provisos, (cf. Selden, de Syn.
p- 805,) and that this very period, when large asscmblages of
the people came together, was, for the rcason mentioned Deut.
xvil. 13, selected for the execution of notorious criminals—a
view attended with still less difficulty in the case before us, as
it concerned the punishment of a blasphemer, the exccution of
whom was doing (God service, (John xvi. 2,) and what per-
tained to the service of God never broke the Sabbath. Besides,
it was not the Jews themselves, but the Roman soldiers, who
actually executed the crucifixion.

IV. John xix. 14, 31.—Those who maintain a discrepancy
between John and the Synoptists, suppose that in both thesc
passages, =apacxevy) must be taken for «“ the day of preparation
for the Passover,” and the more 8o, as the word peydiy in v. 31
probably designates the concurrence of the first day of the
feast with the Sabbath. Now it is maintained by Bochart,
Reland, Hengstenberg, that mapaaxsvs; never means the prepa-
ration day to a feast, but always the one to a Sabbath ; on the
other hand, Ebrard will not concede that it may have designa-
ted merely a week day. The word corresponds to the Ilebrew
nyan, preeparatio, and designates originally the afternoon from
three o’clock, when the cooking, &c., was done for the Sabbath,
and is used in exactly the same way in the imperial proclamation
in Josephus, Antiq.xvi. 6, 2; but like the German Sonnabend,
(literally, sun-evening for Saturday,) Weihnackt, (Christmas
night for Christmas,) 1t was also a designation of days. Thisis
certain from Mark xv. 42, John xix. 42, hence also the Chal-
dee xnyy, for the week day, Friday. The possibility that map-
agxevy; may also have been used for the preparation days of the
feast, we might not in itself deny perhaps, although, as De
Wette himself confesses, there is a complete want of examples
of such use; but in the passages in John, this interpretation is
completely excluded by the absolute use of ;) rapasxsvp) tdv *fov-
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datwy, ch. xix. 42. V. 31 shows, too, that the importance 13
attached to the Sabbath, and not to the first day of the feast,
o that there we can by mupaszevy understand none other than
the day preceding the Sabbath. As regards the grammatical
admissibility in ch. xix. 14 of Luther’s rendering, * the prepara-
tion day in the Passover,” no difficulty whatever exists. This
is shown by Ignatius, ad Phil. c. 13, ed33arov 700 mdoya, and
by Socrates, Hist. Eccles. v. 22, gd3Zazoy z. éopric. The exeep-
tion of Ebrard may seem to have more weight: ¢ Why should
the Evangelist, in xix. 14, instead of simply saying the first
day of the Passover, designate this day as a Friday occurring
in the feast of the Passover? What reasons canbe assigned for
this very peculiar appellation?”” But it is preferable to trans-
late “the preparation day in the Passover feast,” by which this
day will be designated as belonging to the feast, and Jobn
uses this expression, partly because it had become usual to
designate the day of our Lord’s death as a preparation day,
partly beeause he already had in his eye, at this point, the fact
mentioned in v. 31.

V.1-3. Although the attempt has been made by a few
writers, (Lightfoot, Iless,) to show that this deirvor was not the
Traschal Supper, yet at present all unite in the opposite view, to
which, as has been shown, the words of v. 1 lead us, as do the
closing discourses, and especially xiii. 38, (Strauss.) That John
passes bv the institution of tlhe symbolic action of the Lord’s

1 [The Discussion of the Tassover Question, has, in the 7th ed. of Tholuck’s
Johu, been transferred from the opening of the thirteenth chapter to the Introduc-
tion, ¢ 8, 2, p. 38-562. The history of the views entertained upou the different ques-
tious herc involved, is arranged under the following heads: I. The Passover Ques-
tion in the Ancient Chureh. II. 1n the Romish and Protestant Churches, down to
the time of Schleiermacher. III.  Since Baur. At the close of this historic sketeh,
Tholuck says: «We confess, that in this 7th ed. we still feel ourselves obliged to
lkeep to that view which has been defended in the earlier editions of our Commen-
tary. As the judgment iu regard to the authorship of the Apocalypse has experi-
enced such a revolution, it may perbaps not be among historic impossibilities 1bat a
revolation of judghent on this question may also take place.”

The most iwportant discussions of the Passover question, in Er.qlish, are to be
found in Robinson’s Harmony of the Four Gospels, in Greek, p. 220, and in an article
in the Biblis*heea Sacra for 1845. Davidson’s Introduction to the New Tesioment.
London: Bagster, 1843, p. 102-111. No discussion of the question we have yct
scen from an English hand, equals in interest, or surpasses in value, the one fur-
nisbed in Dr. Fairbairn's Ilermencutical Manual, or Introduction to the Excgetical
Study of the New Testament. Clark & Co., Edinburgh, 1858; reprinted, Ihiladel-
phia: Smith, English & Co., 1859, p. 368-389. Dr. Fairbairn’s coneclusion is, *¢ that

our Lord kept the Passover with his Disciples on the fourteenth of Nisan, on the
dry prescribed by the law.” Tr.]
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Supper, yet mentions the fect washing, serves to confirm the fact
that he presumed the ample Evangelical narration of the Synop-
tists to be kuown, and designed to present what was new.—The
parenthetical sentence, v. 2, renders prominent the thought, that
this frame of Judas’ mind had not prevented this act of love
trom being performed to him also; the agreement with the high
council had already been entered into, (Luke xxii. 8, seq.) but
might yet lave been broken; v. 27, therefore, designates the
determination actually to fulfill it by delivering up Chrisi, as
the acme of the crime. £E7dd¢ 1s to be resolved into “al-
though,” for the words that follow are designed to give prowm-
ineuce to the contrast between the consciousness whiclh Jesus
had of his dignity and the lowliness of the action. In Matt.
xi. 27, the Saviour employs similar language of himsel{; ¢that
lie was come from God,” d=o Feod 57AJ¢, 1s to be explained in
the same sense as viii. 42. This observation of the Evangelist
proves that to him also the scene that follows, appearcd as one
of the sublimest in the life of our Lord. In fact, we might, in
contemplating this scene, say with Claudius: “Such an ideal of
man, as presents iteelf here, never entered the heart of man.
Whatever of greatness and glory antiquity may present—a dying
Epaminondas, a dying Socrates—vanishes before this ideal of
Deity in humiliation, and of a divine form of a servant.”
Even Schweizer, 1. c. p. 160, declares that no where else “can
be found a more beautiful narrative, full of such intrinsic truth.”
Weisse aloue, where others have been pervaded by reverential
astonishment, has talen offense and found fault, (ii. p. 272.)

V.4, 5. Did not the feet-washing at other times precede
the supper? We remark in reply, that the fact that they had
already gone to the table, by no means implies necessarily that
this washing did not precede their eating; it was customary to
wash the outstretched feet as the guests lay upon the cushions, as
in Luke vii. 38. Now, there has been the most decided recog-
nition on all sides, that what is uttered Luke xxii. 26, 27, has
reference to the transaction here under consideration, (Olshau-
sen, Gfrorer, Neander ;) supposing this view to be correct, we
are to suppose an order in the events like the following:
Christ had alrcady lain down ; as they had no servants, the feet-
washing should have been done by one of the Disciples; the
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things necessary for it are at hand; the Disciples are still dis-
puting who shall undertake to do it; Jesus no longer remains
dvaxeipevoe, (Luke xxii. 27,) but rises himself to perform this
duty of a servant. With such a depicture of minuti® as love
would suggest, we have brought before us even his taking upon
him the apparel of a servant: “laid aside his garments and
took a towel and girded himself;” the word “began,” fjpfaro,
paints the gradual course of the action, the wiping of the feet
points to its completion.

V. 6-9. The words do not involve the idea that Peter was
the first. So characteristically and so consonantly with the pre-
vious delineation of him is this Disciple here depicted, as De
Wette also acknowledges, that it would involve gross blindness
to regard scenes like this as fictitious. That feeling of distance
from the Lord, that at the very beginning displays itself in
Teter in so heart-moving a form, (Luke v. 8,) is aroused here
also, when he bcholds at his feet the “Son of the living God.”
3% is emphatie, the present v/zreeg is employed in regard to the
contemplated action, as x. 83. Merd rouro may refer to the ex-
planation given in v. 14, but Grotius, Lampe, not without
probability, suppose it to refer to a later period of his life,
when in the light given by the Holy Ghost the action in all its
significance will become clear to him. If this utterance was n
natural one, there mingles nevertheless in Peter’s second ex-
clamation something of self-will.  Calvin: Laudabilis quidem
modestia, nisi quovis cultu potiov obedientia esset apud Deum,
“ A praiseworthy modesty, were it not that with God obedience
is Detter than all scrvice.” The answer of our Lord is not so
excessively severe as to make it necessary with Olshausen to
refer vidw to a spiritual washing. The meaning of the formula,
pépos Eyew peta tivog, which is to be explained less by reference
to Luke xil. 46, than by the Hebrew phrase 279 pn v, (Gesen-
ius, Thes. 8. v. Pﬁn,) 1s this: “to participate with aiy one in
something.” De Wette in adopting the sense: “ Thou hast no
fellowship with my lowly frame of mind,” is neither sustained
by the usage of the Hebrew phrase, nor by the context. Gro-
tius more correctly: Non eris particeps meorum bonorum,
“thou shalt not partake in my blessings.”  Maldonatus:
Renuncio amicitie ture, “[ renounce thy friendship,” The
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change to an cxpression of the very opposite character per-
fectly corresponds with the sanguine-choleric vehemenoce of
Peter.  Chrysostom: xai v rapactrose 6@odpoc, xai v tj
TUp WO GPodp6Te00s rivetar, &xdrepa 0: & dpdmyg, “In his
deprecation he was vehement, 1n his yielding more vehement,
but both came from his love.” As this expression reveals that
no thought was so fearful to him as that of being sundered
tfrom the Lord, v. 10 now presents a recognition of his devotion
on the part of Christ. )

V.10, 11. TFirst of all let it be noticed, that loboda, in
contradistinction from vizreodar, signifies not “washing,” but
“Dathing,” 728, and refers, therefore, to the purification of
the cutire body, and not of a portion merely. Sometimes a
bath was taken before a meal, and on leaving the bath the fect
again became soiled ; now if Jesus and his Disciples had bathed
that evening, these words may be regarded as simply furnishing
the reason why the feet only needed to be washed at that time,
(Heumann, Tittmann, De Wette,) and the figurative language
first comes in with xat dpsic xrA. But if the words, “clean
every whit,” xadapoc 6log, are to be taken in a physical sense,
does not the direct linking on of the thought, “ye are also
spiritually pure,” seem too abrupt? Most writers, therefore,
give also to the first words of the sentence a figurative sense,
cither exclusively or at the same time with a literal one. In v.
8 already, some had found a symbolical meaning intimated and
the washing designated as a sacramental action: “If I wash
thee not by baptism, from sin,” (Origen, Augustine, Lanmpe ;)
in this place, where we have not merely wmreew but Ao oda,
this mode of apprehension is yet more obvious; the Reformed
expositors, however, as Lampe, Cocceius, substitute for baptism
the regenerative operation of the Holy Spirit, the washing of
the feet is then the daily forgiveness of the sins of infirmity,
or according to the Catholic apprehension, the sacrament of
penance, penitentia. But as the words are at the same time an
answer to v. 9, the proper sensc cannot be abandoned. It is, to
be sure, merely problematical that Jesus and his Disciples had
bathed, but there is no difficulty in supposing a reference to
what usunally occurs, as when a person comes from the bath it
is common for Lhim to have need afterward to wash his feet,



322 Cuar. XIIL —v. 12-19.

yet is otherwise clean, thus the heart of the inner man is pure
in you, (Neander.) If even the action had not been intended
to have the symbolical meaning, yet this very exclamation of
Peter which preceded it, in which were so beautifully revealed
the pure depths of his soul, and at the same time was brought
out the contrast between this genuine Disciple and the be-
trayer—this very exclamation must have given occasion to this
turn of it. His declaration had shown anew how thorough
was the internal hold which Christ had upon him, (vi. 68, 69,)
now he who had received Christ’s word so deeply into his inner
nature was pure, (xv. 3,) only the extremities were yet to be
purified, it was only needful that the internal principle should
unfold itself further and penetrate the whole man, while in the
case of a Judas this principle was wholly wanting. In these
words, as in the whole scene of love in which he too was
allowed to be a partaker, there was for Judas a final persuasion
and warning. i

V. 12-17. Now follows the meaning strictly had in view in
the feet washing. In the mouth of the Disciples, 6 xGpeo¢ corres-
ponded with the title 27, and d«ddoxaloc with 81 ; how decidedly
Christ claimed this high position among them, is shown by
Matt. xxiii. 8. The nominative in Greek and Hebrew is also
uged for the vocative. The unwillingness to perform the fect
washing had been on the side of the Disciples an ‘“example,”
bmodecy pa, of selfishness, the action of Jesus was an “example,”
droderypa, of condescending love; it is not therefore the deed
in itself considered, which is the grand thing, but the tone of
mind exhibited in it, and the explanation given by Chrysostom,
Aungustine, that humility is the hardest, and at the same time
the most characteristic virtue of Christianity, is confirmed by
the exhortation in v. 17, as our Lord directs attention to that
great chasm, which especially in the case of this virtue, lies
betwcen knowing and doing. It is clear that the idea that a
sacrament is instituted here, is entirely out of the question, nor,
furthermore, is the action linked with a promise. As long as
feet washing was rendered necessary by the use of sandals, it
was practiced as a work of love, (1 Tim. v. 10,) at a later
period, it was retained as a suggestive symbolical rite—first of
all, in conformity with a reference of v. 10 to baptisin, it was
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annexed to the ceremony of baptism, then as a repctition in the
strict sense of the original symbolical action, was used in the
Church of Rome, in which the Pope and Catholic monarchs, on
Maunday Thursday, performed it on twelve poor, old men. The
remarks of Bengel may always have a fitness as regards this:
Magis admirandus foret pontifex, unius regis quam duodecim
pauperum pedes seria humilitate lavans, “the Pope would do
a more remarkable thing, if in unfeigned humility he washed
the feet of one king, than he does in washing the fect of twelve
poor men,” and yet there glides into the mind what Claudius so
beautifully says of ceremonies that have become empty: ¢ They
are the little flags which reach forth over the water, and mark
where a ship with her rich lading has sunk.” TLuther on Gen.
xliii. 24, commends in a case of actual necessity, the washing
of feet, as an act of love; in the Moravian fraternity, the ques-
tion whether it shall be performed, or not, is left to the deci-
sion of the stewards of the particular divisions, (Chore.)
V.18, 19. The thought previously aroused in regard to
Judas once more strikes our Lord, but why and for what end
is Aéy@ introduced? Does it point to the paxdpcor 2 (Maldon-
atus, Bengel.) Yet this expression is used conditionally and of
the future. It has in view the entircly reciprocal relation of
ministering love, which could have no applicability in the case
of Judas. The recent expositors pass too lightly over the
éZedebdpyy. Does Christ intend to say, that one of them docs
not belong to the chosen ? But he says the reverse in chap. vi.
70: «Have I not chosen you twelve, and one of you is a
devil?” It would seem at first view as though the idea of
Augustine, Calvin, Zwingle, was justified ; it looks as though
exléyew was here employed in an emphatic sense, “ to choose to
true fellowship, to salvation.” DBut would the citation that
follows be in that case introduced with dAX’? The divine ordi-
nation would then in fact be a notion codrdinate with the pre-
ceding. We would then be compelled with Maldonatus to
interpret: Quomodo ignorare possum quales sint, quos elegi,
«how could I be ignorant what kind of persons they would
be whom I have chosen?” The reflection on the divine ordi-

1 After the fourth century, the feet of the newly baptized were washed, Avgus-
tine, Ep. 119, od Jan. ¢. 18, Bingham, Autiq. Eceles. iv. p. 894,
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nation would then serve to produce a tranquilizing influence,
(see on xii. 88.) After alAd we must supply éyévero, in the
same way cxactly as in xv. 25, 1 John ii. 19. The quotation
from the Psalm, (Ps. xli. 10,) speaks of a treacherous revolt on
the part of a table companion, that is, of a most intimate
friend ; the lifting up of the heel refers to the kick of a horse,
(an image of similar character is used in Gen. xlix. 17.) Iere,
in fact the language is used of one who arose from the supper
of love to consurnmate an act of betrayal, who so far from
washing the feet of his Master, lifted up the heel against him;
hereby, too, Christ has become like David his type and ances-
tor. ’Amdpre, in classic usage “just now,” so the Ethiopic.
The fulfilling of prophecy a seal of the Messiahship, xiv. 29,
also.

V. 20. 8o little connection subsists betwcen this and the
preceding sentence, that there has been a disposition, with
Gabler, Kuindl, to regard it as a gloss taken from Matt. x. 40,
but—laying aside the want of evidence—it is too decided a
difference in the expression. Marked sentences, too, of the
samne sort, as may easily be shown, were repeated by Christ on
different occasions, (see on xii. 25, Matt. xviii. 4, cf. here, also,
v. 16 with xv. 20.) The prevalent opinion, in confirmation of
which Olshausen appeals to xv. 20, seq. (?) is, that as the trial
mentioned in v. 18 pertains to the Disciples as well as to the
Master, it was his design to furnish encouragement, (Melanc-
thon, Grotius ;) but on that supposition the thought seems to
be too isolated and abrupt, so that it might be said with
Liicke: “ The thought of the betrayer, of which Jesus, by the
train of thought entered on v. 20, would rid himself, agitates
and interrupts him anew.”  Zwingle, Heumann, regard it as
his aim in presenting this glorious aspect, to keep back the
other Disciples from an imitation of the apostasy; according to
Piscator, Calvin, is shown: Injustum esse, ut quicquam ex
dignitate apostolica imminuat quorundum impietas, qui in
officio perperam versantur, ““that it would be unjust to detract
from the apostolic dignity, becanse some who held it werce
guilty of acts of wickedness.”
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DEePARTURE OF THE DBETRAYER FROM TIIE CIRCLE OF THE
Discrrres. —v. 21-30.

V. 21-26. It is in keeping with Christ’s character, that the
thought of the faithless Disciple mightily agitates his inmost
soul. It comes out yet more distinctly in v. 21 than in v. 10
and 18, and in v. 26 is expressed in the most direct manner.
We must suppose from v. 27 that the presence of the betrayer
was oppressive to the IToly One of God, and that the declara-
tions were indirectly designed to cause him to depart. The
question rises, did he leave before the institution of the Sup-
per? The other Evangelists make no mention of his depart-
ure, but what Matthew says, xxzvi. 30, 81, and the fact that
Judas does not until a later period (v. 47,) return again to the
circle of the Disciples, implies that he did. In Matthew and
Mark, the scene of the conversation in regard to the betrayer,
which correspounds with the account in John, precedes the Sup-
per, but Luke, who, however, has much that is not precise in
the history of the Passion, places it after the Supper, (Luke
xxii. 21.) As we must suppose the fect-washing to have taken
place at the beginning of the meal, and these discourses are
closely connected with it, we must, in consonance with Matthew
and Mark, suppose that they preceded the institution of the
Sacrament, a view which is confirmed by the fact, that v. 81,
seq. form a suitable introduction to the institution. A conclu-
sion could less safely be drawn from what is said in tr. Pesa-
chim, ¢. 10, and Maimonides in Lightfoot, on Matt. xxvi. 26,
in regard to the order of eating the Passover. After partaking
of the Passover, two of the bread-cakes were solemnly conse-
crated, and wrapped about with bitter herbs were dipped into
the sauce, with which part of the meal the breaking of the
bread in the Lord’s Supper would most naturally connect itself.
If the gwpiov, v. 26, is to be interpreted by reference to this,
that feature of the institution certainly would not be very
remote. Yet even in advance of the eating of the Passover,
herbs and parsley were dipped in the sauce and handed about.
The guests lay at the table supporting their heads with the lelt

arm, Whlch rested on the cushion, enabling the next person to
w
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lean the back of his head upon the breast of the one who
reclined by him. Just as characteristic of Peter as the delinea-
tion is vivid, is the curiosity of this Disciple to know to whom
the Saviour alluded as his betrayer. When Strauss, from the
preéminence assigned to John in this pieture, draws proof that
the author of this Gospel was an intriguer, who designed to
give by it a preponderance to the party of John over that of
Peter, we can only designate the author of such a fancy as a
Rabulist, (pettifogging pleader.) The reading in v. 24, found
in Cod. B C L and Origen, is worthy of remark : xac Adyec adrey
elme, tic éarw, wept 00 Aéyer, which implies that Peter presumed
that John was already in the secret.

V. 27-30. Up to this moment we may suppose that there
was a vacillation in the soul of the betrayer, whether he should
execute his agreement or not; the increasing distinctness of the
declarations of our Lord may have been in correspondence
with the increasing distinctuess of the purpose within the heart
of Judas, and not until now, when his determination to give
up his Lord, fully ripened, is fixed in his soul, (James i. 15.)
can Jesus no longer cndure his presence. On the comparative
rdyeov, where we would look for the positive, (1 Tim. iii. 14,
Acts xvii. 21,) see Winer, p. 219, (Eng. tr. p. 191.) If we
are to imagine not merely that the words of Jesus, v. 27,
but his declaration also, v. 26, were spoken aloud, we must
interpret v. 28 under the supposition that the Disciples did not
anticipate so speedy a performance of the deed of darkness,
or at least did not dare to suppose that these words of the Lord
which summoned Judas to the deed, were to e referred to it.
On v. 29, see above, p. 313. It was night when the betrayer
departed—certainly before midnight, for the Paschal Supper
could not be prolonged beyond midnight, (tr. Pesachim, x. 9.)
Olshausen observes, that the words, “it was night,” v 8¢ 10€,
arouse in the rcader a reflection on the affinity between the
deed of Judas and the time and hour, but had the Evangelist

designed this, he certainly would have used the word oxoris,
(darkness.)
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DiISCOURSE OF JESUS AFTER THE DEPARTURE OF THE BETRAYER.
v. 31-38.

V. 81-33. Now the decisive moment has been reached as
regards the cup of suffering, and at the same time as regards
the glorification of God through Christ in humanity; Olshau-
sen truly says: We are entering into the Holy of Holées in the
Passion history. To what a pitch of exaltation we must sup-
pose the Saviour’s mind to have risen, is shown by the antici-
pation of the entire future which liesin the word “now,” viv, a
future which, as v. 33 renders still more clear, already stood
before his soul as a thing of the present, (cf. xvii. 11,) al-
though immediately afterward the future is again used. In
what consists the being ¢ glorified ?” Must we not regard the
dofamuée, which is here spoken of in the proleptic aorist, as the
same of which v. 32 speaks in the future? Most assuredly—
here, too, chap. xii. 28 is to be compared. Bengel: Jesus
passionem ut breve iter spectat et metam potius prospicit,
“Jesus regards his sufferings as a short journey, and loves to
look at the goal.” As now he who becomes partaker of that
glorification is the same person who utters in regard to him-
self the expressions, xiv. 11, xvii. 21, it is of course not the
glorification of the human subject isolated from God that is
rneant, but rather this subject that is reflected in God himself.
The glorification of God in Christ is God’s becoming manifest
in the world through him ; the glorification of Christ in God is
Christ's becoming hidden in him. According to Coloss. iii. 3,
also, Christ is “hid in God,” according to Acts iii. 21, he is at
present hidden in heaven, according to both passages there is
to follow upon this latency the yet higher grade of «appearing
in glory,” pavepwdivar dv 365p.—The mapa, chap. xvii. 5, is in
substance the same as &v in this place.'—On v. 33, cf. what we
have said on viii. 21. In this expression we do not perceive a
special object, but simply the utterance of sorrow over the neces-
sity of separation.

V. 84, 85. The question arises, whether we can find a point
in this discourse at which to introduce the institution of the
Tord’s Supper. The expositors remark a grooving between

1 Olshausen feels himself obliged in v. 81 to give the preference to that inter-
pretation of the phrase, ¢ Son of man,” & vide roi dvdpdmov, which has been main-
tained by us on chap. i. 52.
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v. 82, 34, 35 and 36, yet it is possible to exhibit a connection,
and the supposition that all was uttered in immediate succes-
sion, is admissible. The presumption, however, iz pressed
upon our notice, that v. 84 may refer to the Lord’s Supper and
may be connected with the institution of it, (Neander, Krabbe.)
—When the expositors confined their view merely to the first
half of v. 84, they felt a doubtas to the sense in which a com-
mand could be called new, which was found in the Old Testa-
ment, and pronounced by Christ to be the greatest in the Old
Covenant, (Matt. xxii. 36, 88.) Some attempted to meet the
difficulty by giving to xazy the unusual sense of * cxcellent,”
(Suicer, Wolf)) or of “ever becoming new,” (Olshausen, who
appeals to 1 John ii. 8, 2 John §,) or adverbially, “renewed-
ly,” (Maldonatus;) others vindicated it by narrowing the sphere
to which the commandment refers, regarding it as given exclu-
sively for the circle of the Christian Chureh, (Grotius,) or ex-
clusively for the Apostles, {Heumann,) or with reference to the
obligation of the Christians both of Gentile and Jewish origin
to love one another, (Le Clere.) It was acknowledged already
by Cyrill and Theophylact, that the newness lies in “as I have
loved you,” xadws jydagoa duis, cf. xv. 12, but there is a want
of justness in this interpretation, if it is understood to mean
that this command is antithetical to the Old Testament com-
mand of love to our neighbor, Cyrill: #élwy dvaBaiven ei;
vdpavobs, Sepdloy twa mavrds dyadod Tov i3 dydays mooxarafdils-
Tae vopov, dydzys 08 0 tic xard vépoy, didd Tis Srép vopov. Exst
pEv yap 10 Ayajaes tov whyaioy ws Eavsoy, dutaida 8% o, xadws
grdmypea Ouds, ody b©¢ &avrtov aAX brep Eavroy, ¢ Being
about to ascend into the heavens, he lays as a foundation of
all good the law of love, of a love not according to the law,
but of a love above the law. TFor there it stands: ¢ Thou shalt
love thiy neighbor as thyself,” but here, “as I have loved you,’
not then as thyself, but above thyself.” But is it not rather truc,
that alike in an impure and a pure self-love exists a desire that
others should be ready to sacrifice themselves for us, so that
““to love our neighbor as ourself ” embraces on our part an act
of sacrifice of this very sort? There lies then in these words
no antithesis to the Old Testament command, but if Christ in
applying in general this word “mnew ” to the * commandment,”
as he does to the “covenant” in the Lord’s Supper, has used
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it witn a reference to the Old Covenant, it expresses distinetion
merely, not antithesis. The Old Testament may be diversely
interpreted, the objective ideal of absolute love has first given
it concrete shape. Iere absolute self-renouncing love appears,
the love of the high and holy for the lowly and sinful, (Rom. v.
G, 1 John iii. 16,) the love which regards it as more blessed to
give than to receive, (Acts xx. 35,) the all-embracing love.
Thougl tle discourse points merely to the love of the Disciples
to one another, yet their love was to be like that of Jesus to
sinners, a love, thercfore, which was to extend itself beyond
their own narrow circle. It may be a matter of inquiry, how-
ever, whether Christ did not at the same time, if not exclusive-
ly, refer to his own earlier instructions, (Bengel, Knapp, Nean-
der;) his death, which was so close at hand, would furnish the
very occasion for speaking of that which had not previously
been the subject of discourse, (xvi. 4.)—DBrotherly love in this
form had never been seen in the world, as it presented itself
among these earliest confessors, cf. Acts iv. 32, ii. 46, scq.
Neander's Denkwiird. Th. 1, p. 97, (Memorials of Christian
Life, &c. translated by J. E. Ryland. London: Bohn, 1852,)
Arnold, Abbildung der ersten Christen, B. 8, and the remarks
on chap. xvii. 23. The heathen often exclaimed in amaze-
ment : (Tertul. Apol. c. 39,) “Sec how thesc Christians love
one another, and how ready they are to die for one another !”
In Minuctus Felix, a heathen says of the Christians: “They
love ere they know each other,” and Lucian, in Peregr. says
derisively of the Christians: ¢ Their law-giver has persuaded
them all to be brethren.”

V. 36-38. The question of Peter seems to be connected
with v. 33. Although the following is, according to the con-
nection, simply a following into blessedness, yet we are led by
ch. xxi. 22 and 18, to find in it an allusion to the death Dby
martyrdom, so that the ddvacas, perhaps, embraces also an
ethical reference. Without a clear idea of the nature of the
following, Peter aimply thinks that danger is in the path', and
is confident that he can braveit. Earnest yet forbearing is the
tone of the question addressed to the Disciple who §peaks S0
confidently, cf. in the synoptical Grospels, Matt. xxvi. 30, seq.
Mark xiv. 26, seq. and especially Luke xxii. 31, seq.



CHAPTER XI1IV.

CoMFORTING DISCOURSES IN REFERENCE To HIs DEATH.
v. 1-31.

It is worthy of attention, that the manner of expression in
¢h. xiv—xvi. has a decided and peculiar impress, whose prominent
traits are a childlike tone, and a certain suspension and diffuse-
ness in the character of the delineation. Not only do we fre-
quently miss the connection and progress of the sentence, but
cven in the separate sentences, the thought, or at least the ex-
pression, (cspecially in xvi. 10,) is often not clear. As the
peculiarity of character in these discourses renders them less
casy to remember, so they actually give token that they have
received from John that impress peculiar to him, which we
observe in his first Epistle. The conversation of a charac-
teristic sort, however, which is intermingled, xiv. 5, viii. 22,
xvi. 17, and especially the misapprehension, xvi. 29, which
could not have been invented, proves that we have not before
us a mere fanciful subjective composition. Throughout the
whole, too, is kept up a reference to the separation, and it is
comprehensible psychologically, that this point of his history
would be the very one at which Christ (to use Knapp’s expres-
sion,) would begin to speak with the Apostles, remissiore
animo et familiarius, (“with a freer mind and in a more
familiar tone.”) No where throughout the entire Gospel has'
the language of Christ such perfect artlessness, a character
so adapted to the minds of his Disciples, as here, (xiv. 2, 8, 18,
18, 21, 23, xvi. 23, 24, 26,) as Luther says: “He speaks, as he

must, who would charm and win the simple;” in using these
(330)
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very cxpressions, then, for the purpose of doctrinal theology,
there must not be too anxious an adherence to the letter.

V. 1. The Disciples were not indeed aware that their Lord
was approaching a violent death, but they now knew and were
troubled at the thought (xvi. 6,) that a separation, though it
were but temporary, was before them. On the words moredere
xtl. Erasmus already remarks that they may be taken in four
ways, morebete may be taken both times as imperative or as in-
dicative, or the first time or the last as imperative or indicative.
Luther translates both as indicative, Olshansen takes the second
one as indicative and as a consequence of the first, in which
case, however, the future would have been used; the Vulgate,
Beza, Grotius, with more justice, regard the first as indicative;
nevertheless, whether it be taken as a question or not, the second
half cannot, without some violence, be attached to the first.
It is better, therefore, to take both as imperative. Faith in
God is faith in God's guidance and care, faith in Christ is
faith in his word, (v. 11,) with a prominence of trust, (etc.)

V. 2, 8. At this very point where the discourse has so child-
like an air, the reader has been led to take up a false impres-
sion by overlooking this very artlessness. We put a period after
elzov dv Spiv; because, however, the Greek and Latin expos-
jtors could not conceive of an assurance so childlike as would
then lic in the sentence, (Calvin: si me unum maneret ccelestis
gloria, nollem vos frustrari, “if glory in heaven awaited me alone,
I would not have deceived you,”) they connected e 6& pyp—
térov Spiv, and the reading of a number of important witness-
es, by which an 6z is put before zopedopar, has arisen from this
interpunction, and from the interpolation of an éte relativom
after imov, to give a clearer meaning. This reading, however,
gives no clear sense whatever, see Lampe, Knapp. The dis-
course perhaps glances back in a comforting manner to xiii. 33;
the assurance that there is room enough there, belongs to the
domain of childlike conception, and cannot well be resolved
into a distinct thought, as is the case also with the words, “I
will come again,” mdiw &pyoue, which the old interpreters
referred to the general judgment, here representt?d as close at
hand, at which Christ was to come for those 'ralsed.from tl.ne
Jdead, and Olshausen and Liicke interpret of his coming again
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by the Holy Ghost: “every advance in spiritual communion
with the glorified Redeemer augments in his Disciples the surety
of the life of heavenly blessedness.” On the other hand, in the
words “to prepare a place,” rézov érocudoar, we may observe a
fundamental idea, as Christ also is the mediator of the heavenly
bliss, Calvin: naturd exulat humanum genus a regno eelorum,
“mankind by nature live in exile from the kingdom of heaven.”

V. 4-6. They might now have known that the Father in
heaven was the goal, and death the path to that goal, but ac-
customed as they were to the figurative character of Christ’s dis-
courses, they are not certain as to his meaning here, and Thomas,
intelligent, and reflective, expresses this not without some agita-
tion, in the words, “If we knew the goal we might perhaps
surmise the way.” The fourth verse had indeed spoken merely
of the path and goal of Christ; as the Disciples, however,
have the same path and the same goal, and as the question of
Thomas, too, perhaps, also carried an allusion to this, Christ an-
swers by giving a new turn to the thought, and now designates
the Father as the goal, and /imself as the way—to wit: for the
Disciples.! Many regard w7 as the leading idea, as for exam-
ple, Grotius, who explains 0dés as the exemplar, dljdeca as the
doctrine, w7 s the goal and 7ssue; according to the connection,
however, the leading idea is rather ;j 0d6c, as the explanatory
0b0ees x27. shows; too strong a distinction is drawn between the
three idens, when with Luther (viii. p. 71, ed. Walch,) and
Calvin we interpret: “Ego sum principium (rudimenta fidei,)
niedium (perfectio fidei) et finis (beatitudo,) “I am the begin-
ning, (the clements of faith,) the middle, (the perfection of fhith,)
and the end, (blessedness in heaven.)” On the othor hand,
however, it blends them too much, with Tittmann and Kuinol,
to conneet dAjdea merely adjectively with 6doc, “the true way
to life,”” Augustine: vera et vitalis via, “the true and life-giving
way.” ANjdea and o rather express the mode in which
Christ is the way, so that we may compare Hebrews x. 20,
where Christ is called 6dd¢ ¢@oa, inasmuch as he is the life.
giving way to the Father. Zwingle: Qui in Christo ambulat,

1 Fritzache, Opuse. p. 105, in order to avoid the supposition of a furn in the dis-
course, tokes a wholly different view, according to which the connection between v. §
n‘ml G is this: “He who is the way to God. as 1 am, clearly maust, when he de '11"t;
from men, g to God, and this ean only come to pass by his laying' off mortnlit;f"‘
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nce falli nee mori potest, “he who walketh in Christ can
neither be deceived nor die.” From this then it follows, that
true union with God must always be through Christ as its con-
dition, (1 John ii. 23, 2 John 9;) De Wette, not improperly,
adds: “The particularistic principle, that no man cometh to
the Father but through Christ, in its bearing on those who have
never known him as an historical personage, is softened by the
fact that Le is also the Eternal (ideal) Logos.”

V. 7. ’Eyvdxsre, not, with Luther and Kuindl: «“if ye
knew,” but “if ye had known.” It is indeed singular that
immediately on this our Lord seems to ascribe this knowledge
to them. When indeed we compare the prees., e. g. in verses
17, 19, the presumption offers itself that here, too, ywdmxers
and &wpdxare are to be taken in the sense of the future, that
drdot: means “from henceforth,” and that the xa: before drdor:
is adversative; but in &wpdrars the perfect excites a doubt, so
that Chrysostom and Lampe, though they take rwdoxere as
future, yet in &wpdxare adhere to the meaning of the perfect,
Chrysostom : “Soon will ye know him, and ye have already
seen him, (to wit: without knowing him.)’ Maldonatus, and
more recently Fritzsche, decide that the taking the meaning as
future, is entirely inadmissible; but is a prophetic prolepsis of
this sort less admissible here, than with dofasdy, v. 137
(Kuingl, Liicke.) Still there is another mode of taking it
which answers better, not indeed as it is presented in Olshau-
sen, but as we have it in Calvin, Maldonatus, Grotius: dzdpre
in the sense of “even now,” Calvin: Deum illis jam nunc
conspicuum patere, si modo aperiant oculos, “God would now
he revealed to them, if they would but open their eyes.” An
addition of this sort conveying a rcproof, conneets better with
the preceding, than a promise full of hope would, and &
Swpaxdc—rarépa, v. 9, may then be regarded as a resumption.

V. 8,9. - As the Disciple does not understand in what sense
the Father had already been seen by him, he desires such a
manifestation as the prophets had; the dpxs fpiv has not indeed
the same depth of meaning as Ps. Ixxiii. 25, but ex}'libits an
artless pious heartiness. In virtue of the unity with God,
cxpressing itself in Christ’s will, knowledge, and power, our
Saviour had already, ch. viii. 19-42, pointed to the fact that
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the invisible Father was to be seen in him, Bengel: Sicut
anima, qua per se non cernitur, cernitur ex eo, quod illa per
corpus agit, ctc., “as the soul in itself invisible, is seen by
what it does through the body.”

V. 10, 11. In regard to the reciprocal relation in this unity,
see on x. 38. Christ points to the two manifestations by which
they should recognize the unity, to wit: the words and the
works. The want of congruity between the affirmative portion
of the proposition and the negative is striking, as instead of
mocet Tt pya we would expect Aale? t¢ fjpara.  Calvin, Nosselt,
and others, have from this circumstance understood &gya to mean
doctrina, but we have already recognized it as a peculiarity of
John, that his counter propositions do not always exactly cor-
respond, (cf. on viil. 28,) at times the substance of the second
proposition goes beyond that of the first and embraces it, sce
cspecially 1 John i. 6, 7; it is, consequently, allowable with
Bengel, Liiclce, De Wette, to suppose that r¢ Zoye comprehends
the daletv.  DBut a difficulty by no means slight presents itsclf
in v. 11, where the &pya are mentioned in antithesis to the doe-
trine, and adrd, ‘“the very works,” seems to strengthen the
assumption that &pya in v. 10 must have exactly the sanie
meaning, (compare besides x. 38.) Although now we are will-
ing to allow their full force to the objections urged by Fritszche,
(opusc. p. 109-114,) against a strict limitation of the idea, (in
opposition to Liicke, who appears, however, completely to have
averlooked them,) yet we cannot assent to the interpretation
given by Lim, (and still carlier by Grotius:) “I speak not of
mysclf, but the Father doeth the miracles which serve for con-
firmation ;” for, 1) 8¢, which clearly marks an antithesis, is thus
looked upon as mercly a connecting word; were it so used
here, then the €pya, in order to be perspicuous, would absolute-
ly require the addition of something, as perhaps, divinz lega-
tiones documenta, (proofs of a divine mission;) 2) for consist-
ency’s sake, then, the meaning of “miracle” is retained by
Fritszche in v. 12 also, and peifova would then express a
promise of more extraordinary miraculous acts. We suppose
that even in a writer unlike John it would not seem too strange
entirely, that the same word should be used successively, in a
broader, aud then with an allusive particle indeed, in a narrow-
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er sense, but still less can this cxcite surprise in the case of a
style whose character is so blending as John’s.

V. 12-14. The discourse takes anew the direction of conso-
lation, and the childlike form, as at the beginning of the chap-
ter. The going to the Father corresponds to the sitting at the
right hand of God, whicly, in accordance with the Old Testa-
ment usage, occurs in the first Evangelists, (Mark xvi. 19.) It
designates, consequently, the entrance on the fullness of divine
power, from which results the enlarged influence of Christ
upon the world through the agency of his Disciples, a thought
which had been expressed before, iv. 38, xii. 32, and is found
again, xvi. 10, while the thought, that the Disciples would one
day do more remarkable miracles, has nothing analogous else-
where. We would say, therefore, that £oya has the same mean-
ing here as in v. 11, “ miraculous works,” nevertheless, (in the
same sense in which Lessing once said, that we are amply in-
demnified for the want of Christ’s miracles, by seeing his
prophecies in regard to the Church fulfilled,) the foundation
of the Church itsclf may he designated as the greatest of
miracles. If we only recall to our minds, that the number of
Disciples whom Christ left upon earth hardly comprehended
more than six hundred and twenty, (one hundred and twenty
in Jerusalem, five hundred in Galilee,) that on the other hand,
the result of the preaching on Pentecost alone was the conver-
sion of three thousand souls, this expression does not scein
surprising. Thus Luther: “The Apostles and Christians
would advance further in their operatious than Christ did, and
bring more to him than he had done while in the body on
carth.—Every single Christian is (through faith) such a man as
Christ the Lord himseclf was upon carth, and exccutes such
great things that he can govern the whole world in divine
matters.”—The medium of such great operations is the prayer-
ful exaltation of believers to God in the name of the ascended
Saviour. On & dvduare 05 Xptoros, compare Harless, Brief an
die Epheser, p. 483, seq. " Ovopa is the sum of a personality,
Wahl interprets 7o dvopa *fpooi: « Jesus, with all the ideas and
all the memories connected with his name.” To speak, pray
in the namec of any one, that is, having him present to the
mind, having reference to him, and in the case before us the
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reference may be of a subjective sort: “in trust upon Christ,
and having his mind,” and of an objective sort: “looking to
the aim he had, and to his kingdom.” The designation of the
object of prayer by 8, ¢ dv, is, indeed, altogether a general one,
nevertheless, all the objects of life should be settled with a
reference to the kingdom of God. Already by his desire that
prayer should be offered in %és name, on which still more stress
is afterward 1aid in chap. xvi. 24, Christ claims for himself the
mediation through which prayer is heard, a claim still more
strongly put forward in the words, “that will I do,” ére morjow.
The necessity for this mediation is apparently excluded in chap.
xvi. 26, 27, but this appearance is simply the result of the
childlike mode of expression, for in fact the mediation lies in
that which in v. 27 of that very passage is given as the reason
for which they will be heard.

V. 15-17. Another fruit of the departure to the Father, is
the sending of the Spirit mediated (‘I will ask,” épwrjow,) and
conditioned by it, (xvi. 7, Acts il. 33, ¢f. on John vii. 89.) This
Spirit is designated here, and in xv. 26, xvi. 13, as the Spirit of
truth, zvebpa 3¢ ddpdedag, that is the Spirit who is the principle
of truth and imparts the truth, (xvi. 13,) consequently the gen.
v08s6ss. et effect.; this truth, however, is not a power for the
intellect merely, but for the feelings and the will also, and this
Spirit is consequently called, v. 26, “the Ioly Spirit,” 7o 7v. o
dreov.  Bengel: veritas omnes in nobis virtutes veras facit,
“truth makes all true virtues in us.” This Spirit is distinct
from the personality of Christ, is ““another comforter,” d&Alos
mapdaiprog, and yet in v. 18 he is again conceived of as iden-
tical with Christ, for he is the power emanating from the
personality of Christ, éx 700 2400 Mjderar, says xvi. 14. This
Spirit will become so immanent in the Disciples, that he, as we
are told in Matt. xxviii. 20, of Christ himself, shall be with them
“forever,” eic tov ai@va. This promise is enhanced in v. 17, by
the observation, that as man is partaker of this Spirit only by
fellowship ‘of life, the world has no means of receiving him ; as
yevdaxse is definitely distinguished from dewpst by 0004, we may
understand by the latter the perception, by the former the
knowledge. That the present tenses follow immediately on
this, is singular; the future éora, it is true, according to Gries-
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bach, alternates with them, but testimonies by no means light,
read &gt it is therefore probably the so called absolute pres.
which is here used, which expresses the circumstance, without
reference to a particular time. On the idea expressed by
mapdadyrog, the Treatise by Knapp (Seript. var. arg. p. 128))
deserves a reference. The first signification of wapaxaleiy, is to
call hither, then to call to one, to ezhort, to comfort. Theodorus
Mopsue., Ernesti and Michelis, adopted the meaning of instrue-
tor, Erasmus and Luther introduced that of comforter, a meaning
which has also been defended by Van Hengel in his adn. ad
Nov Testamentum, Amsterd. 1824, p. 40, seq. The former is
philologically inadmissible, the latter certainly suits very well
here, cf. v. 18, but does not suit in v. 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7, 8. In
1 John ii. 1, the meaning of “helper” is the acknowledged
one, which is deduced from the originally passive form of the
word, (compare the Latin advocatus;) it is current in the legal
phraseology of the Greek, (see Reiske’s Index to Demosthenes,)
is found in Philo, (see Lisner,) and must Lave been very widely
in use in the time of Christ, as the word has gone over into the
Rabbinic also. This meaning suits in all the other passages,
and here suits throughout, especially when we keep in view
that Christ calls himself their previous wapdxidzroc, and in v.
18 says, he will not leave them orphans.!

V. 18, 19. The words sound as though the distinction be-
tween the Paraclete and Christ is removed, for inasmuch as lic
returns, in order that they may not be left orphans, he returns as
a Paraclete. Tliere are three modes in which &pyopac may be
taken, and it is important to adopt the right one. Atv. 3, some
writers had already thought that a return to the final judg-
ment is meant, and the same view is entertained here Dby
Augustine and Maldonatus, although the latter does not deny
the difficulty lying in the fact that v. 23 indisputably must
be understood of the adventus gratiee. Most of the Greek
expositors, as well as Erasmus, Beza and Ileumann, under-

7 Since Herder, (Christl. Schriften. Samml, iv. p. 86, seq.) this possession of
the plenitude of the Ilaly Spirit has been reduced to the idea of an inspiration. n
word, however, which designates cvery cxaltation of emotion, whether that emolion
le pure or false, 5o that in using it we still remain in the sphere of subjective
humanity ; but the Holy Ghost is the emanation from Christ in his exaltation, and

his utterancc is not merely that of cxalted emotion; the expression spirituaiing
will correapond better with the ides.
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stand the retarn of Christ at his resurrection, a view favored
by the pexpdy, and still more by xvi. 16, 20, 21. Nevertheless,
we feel ourselves compelled to declare decidedly for the view,
in which we are preceded by Luther, Calvin, Lampe, Flatt,
(Symbole ad ev. Iohn. p. ii.,) the view which refers it to the
gpiritual coming through the Paraclete, and (for the present
leaving out of view the reasons derived from ch. xvi.) we would
merely observe, 1) that the connection with v. 21, 23, 28,
leads to this view, 2) that Z7eeods, v. 19, on the opposite
view would not allow of an explanation equally satisfactory, 3)
that the dogmatic development of the idea of the Iloly Spirit
does not readily allow any other mode of apprehension. There
comes then in the Paraclete another than Christ, and yet also
Christ himself. Bengel: Venio, non redeo, adventus primi
continuationes sunt ceeteri potius quam dterationes, “I come, not
I return, the other advents are rather continuations of the first,
than repetitions of it."” Mexpdv xai, after the Hebrew ) ny», so
that xa¢ is for fr¢, as in the classics also #a¢ in similar connection,
(Viger, ed. IIerm. p, 109.) Za first only of physical life, the
present not in place of the future, but as a designation of time
present, including the past, (sece on viii. 25;) we may most
appropriately compare Revelations i. 18, where the emphatic
predicate, «“he that liveth,” 6 d@v, is explained by the words, ¢@y
el¢ Tob¢ al@vac t@y aldvoy, “I am alive forevermore;” fjocode,
too, is then to be taken in the same sense, though here the
spiritual reference may also be included.

V. 20,21. A view of the cffect of his exaltation, similar to
that which our Lord had given, viii. 28, in speaking of its in-
fluence on his enemies; the promise that we have here, hosr-
ever, embraces more than that, for it implies that they should
know him by experience as an internal principle, and v. 21
gives prominence to the conditions of the internal perception
of Christ. Although the love which John defines is common.
ly considered as only a Dliss of sensibility, yet it is in John
preéminently that the moral feature of love, the unity of will
with the object beloved, is constantly made prominent in the
strictest manner, (1 John iii. 18, 24;) ¢yoy, Augustine: Qui
hadet in memoria et servat in vita, “he that hath them in his
memory and keepeth them in his life,” '
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V. 22-24.  Another of the interruptions which testify td the
historical character of these communications. Judas Thadde-
us, (Matt. x. 8,) who did not understand the spiritual nature of
that revelation, and conformably to the current view, expected
a manifestation of Messiah in glory before the whole world, is
astonished that this revelation is to be confined to the limited
circle of the Disciples who serve him. Ka/ in a question, as in
ix. 36. On the phrase, ¢ yéyovev 8rs, Liicke remarks, that the
Hebrew character has been falsely imputed to it by Grotius,
but the cvidence that such is its character is found in Ecclesias.
vii. 10; for the Greek, cf. Kypke, Observ. The reply of our
Lord, which especially in the negative part is devoid of formal
cxactness, i3 properly only an impressive repetition of v. 21,
that his manifestation does not take place in an external man-
ner, as that of a spirit perhaps, but by an internal appropriation.

V. 25, 26. The discourse already verges to its close, (v. 30.)
What yet remains, our Lord commits to the teaching of the
Spirit, who will come “in his name,” év 7 dvopar: adrod, that
is, as his representative. As the words, d:ddéer, “he will
teach,” and Omomvress, “bring to remembrance,” are placed
here side by side with each other, it seems that the Spirit will
also teach something new, in the same way, xvi. 12, 16, with
which xv. 15 is not in conflict. Now on the one side the
Church of Rome, on the other, as Calvin has observed, the
Fanatics and Pantheists, have with this word of our Lord sup-
ported themselves in the assumption, that a promise has been
given of a continued revelation, whether through the Church
as its organ, or through individuals. To cut off this interpre-
tation, Grotius has referred the & efmoy to the mdura, which
:6dEe governs, Calvin and Gerhard have taken xu as explan-
atory. First of all let it be noted, that ndvra is not to be taken
in a perfectly universal sense, but refers only to what has gone
before, cf. on xvi. 13, xv. 5, and it may be then conceded that
the dcddfer designates a distinct feature from that regarded by
Smomjase, but after all, it merely amounts to the question,
whether the blade in its relation to the seed, the stalk in its
relation to the root, is to be called something else, or the same.
This much is fixed and follows especially from xvi. 14, that the
Spirit will only unfold what Christ has already given in prin-
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ciple, cf. also, 1 John ii. 27, and observe how Paul, in opposi-
tion to those who would complete Christianity from without by
philosophical tenets, urges the fact, that all the treasures of wis-
dom lie hidden in the counsels of redemption, (Coloss. ii. 3.)
Hence, also, especially the controversial attacks of the Lutheran
theologians upon the Church of Rome were directed not so
much against the novelties of teachings as such, as against
these novelties in so far as they were out of harmony with the
ortginal ground. We say, therefore, that dcddZer certainly refers
to the doctrines of the propitiation, of the Church, &e., which
were not stated in detail by Christ himself, and Sropsyjoer to
that invigorating influence, in virtue of which, what they had
lieard at an earlier period presented itself in new freshness
to the souls of the Apostles.

V.27, Amid the storms which lowered before them, their
inward peace would prove abiding, resting as it did on this,
thut Christ had overcome the world, (xvi. 33;) when then, after
his resurrcction, as it were with a peace won by struggle, he
stood among them, it was with the words so full of significance,
eipjuy Opiv: Peace be unto you, (xx. 19, 21, 26;) in virtue of
the peculiar fountain of this peace, its own nature is peculiar,
a fact pointed out by the words, “not as the world giveth,”
00 xadds xtd.  So peculiar was this very blessing estcemed, that
“grace and peace,” ydoes xat elpvy, became the form of saluta-
tion among Christians. It is possible that the form was usual
in bidding farewell ; in the Old Testament, it is true, ¢ peace be
to you,” 032 b7, was used as a form of comforting, but in the
Rabbiunical, “to give peace,” 0% 103, means to greet,” tr.

Pirke, Aboth. e¢. 4, in Arabic, o} §l3, “he spoke the
peace,” is equivalent to, “he took his departure,” and in the
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Syriac, 'L)? i&)ﬁ.QﬂO'_l.a‘, “they gave each other peace,”
(Assem. Bibl. Orient. i. p. 876.)

V. 28, 29. 1In the preceding verses Christ had expressed
tle thought, that his departurc to the Father was something to
be desired for the Disciples’ sake, (xvi. 7,) now he mentions the
cousequence of that event as to his own person, cf. the expres-
sion of Lis longing after a return to the Father, in chap. xvii.
5. The words “my Father is greater, peiZwy, than 1,” has been
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made an important support for the Arians and Socinians. The
orthodox polemical theology has replied in three modes; a
number of the Anti-Nicene fathers, and Athanasius himself,
vindicate the iuferiority from the relation of the Father as
“unbegotten,” drervjaia, and of the Logos as generated, and
with them, of vecent date, Olshausen concurs; Augustine refers
to the distinction between God incarnate and God in himself;
Chrysostem justifies the expression as onc of accommodation
to the infirmity of the Disciples. When, Lowever, after the
Reformation, the doctrine of the status exinanitionis and exal-
tationis was developed more fully, the interpretation of Augus-
tine was opposed, on the ground that the inferiority must con-
sist in something which the rcturn of Christ to the Father
would fully remove, consequently, ot in the humanity itself,
but only in the humanity in és state of lowliness, thus Luther:
“For the kingdom which I shall veceive at the right hand of
the Father is over all, and it is Dbetter that I should pass from
the earthly condition of meanness and infirmity into the power
and dominion in which the Fatheris.” Calvin : Non confert hic
Christus patris divinitaten1 cum sua, nec humanam suam naturam
divinge patris essentie comparat, sed potius statum presentem
calesti glorie, ad quam mox rccipiendus sit, “ Christ does not
here compare the God-head of his Fatlier with his own, nor his
human nature with the divine cssence of the Father, but rather
his present condition with that heavenly glory, into which he
was soon to be received.” [According to the sense, Storr cor-
rectly makes peiloy equivalent to beatior. There is no refer-
ence in it to the ample protection which Lis Disciples and his
cause would thereby gain, (Theophylact, Enthymius, Liicle,
De Wette,) for the subject of discourse here is, that which ix
gladdening as to his own person.—The Protc§tant interpreters
explain it cither exclusively of his subordination according to
the human nature, inasmuch as this alone could go to the
Tather, (MIunnius, Gerhard,) or of his subordination according
to the status exinanitionis, (Luther, Calvin, Beza, Luthardt,)
or by a reference to botl, (Eras. Schmidt, Calovius, Quenst.cdt.)
Cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, ii. 1368 ; Quenstedt, Theol. didac-
polem. i. 874. Ouly the humanity as h%wnble.d can be spolken
of, for of the ezalted humanity the peifwr In this sense no

X
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longer holds good. Augustme Quia naturz humanse gratu-
landum est eo, quod sic assumpta est a Verbo Unigenito, ut
immortalis constitueretur in ceelo.]—The repetition of the ex-
pression, xiii. 19, does not seem here in v. 29 to have its fit
occasion, but we have probably to gather from the entire con-
text of the discourse, that the revelation of the power of Christ
in his glory would furnish testimony to his dignity.

V. 30, 31. The Redeemer perceives in spirit the approach-
ing steps of the betrayer, and sees in what he does the influ-
cnce of the Prince of the world, who through him wishes to
overthrow the kingdom of truth—xa¢ is adversative. Ly dpof
—obéév would be most casily interpreted if, with De Wette, we
could venture to make the phrase, *“he has nothing i» me,” (er
hat nichts an mir,) interchangeable with ¢“he cannot harm
me,” (er kaun mir nichts ankaben,) which, however, is not
allowable even in German ; Meyer trics to reach the same idea
by resolving the phrase thus: “7n me, that is, within reach of
ny personality, he has nothing,” equivalent to saying, “he has
no power over me.”’ As this interpretation also is v1olent the
exposition which takes &ysw in the sense, “to have influence,”
would suggest itself, were it not that the cases are rare in which
it has this meaning without being followed by an infinitive, see
Passow, 4th ed. ii. p. 588. If this difficulty be regarded as
weighty, nothing remains but to take &yerv as meaning ““to
possess,” and then ecither with a majority of the older writers,
supplying nihil juris, (no right,) or to take 06év in the sense
of obdév (oo, “nothing that he can call Aés own, that is, noth-
ing stuful,” thus Augustine, Olshausen. DBut it may well be
questioned whether we arc here to look in John for the
thought expressed, IXeb. ii. 14, that by means of sin the
devil has the power of death over men. We would much
more naturally expeet here the thought expressed in x. 18, that
Christ in encountering death rested under no outward ncces-
sity to do so. To this view v. 31 leads us, where the dvrodd
“commdind " is the same mentioned in x. 18.



CHAPTER XV.

THE ALLEGORY 0F THE VINE.—vV. 1-6.

Tne discourses that follow to chap xviiii. are connected with
each other; that they were uttered on the way as they went by
night out of the city (Grotius,) is hardly supposable, at least in
the case of the prayer, ch. 17. It thus seems probable, that in
the very intent of going, it happened, as is wont with persons
about to depart, the impulse to communicate more still detained
thie Saviour in the room, (Gerhard.) We may compare the
repeated forms of closing in Paul’s Epistles, for example in the
Epistle to the Romans.

V. 1. To everything that is uttered in this chapter, as in the
allegory with which it opens, the feeling that the hour of
separation has come, imparts its tone. Departing, yct remain-
ing—this is the thought that lies at the root of this beautiful
allegory. We may imagine that it was suggested by some
outward occasion, a vine perhaps trailing by the side of the
window. In Psalm lxxx. 9-12, also, the congregation of Isracl
had been compared to a vine nurtured by God, and sending its
tendrils far and wide. The natural relation betiwveen this plant
and its branches shooting forth in all the glorics of their noble
fruit, is realized in its most perfect sense (7 dipdusj) in the
spiritual relations between Christ and those that are his. That
which Paul says of the mystical unity of the Redeemer with his
Church, has found its most beautiful expression in this passage
in John; it is impossible here to be mistaken in referring this
discourse to a higher rclation than that which subsists between

teacher and pupil in general; it speaks of an essential unity
(343)
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mediated through faith. The drapery is not that of the para-
ble, it is no event 1n history, but a relation in the world of
nature which is spoken of, and this is employed from the com-
mencement, to express a spiritual relation, so that the literal
and figurative meaning run over into cach other, cf. &v éuor, v
2 and 4. Under rewpyée, equivalent to durmelovpyic, Luke xiil
7, we have here at the same time to find the idea of a possessor;
the Father, who hath sent the Son into the world, is the
possessor and fosterer of the vine together with its branches.
V. 2. There is a distinction made between two kinds of
branches, unfruitful and fruitful, the eoer in relation to the
former is explained in v. 6. Ly duo/ cannot cxpress the rela-
tion as 1t is in fact, but only as it scems to be, since a real
connection with Christ must of necessity bring fruit with it.
The fruit-bearing of the genuine branches is subject to the law
of gradual progression, and presupposes the fostering care of
God. This is figuratively designated by xudaipeey, “to purify,
purge,” (verbal play with eZrez,) by which in the language of
vine-dressers is understood the ““deputatio,” the pruning away
of the suckers, “that is the bastard or faise shoots which bring
no fruit and do nothing but waste the sap, which the good
fruitful branches should have,” (Luther.) In the application,
the image may be taken yct more strictly, and by giving prom-
inence to the feature of pain which cutting brings, may be
referred to purification threugh affliction, (James i. 1-4.) It
may be asked, whether the fruit-bearing is to be understood
ad extra or ad intra, whether of the extension of the Gospel
(Rom. i. 13, Joln iv. 36,) or of growth in spiritual life. As
regards the thing, the two are inseparable, for he that is in tlie
light, will also shine; to sustain the second of the meanings
we might cite mocstv 00dsy, (in v. 5)) and v. 8; and on the other
hand for the first, v. 1G—but it is in general best not to separate
them. It is very probable that the Redeemer had been led by
the imperfection whicl was then characteristic of these very
Disciples, to point them to growth under the fostering care of
the Father. And this is the thought which leads to v. 8
V.3,4. Asthe Redeemer, inxiii. 10, 11, had already declared
that his Disciples were in the main alrcady pure, and nceded
but the purifying of the extremities, he here returns to this
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ground. In Coloss. iii. 9, 10, it is also said that they who have
already put on the new (véov) man, must continually become new,
(Gvuzaevovpzrov.)  The word received in faith, is a principle
ever purifying more and more, ( v. 7, xvil. 17, Acts xv. 9.)
According to Daul’s explication of the doctrine, we are to
understand by this “word,” Adyos, especially “the word of the
righteousness of God,” Adyoc s dexaroaivys tod Jeol. Asv. 4
refers to the necessity of remmaining in Christ, (viil. 81,) it con-
tains at the same time an allusion to the necessary unfolding
of that principle. Agye év duiv at first secms to be capable of
no other coustruction than as a promise, (Kuthymiuas, Calvin,
Liicke,) but if we consider v. 5, the sense of the Evangelist
seems to be that which is given by Bengel :. Facite, ut maneatis
in me et ut ego maneam in vobis, “so act that ye may remain in
me and that I may remain in you.” Awugustine thus expresses
the diversity in their mutual relation: Ita in vite palmites sunt,
ut viti nou counferant sed inde accipiant, unde vivant; ita vero
vitis est in palmitibus, ut vitale alimentum subministret. eis,
nour sumat ab eis, ““the Dbranches are in the vine not so as to
impart anything to it, but so as to derive their life from it; the
vine is in the branches in such a way as to minister to them
the vital aliment, not in such a way as to receive it from thenw.”

V. 5,6. A strengthened expression of the same thought.
The abiding in Christ through faith is so necessary a condition
to the bringing forth fruit, that the one is not possible without
the other. That o0dév is not to be talen as absolutely universal,
but is to be limited to the sphere of religion, and particularly
to inward and outward activity in the kingdom of God, is seli-
apparent in this passage, as in a similar restriction of mdvra in
1 John ii. 20. The result of not abiding in him is made yet
more obvious than it had been by adper in v. 2. The withered
branch is used as fuel, (Matt. vi. 80,) in which may lie an allu-
sion to the fire of hell, similar to that in Ieb. vi. 8, and then
the words ““he is cast forth,” Fipdjvar &w, correspond with the
separation of the bastard wlieat mentioned in Matt. xii. 41.
The aor. 8347897 and &7pdvdy, explained by Grotius as designa-
ting ¢ what is usually done,” are rather, as also édosdady, v. 8,
to be interpreted, as has been done by Kithner: (ii. p. 78,)
«The aorist like the perfect, but with far greater emphasis, is
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used to designate future events, of whose impending occurrence
the speaker is as firmly convinced as he is of facts that have
already occurred.”

FurtHEr PRrOMISES AND EXHORTATIONE IN REGARD TO ABIDING
iN CHrist.—v. 7-17.

V.7,8. If a connection between v. 7 and 8 is to be established,
it must be this, that v. 8 subjoins the reason of the promise in
v. 7. The medium through which the fruit-bearing of the
Disciples is brought about is faith, and prayer is an essential
exhibition of that faith, (xiv. 18.) The lLearing of prayer is
promised to the widest extent, but nevertlieless has its limita-
tion, in the fact that only such prayer is spoken of as proceeds
from inmost union with Clrist, and herein consequently lics
also a direction how to pray. In éduidodly, as we hiave observed
on v. G, there is a prolepsis of the future. If we take dva after
the relative more strictly, we must find in the verb the idea of
striving ; see, however, v. 12, and what is said on vi. 50. Instead
of yewjgesde, Lachmaun reads ypéwjode, which is supported,
Lowever, by testimony so slight as to stamp it at once as a
mere marginal correction; the zaf is the zal of sequence, “and
so will ye be.” On the dative éuof, cf. Winer, p. 198.

V. 9-11.  An explanation more at large in regard to the
nature of remaining in Christ, and in v. 11 a statement of the
object of the previous discourse. The relation of love between
Christ and his Disciples is, acccording to v. 10, an ethical one,
it rests on the saimnc ethical basis as the love of the Fatlier to the
Son, (viil. 29,) for dyday j & cannot mean amor mei, “love of
me,” (Grotius,) consistently cither with philology or with the
connection.  In regard to z70¢iy, see remarks on viii. 51.—
V. 11. What had been said of their remaining one with the
departing Redeemer, was under these circumstances a source
of joy; in the same way xvii. 13, by which passage, too, the
7 yepec ) & here is to be interpreted, cf. also, 4 elpyvy § éu,
xiv. 27, As it is with the peace which he imparts and which
proceeds from lim, so also is it with his joy, (Calvin, De
Wette.) ‘H yapd miypolra; is a phrase peculiar to John, 1
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John i. 4, 2 John 12, found also in his Gospel, xvi. 24, xvii. 18,
and expresses the absolute character of this joyousness.

V. 12, 18. Among the “commandments,” é&vrolai, men-
tioned in v. 10, that all-embracing “commandment,” évrols,
which was delivered, chap. xiii. 34, is made prominent, and by
the words, ““ As I have loved you,” xadd¢ jydajpoa duds, v. 18
is developed to its highest capacity. The final proposition with
tva in v. 13, dependent on ravrys, serves here, as in 8 John 4,
to periphrase the infinitive. To bring the cxpression into con-
sonance with Rom. v. 7, 8, 10, we might say, that by the
offering up of Christ, the Disciples were first converted from
cnemies into true friends; yet John had not this reference dis-
tinetly in his mind, and the discourse certainly had in view
only the relation of friends which already existed.

V. 14-16. An intimation that they were not yet to the
fullest cxtent worthy of the exalted name of friends, but were
to render themselves more and more worthy of it, ¢f. v. 10,
they obtained this name for the time, only because of the con-
fidential relation in which they were united with Christ. The
words, “all things that I have heard of my Father I have made
known unto you,” mdvro—5uiy, at first secem to be in conflict
with xvi. 12, but rather are the words, “that I have heard,”
& Yjzovaa, to be limited to what the Redeemer had received to
impart to them at that time, (xvii. 8.) The formation of this
relation of friendship had originated with our Lord. The
&loy) is not simply “‘a choosing” to the Apostolic office, but
at the same time “the choosing out of the world,” éxloy7 éx
tob x6apov, (v. 19;) the words, “that ye should go,” dmdyew,
pertain only to the picturesque delincation, (Matt. v. 24, xviii.
15,) the fruit (whether in them, or in others,) is of such a sort
as to continue in life eternal, and by it is brought about so
intimate a relation with the Father, that their prayer finds
hearing, cf. remarks on v. 7.

V. 17. Tdira (instead of todro, sce Boissonade, on Aristren.
p- 486,) might be referred to the subsequent proposition v xrA.
go that this love among one another, would, as it were, be com-
mended as a compensation for the cnmity they wounld encoun-
ter in the world, and of which v. 18, seq. speaks, but raira in
John always refers to what has preceded, (v. 11, 21, xiv. 25,
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xvi, 1, 25, 88, xvii. 1, xviii. 1.) Thus then it is rather the pre-
ceding discourses (and commandinents,) which are once more
summed up according to their main scope.

ExuMITY oF THE WORLD TOWARD THE DiIscipLis.—v. 18-27.

V.18-20. As the principle which wrought in the Redeemer
continues to work through his Disciples, (xvii. 14,) and as for
the reasons mentioned, chap. vii. 7, the world ecncounters him
in a hostile manner, this cxperience is one which the Disciples
can rot be spared. The expression in xiii. 16, is here brought
to renembrance in a different application.  F£Z, with the indic-
ative, v. 20, supposes two cases, without any further indication
which of the two will occur, v. 21 first shows that the occur-
rence of the negative case is anticipated.

V. 21-256. By dpapcio, v. 22-214 is understood by the ex-
positors, as in ix. 41, the sin of uunbelief] against which view
De Wette urges the objection, that it is sclf-apparent that this
sin could not have been charged upon them if Jesus had not
come and preached. We think that it follows from v. 23, that
by épapria, in v. 22, is intended the guilt of hatred against
divine things in gencral, so that the conuection of the thought
is this: The hatred toward you rests upon aversion to me, and
this rests upon ignorance of the Father. Ilad I not appeared,
this ignorance, and the aversion to what is divine connceted
with it, would have been comparatively guiltless, but after I
have revealed the Father by my appearing and by my instruc-
tions, they are the more culpable.  Asin x. 87, xiv. 11, the works
arc introduced as a yet more striking testimony, (ré &oya forms
the climax to dadizea,) and these are regarded as at once o tes-
timony for the Father and the Son, (xvi. 8.) In regard to the
double x«‘ in v. 24, sec on vi. 86. The quotation from Ps. Ixix.
5, in v. 25, answers the same end as the one in chap. xiii. 18.

V. 26, 27.  As viit. 28 points to the future for consolation
against the prevailing unbelief, so also here, (xvi. 8.) That the
words, “which proceedetl,” éxzopederar, can not be understood
of an immanent process in the God-head, consequently, can
neither be used for nor against the doctrine of the Greek
Clurch in regard to the ¢ procession of the Holy Spirit,” Beza
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had already observed. [According to the Ancient Chureh,
this éxzopedzadue involves the origin within the Trinitarian
relation, of the essence of the =2<Jua; the Greek Church taught,
consequently, that dca r. vivd, &z r. marpdc xmopsierar . mv.
(Damascenus, de fide orthodox, i. 12.) The Latin Church, on
the contrary, as she transferred to the procession of the Holy
Ghost what is said of his sending from the Father and the Son,
believed herself justified in adding the filioque, (Gerhard, Loci,
1. 127.) Tt may certainly be a question whether the éxmop. is
to be concecived of as a metaphorical designution of relation
without reference to time, as the Lutheran interpreters, (with a
few exceptions,) and also in our day, Olshausen, Liicke, Baum-
garten-Crusius, regard it, or is to be taken as parallel histori-
cally with =&u=ew, (Beza, Cocceius, Lampe.) Neither the argu-
ment of Gerhard for the former view, nor that of Lampe
against it, renders a docision secure, (Twesten, Dogmatik,
if. 241.]—Although the “testimony,” paprvpia, of the Spirit
is mediated through the human *“testimony,” paprupia, of
the Disciples, yet the latter is here made codrdinate with
the former. TLuther: ¢ When ye shall have been comforted by
the Holy Ghost, and your mind has been supported by fixed
truth, he will impel you to testily of me. Tor first, he will
give testimony internally in your hearts, and then outwardly
by miracles and through your coufession and preaching.”
Kui—38é, “but also,” the present paprupcize, expresses the
enduring character, and is equivalent to pdprnpss dote, (Acts 1.
18,) the present, per’ éuob éote, includes the past, as viil. 25;
with az’ apyis, of. Acts 1. 21, 22, John himsclf bears this
testimony, 1 John i. 1. ‘We have here then both the listorical
argument, from which the fides humana proceeds, and the
testimonium spiritus, on which the fides divina rests.



CHAPTER XVI.

CHRIST ANNOUNCES MORE DISTINCTLY THE PERSECUTIONS TO WHICH
H1S DISCIPLES WOULD BE EXPOSED, AND COMFORTS THEM BY POINT-
ING THEM TO THE WORKING oF THE IIoLy SpIiriT. —v. 1-15.

V. 1-3. Taire alludes to xv. 18-27, (cf. remarks on xv. 17,)
there follows, however, an expanding repetition of the same
train of thought; in v. 2-4 is depicted the opposition of the
world, and then is given the comforting reference to the opera-
tion of the IToly Spirit. In v. 2" the Redeemer, as the words,
“shall put you out of the synagogues,” “think that he doeth
God service,” droguveyayon; and lerpsiay wposgiosw t@ Ve
prove, had in his cye the species of persecution which wonld
shortly threaten his Disciples, persecution on the part of the
Jews. The less important is the exclusion from the syna-
gogue, (ix. 22,) with dAdd, “yet more,” (Acts xix. 2,) the
severer onc is added. “/va, periphrasis of the infinitive, as in
xit. 28, xiti. 1. [Tpospéperv, the solemn term for the offering
of sacrifice, so that darpsia does not thereby obtain the mean-
ing of sacrifice, but only a more special reference to it. Inas-
much as hereties were persecuted for the sake of God, the per-
secution itself appeared as a scrvice, a worship of God. But
this blindness was not guiltless, inasmuch as the true know-
ledge of God must have led them to acknowledge the causc of
Clirist, (x¥. 23.)

V.4-6. But—that is, although this, in their defect of divine
knowledge, might be expccted. That Christ had not spoken
“at the beginning,” & dpy7s, of these persecutions, appears to

be in conflict with Matt. v. 10, x. 16.  When Bengel replies:
(850)
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Dixerat de odio mundi sed minus aperte ot parcius, “he had
spoken of the hatred of the world, but less openly and more
sparingly,” and when I observed: « Our Lord now dwells upon
it,” De Wette gainsays the view, and says: “This belongs to
the hushing up style of harmony so much in favor.” Such a
declaration, however, cannot be made without the grossest mis-
apprchension of the character of these last discourses, and
without hermeneuntic inconsequence. This expositor himself
has repeatedly acknowledged the hoveriug character and the
inexactness in John’s style, especially in these last discourses,
for example, in x. 26, xv. 14, 15, xvi. 5, 10. It was most natu-
ral at the time of Christ’s departure, that his glance should be
particularly directed to the sufferings yet impending, and no
where clse has Le spokeu so repeatedly and at large of the
opposition of the world to his Disciples, as in chap. xv. to xvii.
That it is the departure which leads to these thoughts is shown
by the ézc—iju7v. In the same way, too, on v. 5, De Wette
remarks, that therc is a contradiction to xiii. 36, xiv. 5, and as
a solution of the difficulty in this place, where the Evangelist
scems to come in conflict with Ahimself, merely makes the
remark: “There is a want of precision of statement, as in x.
26, &c.” Chrysostom already attached to the question of
Chuist, the sense: Ilitherto ye could ask me so many questions,
and now ye arc dumb and plunged into sorrow. Yet Christ
does not merely reprove them in a general way for asking no
questions, but—proceeding on his own view of the glorious
issucs of his “going his way to the Father,” Ordyey =pog tov
macépa—he encourages them to allow themselves to be absorbed
in this thought.

V. 7-11. 1Ie gives prominence to that result, which would
furnish the most dircct comfort to his Disciples, as in xiv. 12,
scq., xv. 26. Instead of the dymy, dysfy, “verily, verily,” of the
first of those passages, there is here an assurance, in a childlike
form, of the truth of what he utters, as in xiv. 2. For the
reasons why the coming of the Spirit has been connected with
his departure, see remarks on vil. 37. Angustine: S.i alimenta
tenera, quibus vos alui, non subtraxero, solidum cibum non
esurietis, “if I should not take away the tender aliment on
which I have fed you, ye would not hunger after solid food.”
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The beneficent working of the Spirit, is first of ail that exten

sion of truth in the world, of which mention is made in xv. 26,
since the world will be convinced of its own wunlelicf, of the
innocence of Christ, and of the absolute triumph which Christ
is to gain over the kingdom of cvil, (this “reproving,” &isyyoc,
continually moves on through the history of the world, cf. the
present mwarebovar,) the benefieent operation mentioned in
verses 12, 13, is consequently the same spoken of xiv. 20, the
development of the truth in the Disciples themselves. ’Lidwy
giving clearness to the representation, as in Eph. ii. 17. "E7:-
rysv designates a couviction on a charge of wrong, which, in
as far as it has that character, is to Lie conceived of as not
without a certain pain. Since Beza, Bengel, it has heen nsual
to get the more particular aim of the three substantivesin v. 8,
by adding to complete the sense, the subjects derived from v.
9 to 11, consequently “of the sin of the world, of the right-
eousness of Christ, of the judgment of the prince of this
world,” wepi dpaptias 0D xoapov, ment Gumoangs ToY Xpeozod,
mepl rpiosws TUl dpyovrog Tod zoapon, according to which inter-
pretation the éAyyeev embraces the begetting of faith in the
persccutors. Aunother exposition, in which p03 is not added to
dexacootvys to complete the sense, has again, at a recent date,
been maintained by De Wette. ’FEléyyen, according to this
view, designates in part externally the triumphant preponder-
auce of the truth, so that its opponents are hrought to shame.
in part internally the effecting of a clear conscionsness of guilt;
the words: “of sin, beeause they believe not on mie,” mepe
dprapzias Ote 09 marsionow ers dpé) are intended to express the
idea, that the world over against the growing mass of believers, is
to be exhibited more and more as standing under the wrath of
God, and for the very reason that it believes not; “of righteous-
ness,” wept Gexoeoadyys, designates the light and life which Christ
has brought into the world, (the righteousness, therefore, botl
of Christ and of believers,) and which will be carried on
by the Spiit, to victory ; the “judgment,” xpiscc, is the resnlt
of the conviction alike as regards the “sin,” duapria, and the
“righteousness,” duxacosivy.  Calvin, also, gives a similar expla-
nation : “The Spirit, conformably to the order of sal ration, will
first work the knowledge, that out of Christ sin reigus in the
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world, then he will work the hungering after true righteous-
ness, that is after justification by faith, (Matt. v. 8, 6,) then
finally the convietion, that only through Christ this want of
harmony may be removed.”  This interpretation can plead for
itself, especially the fact that on the view it presents it is easier
to account for uarosinys standing absolutely, than if after the
ordinary view we understand by it the personal innocence of
Christ, in which case a god could hardly be dispensed with.
Not a few of the older expositors lhave for this rcason under-
stood Gexacosiyy, in Paal's sense, of the duucosivy éx tod Feob,
the justification by faith, Cyrill, Augustine, Erasmus, Luther,
Meclancthon, Lampe and Storr.  Melancthon says: anc ipsam
rationis humans opinionem accusaturum esse spiritum aflirmat,
quee fingit homines ecsse justos, id est habentes remissionem
peceatorum propter propria honesta exercitia et virtutes, “he
declares that the Spirit will accuse this very opinion of human
reason, which feigns that men are righteous, that is have remis-
sion of sin, on account of creditable actions and virtues of their
own.” In ‘this case v. 10 has the meaning: ¢“for after my
propitiating death I wiil ascend to my Father, to make a way
of access for believers into my kingdom.” The fact that
Christ does not speak of his death, but of his glorification, as
the origin of the rightcousness, is not in conflict with this mode
of understanding it, since his death, only by victory over death
becomes a death with propitiatory power, (John viii. 28, Rom.
iv.25.) Nevertheless, the doctrinal type connected with this view
of “the righteousness,” iz entirely pecnliar to Paul, and stands
in connection with an entire circle of expressious, (Storr, de
voee Sixazo; et cognatis, Opuse. ii.)  Where John uscs the word
dexacogiyy, it designates unblamableness of conduet, (1 John
ii. 29, iii. 7, 10,) and it is worthy of note, that he is the very
author who has given to Christ the predicate o déixacog, (1 John
il. 29, iii. 7.) This circumstance strengthens the expesitor in the
conviction, that in v. 10 in the case of dexarosiyyc the subject is
to be drawn from the explanatory proposition following 4z, as
in the two other sentences, v. 9, 11, Against the view of De
Wette, however, remain besides the special objections: 1) «“The
statement that the world out of communion with Christ, is
unredeemed, and so long as it believes not, rests under the
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wrath of God, belongs to the doctrinal preaching of the Gospel
to those yet unacquainted with the Gospel, not to the &Aeyyoc,
of the world which actually persecutes the Gospel.” 2) ¢“The
words, ‘because they belicve not,” 8tz 0d morehovory, do not
state the operation of the unbelief, but the fact that the world
is unbelieving,” (Liicke.) That the Owmocoouvy designates the
unblamableness of Christ, is the interpretation of Chrysostom,
Euthymius, Beza, Bengel, Tittmann, Liicke and Olshausen,
though the last author conuects with it a reference to the
dwxacostyy in believers: ¢ The Spirit convinces of the righteous-
ness, for he reveals how the Saviour, who no longer is the object
of corporeal vision, yet works invisibly and perfects the internal
life.” The absence of the pod after dwaroodvy, will excite less
surprise, when we compare vii. 17, x. 29, and other passages.
To the view maintained by us, no slight support is given by the
analogous thought in 1 Timothy iii. 16: “was manifest in the
flesh, justified (d0wxocddy,) in the Spirit.”—The explanatory
proposition, v. 10: “becaunse I go to my Father, and ye see me
no more,” 6re—ewpsité pe, certainly makes some difficulty in
the way of our exposition ; we must agree with De Wette, that
instead of the negative xai 0dzéte dewpsité pe, we wounld rather
have looked for xa¢ Hpsic Fewpeité pe, (xiv. 19,) inasmuch as the
expericuce of the operation of the Spirit with and in the Disci-
ples, must certainly confirm the faith in the dzxacostvy, whether
we understand Dby it his personal holiness, or the life which
emanates from him. There is certainly in the case of John a
special temptation to suppose, that while he wrote this nega-
tive proposition, he actually in thought included with it the
positive bpsfc d¢ Pewpeité e, as xiv. 19, If this be regarded,
however, as untenable, it may be cnough to say, that the
expression mercly conveys in a negative way what is presented
positively by mpoc tov marépa Srdyw, (I go to my Father.) In-
asmuch as the departure to the Father is the condition on which
depend all the operations of Christ glorified, there lics in it,
also, the reason whereby the Spirit will convince the world that
Christ died as a spotless offering.—On the tenor of v. 11, cf.
remarks on xil. 81.

V. 12,13. From the eficacy of the Spirit on the world, the
discoursc makes a transition to his eficacy in the Disciples.
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The greatest truths, which formed the centre of the Apostles'
doctrine, as that of the propitiation, that of the Church, of the
abrogation of the law for belicvers, and various other truths,
had been indeed intimated by Christ in detached sentences, or
had been expressed in principle, but the Disciples were not
ripe for a full comprehension of them. BeaordZew, used also
in Epictetus, Enchir. xxix. 5, of sufficiency of power, and not
merely of intellectual power, but also, as this lies in the nature
of religious intelligence, sufficiency of the ethico-religious
development, cf. ywpsty, Matt. xix. 12.  The recouciliation with
xv. 15, lies in the fact that the things which they could not yet
bear, Christ had not heard for them. Hicay tyy asfdeav,
(Cod.. A B, Origen, e/ tfv dA mdoay,) should not have been
translated by Luther, {so English version, also. Tr.] “into
all truth,” (Mark v. 12, he translates correctly,) but should have
been rendered, “into the whole of the truth.” It is the domain
then of Chiristian truth, which through Christ has come into the
world, (i. 17,) which has been opened through its whole extent to
the Apostles. There is included here all that 13 communicaterd
in regard to the expansion of the kingdom of God, (according to
Calvin, only what is taught of its spiritual nature,) and in regard
to the eschatology, Bengel: Maxime huc spectat apocalypsis
scripta per Ioannem, ‘“the Revelation of John pertains most
of al] to what is here spoken of.” In the proposition whose
form is so childlike, ob yap—2Aakjoe:: ‘“He shall not speak of
himself, but whatsoever he shall hear that shall he speak,” the
thought, as also in v. 14, obviously is, that the communication
shall not be something absolutely new, but the unfolding of
that given to them by Christ, cf. on xiv. 26. As a matter of
course, too, the “things to come,” 3pyousve, are included in
«yhatsoever he shall hear,” 8oa dv dzodey, (cf. dvayyeles, v. 14,
15.25.) According to Liicke, after “ whatsoever he shall hear,”
dxovay, we should supply éx rob marpés, “of the Father,” to
sustain which, he appeals to xv. 15, 26 ; according to Kling and
Olshausen, because of v. 14, 15, we should supply &x rob viob,
«of the Son.” Luther says: “There is a holy conversation
between the Father and the Word, and the Spirit is the hearer.”
The words in v. 15, zdvra—~Zsre, “all things that the Father
Lath are mine,” would lead to the Dbelief that éx 7ol marpog
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should be supplied after dxoJoy, and that v. 14, 15, are designed
to expand this thought and to include the Son. According to
the doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church, this odypjae: is
continued in the Church of Rome also, since even of the
Apostolic times it was still true in a certain measure: o)
Sivasde Paotdley dote, “ye cannot bear them now ;" according
to the Quakers and Mystics, this revelation of the Spirit goes
on in the illuminated in general or in particular theosophists,
according to the Hegelians, in the entire Christian world, in
which the principle of free subjectivity is ever unfolding
more widely. That Christ had the Apostles alone in his mind,
is proven, espeeially by xiv. 26, aud xv. 26, 27; inasmuch then
as the misa ¥4 dijdza is promised to them, there cannot exist
between the Chuarch and the Apostles that relation of further
development which existed between the Apostles and Christ,
In consonance with this, is the conscionsness of the oldest post-
apostolic teachers, for the Epistles of Barnabas, of Clemens
Romanus, and of Polycarp, prove that they acknowledged a
gpecifie difference between themselves and the Apostles, and
acknowledged the Apostclic teaching as the absolute rule for
themselves and the whole Christian world, see the passages in
Tholuck’s Comment. z. Br. an d. Ileb. 24 ed. p. 96. Conse-
quently the further development in the Church through the
Spirit, can only be regarded as oue pertaining to the form, cf.
the fuller discussion in the introduc¢tion to Ep. to the Hebrews,
chap. vi.

V. 14,15, All religious truth within Christianity, as regards
its centre, rests upon Christ himself, what, therefore, the Spirit
receives and veveals more fully, must serve to glorify Christ,
and must procecd from Christ as its source.

V. 16. This communication of the Spirit, in which Christ
himself returns, is soon to follow, ef. xiv. 19. Although the
wdiey prexpoy, and especially the description of the joy at behold-
ing him again, perhaps, also, the dfopoc Spdz, v. 22, have led
expositors to refer these words yet more decidedly than xiv. 19,
to the time of the resurrection,’ yet this verse stands in such

1 Not merely those expositcrs who tonk xiv. 19 in that way, not merely all the
Greeks cxplain this passage of the resurrcction, but even Augustiue does so; and
Lutier hiwself, who interpreted xiv. 19, of secing Lim aguin both at Lis resurrection
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a connection with the carlier and with the following ones, as
to compel us to refer them to a seeing him again in the Spirit.
In the verses immediately preceding, the sending of the Spirit
was the subject of discourse, and v. 21-26 link with this seeing
him again, the promise of a spiritual change such as was not
wrought by the resurrection. It might certainly be possible
that the resurrection of Christ, (inasmuch as when he had
risen he could be looked upon as belonging to earth no more,
and as he indeed appeared but transiently with the Disciples,)
may be considered the beginniug of the dofasuoc, and conse-
quently embraced in one with the coming of the Spirit, and be
represented as a continuous thing with it, in which case xx. 22
could properly be compared. It would be an analogous rcla-
tion if John designated not merely the new birth, but the sus-
ceptibility for the Gospel also, as an efvur éx tob Feob, (viil. 47,)
or if le represented the ¢@¢ in men as an indwelling of the
Myoc in men. Verses 20, 21, might especially induce to the
adoption of this view. DBut considered with reference to the
Disciples, Christ risen had throughout a different signification
from Christ glorified, and according to Luke xxiv. 49, Acts i.
8, we must believe that the outpouring of the Spirit presup-
posed the ascension as a thing accomplished.

V. 17, 18. Some of the Disciples confer together in regard
to the enigmatical discourse, in which the words, pexpdr—
Speadé ps, ave as obscure to them as the last part of it.  ”Eleyop
odv seems to imply that pmxpéy gave them special difficulty.

V. 19-21. It certainly scems obvious here, that we are to
think of tleir seeing him again after his resurrection, not so
much because the period of time corresponds with the doubled
pexoodw, (from midnight, about which time this discourse falls,
to the hour of the afternoon at which Christ died, was about
eighteen hours, and from his death to his resurrection, about
thirty,) but especially, also, because the resurrection was cer-
tainly a joy to the Disciples, and it would be surprising if this joy
were wholly unmentioned, and we were compelled to see only a
reference to that spiritual joy which proceeded from the posses-

and in the Spirit, giving predominance to the latter reference, here makes the former
predominate, The most recent defense of the reference of xw.‘]_S, seq. and of this
passage to secing Christ again personally, is that of Sdszkind, Tdb. Mag. fur Dogm.
u. Moral. St. 7, p. 184, seq.

b4
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sion of the Holy Ghost. For this reason, as has been observed,
there has been a disposition to regard as included the seeing
him again after the resurrection. Yet it cannot be the main
feature in the matter, as the last words in v. 21 already prove.
The similitude now draws a parallel first of all between the
sharp but brief pains of a woman in travail, and the transient
mourning of the Disciples over the death of their Lord, and
then between her joy over the new life and their joy in behold-
ing him again. But the comparison may be taken yet more
strictly. As in the case of the woman in travail, the anguish
is the condito sine qua non, in fact, the cause of the joy, so
here, the anguish at the separation from the bodily appearing
of the Redeemer, may be regarded as the operative, or at least
the codperative cause of the subsequent joy, inasmuch as the
spiritual possession of the Redeemer necessarily presupposed a
separation from the possession of him in his hodily presence.
Furthermore, the words, ‘that a man is born into the world,"”
§re drevvjdy—xbopov, seem also designed not merely to depict
the greatness of the joy on the part of the woman in travail,
but to have an independent significance. If we refer the ex-
pression to the seeing Christ after he arose, the new born man
dircets our thought to Christ given back from the dead, in
which case, indeed, there is an inconcinnity in the comparison,
as the mourning Disciples were previously regarded under the
image of the woman in travail; if the seeing again spiritually
is the subject of discourse, we may preserve an exact coherence
with the illustration, and introduce the spiritual lifc of the
Disciples newly aromed by the internal str uggles and the pain,

(Maldonatus, Liicke, De Wette.) When the new life of the
Disciples should be brouvht into being by their separation from
the visible presence of the Redeemel they would certainly
remember no more that transient pain, This depicture of the
ardent maternal joy over a new human life, may be classed
with those expressions of our Saviour, in which he exhibited 2
healthful feeling for what is purel) human. The present
mn;, as temp. uf.,, expresses what is about to happen, (x. 33 )
7 dpa adrijc, “the decmve moment.”

V. 22-27. The effects of seeing him again are mentioned,
which indicate that the Disciples will possess the Holy Ghost,
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and which confirm the reference to a spiritual secing of him
again: 1) The steadfast abiding of the joy obtained. 2) The
possession of the understanding necessary. 8) The rich experi-
ence of yprayer answered. 4) Tho commupbication to their
spirit made by the Redeemer without figurative expressions.
5) The relation of the expiatory work to the Father.—V. 22.
The promise of eternal joy, as well as the assurance that in
that day there should be nothing more to ask, certainly seems
50 strong as to make it pardonable in Augustine, when in con-
tradiction to his own explanation of v. 16, which he referred to
the resurrection, he here thinks that the seeing again in eter-
nity is spoken of, and shows that he is inclined, even in v. 16,
to interpret the mdiw pexpoy thus: “Modicum est hoc totum
spatium, quo preesens pervolat seculum, “brief is this whole
period through which the present world hastens.” But over
against the possession of the earthly appearing of Christ, which
was to be removed, the new independent possession of Christ
obtained in the Spirit was actually an abiding one, and they
actually no longer sought the truth out of themselves from any
teacher whatsoever; dpwrdy is retrospective to v. 19.—V. 23,
24. The spirit of the Apostles united with Christ, will offer
prayer in conformity with the mind of Christ, and will behold
its fulfillment, (xiv. 13, 14.)—V. 25-27. 1n a certain sense it
may be said of all the iustructions of Christ, that they were
uttered &v waporgiass, since that which he revealed of God, he
expressed only in the form in which it can have access to us;
but it was specially true of his discourse in regard to his
departure, of their seeing him again, and the result of it. If
the truth was begotten independently in the Apostles through
the Holy Spirit, there could remain for them none of the
obscurity of figurative language in that truth which was so
begotten as to be their own. In virtue of this possession of
the truth, most eminently their own, they stood in an immedi-
ate relation to the Father, and needed no more a mediation
for their prayers. This relation, however, is not to be under-
stood as absolute, but as relative only, it is more and more
brought to pass until it reaches the period of time designated
in 1 Cor. xv. 28. This self-dependent possession of God is
mediated on the part of the Disciples through love and faith
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m Christ. Bengel : Amor et postenor est fide et prior: nam
ge invicem sustentant. Hoc loco amor preponitur, ut eo
magis inter se respondeant hewec verba amat, amavistis, “love is
both prior to faith and subsequent to it: for they mutually sup-
port each other. In this passage love is put first, that these
words, ¢ ke loves, ye have loved,” may accord the more with each
other.” According to xiv. 16, Christ mediates the impartation
of the Spirit, but the richer the possession of the Spirit, the
more does the necessity for the continuance of that mediation
cease. That is designated as the centre of their faith, to which
also the prayer of the Redeemer (xvii. 8,) gives prominence.

V. 28-30. The thought at the close of v. 27 leads back to
the one expressed in v. 16.  On the form, 8730w xr. cf. on iii.
34. The misapprehension of the Disciples is of such a nature,
that if it were not recorded in history, an invention of it would
be inconceivable. Augustine: Illi usque adeo non intelligunt,
ut nec saltem, se non intelligere, intelligant, ¢ so little do they
understand, that they can not even understand that they do not
understand.” The explanatory answer which Jesus had given,
commencing with v. 19, had probably not been much clearer
to the Disciples than the mysterious language in v. 16; it is
hard to say what meaning they supposed they saw in it, but
the collateral circumstance, that Christ had anticipated them
with his answer, (v. 19,) makes such an impression upon them,
that this glance which penctrates their hearts becomes to them
corroborative proof that he came forth from God, (on moredew,
sce remarks on ii. 11.) There is no occasion for supposing
that they also misunderstood v. 23, and referrcd the promise
to the present moment, (Liicke, De Wette ;) it is only necessary
to consider, that the entirc discourse from v. 20, was the
answer with which Jesus anticipated their question, so that
vov, v. 30, is to be paraphrased: «“Now, since thou givest us
the answer to the question we intended to put.”

V. 34, 32. The analogy with xiii. 88, would allow dor
marebere to be taken as a doubting question, (Euthymius,
Olshausen, De Wette.) It is true, the objection of Maldonatus
may be urged, that the dore would be without meaning, and
that the Disciples were actually at this moment pervaded with
faith. Yet, if with Luther, Meyer, Liicke, we take it as asser-
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tory, an dld would seem to ve required in the following sen-
tence. The announcement here made by Christ is in conform-
ity with Matt. xxvi. 81, cf. 56. Jesus closes by consoling him-
gelf with a thought similar to that in viii. 28, 29.

. 83. “The three ideas, the spiritual return of Christ in
the souls of his Disciples, their emancipation to independence
of life with the Father, and the victory over the world, form
the thread which runs through all the farewell discourses,”
(Schyweizer.) Thus all these discourses serve to give the Disci-
ples peace in Christ, yet the language also glances back to the
announcement he had made of the troubles that awaited them.
The consolation in the words vevixgxa tov xéop0v, “I have over-
come the world,” is of course not that of the example, (Grotius,)
but according to xvi. 11, this, that Christ has broken the
diabolical power which sways in a godless world, (Luke x. 18;)
he who has faith in him, knows, in virtue of his redemption,
that in this faith he possesses the victory, that he that is in him
is greater than he that is in the world, (1 John v. 4, iv. 4.)
Jerome: Propter fidei certitudinem in me debetis pacem
habere, non sentiendo prasentia, sed certo sperando futura,
“on account of the certainty of your faith, ye ought to have
peace in me, not from what sense offers of the present, but
from what hope makes sure of the future.” Augustine: Non
vicisset Christus mundum, sl ejus membra vinceret mundus,
« Christ would not have overcome the world, if the world could
overcome his members.”—The tranquil clearness with whicl
these discourses terminate, forms the transition to that exalta-
tion of the soul of Christ in prayer, which now follows.



CHAPTER XVII.

HiraerTo the glance of the Redeemer has only been directed
sympathetically toward his Disciples, and the trials that awaited
them, now those which he himself must encounter, present
themselves anew to his soul. He prays—his prayer in ite
largest portion is intercession, and, therefore, beyond doubt
directed to the consolation of the Disciples. Augustine: Tanti
magistri non solum sermocinatio ad ipsos sed etiam oratio pro
ipsis discipulornm est sedificatio, ¢ not only the preaching of so
great a master to them, but also bis prayer for them, edifies his
Disciples.” How mighty in its effect upon the Disciples must
have been the memory of that prayer! Our Lord himself
intimates this in v. 13. “Itis,” says Luther, “assuredly be-
yond measure an ardent, heartfelt prayer, in which he opens
both to us and to his Father the depth of his heart, and pours
it all forth.—Plain and simple as it sounds, it is so deep, rich
and broad, that no man can fathom it.” Before the sainted
Speaer departed this life, he had this discourse read to him
three times, “ meaning thereby to intimate,” says his biographer,
(Canstein, Life of Spener, p. 146,) “that this chapter was
peculiarly dear to him, yet he never had been willing to preach
upon it, declaring that he did not comprehend it, and that the
full understanding of it transcended the measure of faith
which the Lord was wont to dispense to his people in their
pilgrimage. [Bretschneider, with whom Strauss concurs, pro-
nounces the prayer an oratio frigida, dogmatica, metaphysica.]
The name which the prayer bears in the Church, “the sacer-
dotal prayer,” oratio sacerdotalis, is based partly upoun its
intercessory character, partly on the fact that in v. 19 Christ

consecrates himself to his expiatory death.
(362)
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In the first part of the prayer, the Saviour speaks of his
relation to mankind, and supplicates for that elevation of
himself to glory which is associated with the consummation
of the Father’s glory in mankind, (v. 1-8;) in the second part,
he beseeches that his Disciples may be watched over in the
world and sanctified through the word of truth, (v. 9-19;) in
the third part, he embraces in his prayer the believers of all
time to come, “who are represented germinally in the Apos-
tles,” (Olshausen,) and implores for them perfect unity wifk
himself, with one another, and with the Father, and at the
same time a fellowship in glory, (v. 20-26.) [The calm
assurance and triumph of this prayer, have been urged against
its genunineness, as if the agony of Gethsemane proved that it
could not have been uttered. DBut the same assurance and
triumph are involved in the nstitution of the Lord’s Supper—
and yet Gethsemane followed that, cf. John xii. 27. Between
the prayer here and the agony in the garden, hours elapsed.]

THE PRAYER OF THE SAVIOUR FOR HIMSELF.—V. 1-8.

V.1, 2. The litting up of his eyes to heaven does not prove
that our Lord uttered this prayer in the open air; the eyes of
a person in prayer must be turned in some direction, the
upward turning of them rests on that natural symbolism, in
accordance with which even that man who possesses a clear
view of the omnipresence of God, imagines to himsclf the
Leavens, in view of their brightness, height and illimitalle
extension, as the habitation of God. Itis possible that through
the window, simply closed with a lattice, the look of Chuist
extended out upon the nocturnal sky, bright with the Easter
moon.—The glorification of the Father and of the Son are
reciprocally conditional, as in xiii. 81, 32.  4é§asdy gov tov vidy,
has a different meaning from do§acéy oov o dvopo, xil. 28, as v.

1 Melancthon: Primum de se ipso preeatur, postea de tota ecclesin et de hac petit
quatuor res prascipuas ecclesi®, conservationem verce doctrinz, concordiam ecclesie,
applicationem sui sacrificii et ultimum ac summum bonum, ut ecclesia cum Christo
ornetur vite, lztitia et glorie eterna, ‘“first he prays for himself, then for the whole
Church, and for it ho implores the four principal things of the Cburch, the preser-

vation of trne doctrine, concord in the Church, the application of his sacrifice, and
{ue last and bighest good, that the Church with Christ may be invested with life,

joy ond eternal glory.”
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5 proves. It is the glorification of Christ, in virtue of which the
limitations of the earthly condition cease and the Spirit pro-
ceeds from him, and so far this dofasuoc of the Son is also a
dofosude of the Father. The operations of the Saviour had
commenced on but a narrow point. They were, as v. 2 declares,
to extend over all mankind, cf. also, xv. 8, the Disciples, also,
were to be more thoroughly grounded, see yvwpiow, v. 26.
Kadoe is causal, proceeding from the idea of fitness, conse-
quently as, because, tnasmuch as, cf. Matt. xxviii. 18. As the
thetorical =gy which precedes is a collective, the adroi¢c which
refers to it is in the plural.

V. 3. 4¢ introduces the explanation of the way in which
the impartation of life takes place. “/va conveys the idea of
the infinitive, cf. on iv. 84. The modern exegesis considered
the knowledge as the condition and mediation of the possession
of eternal life, so that éorey, taken metonymically, was explain-
ed: “hoc modo paratur,” “in this way is brought to pass,”
(Grotius.) Yet more abstractly were the yweoxew and the
waveos Ly kept asunder, by those who understood the ¢ life
cternal ”’ exclusively of the world to come; already some of
the Church-fathers wished to prove from this, that the blessed-
ness of the world to come consisted only in the vision, the
clear knowledge of God, against which Maldonatus says:
Vita mterna hic appellatur inchoatio quedam vite ceelostis,
“life cternal is the name herc given to a beginning of the
heavenly life.” Knowing is in John’s style of thought invari-
ably to be regarded as simultaneous with believing, (see on vi.
69,) but in believing, the object of belief becomes the posscs-
sion of man, passes over into his subjectivity, (see on Heb. xi.
1,iv. 2.) In faith and knowledge, consequently, eternal life
is embraced, cf. otey, xii. 501 The object of faith is God, the
true God, that is, not God as the heathens know him, cf. 1
John v. 20, Rev. v. 7, 1 Thess. i. 9; the gévoc expresses that
none other than he is the true one, (Romans xvi. 27, 1 Tim.

vi. 16;) Christ is codrdinate with God, as the one in whom this
T

1 I}‘GD(BI}S, s'dY' her. ,iv. 20: Cﬁaa.t avev fije ovy olév Te daric § 82 brapfie The Coe
é'x Tic Tod Seod megiyiveTae petoxic ueroxn) A2 Seod dore 6 ywdokew Yedv kal
drodabew i ypnororproc avroi. ““To live without life is impossible, but the ex-

istence of life is derived from the participation of God ; but the participation of God
.8 to know God, and to enjoy his goodness.” ’ P P
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absolute knowledge of God has been unveiled. +“This passage
presents a combired expression of Christian truth as opposed
to Polytbeism and Judaism,” (Liicke.) From the fact that
the Father is represented exclusively as the true God, and that
Christ is mentioned together with him, the Arian, Socinian
and Rationalistic expositors have drawn inferences opposed to
the doctrine of the Church in regard to the deity of Christ.
But God is said to be uévog, not in antithesis to Christ, but to
false gods; Nicolaus De,Lyra: Est sensus, quod illa est sola
deitas vera, qu est in patre, et sic non excluditur filius, * the
meaning is, that the only true deity 13 that wiich is in the
Irather, and the Son, consequently, is not excluded ;”” nor is the
coordination of Christ in conflict with the Church doctrine,
which does not maintain the absolute identity of the ideas,
God and Christ, but rather, that Christ is that human individual
originating in time, in whom God linked himself and human-
ity in an absolute manner. IIad it been otherwise, Christ could
not have offered prayer. [So faris the phrase, ““the only true
God,” from excluding Christ from the predicate of God-head,
that rather in him only the absolute God appears, and Bengel,
on the words d» drxéorsidag, justly remarks: missio preesupponit
filium cum patre unum, cf. on the idea involved, what is said
on iii. 84.] A like co6rdination of God and Christ is found
in xiv. 1. The Evangelist, moreover, 1 John v. 20, in all prob-
ability has applied to Christ also the predicate, ¢ dipdwic Jeo.
From a polemical interest, the older expositors (Ambrose,
Augustine, Hilary,) construe thus: Ut te et quem misisti cog-
noscant solum verum deum, “that they may know thee and
bim whom thou hassent, as the only true God.”—Nevertheless,
the question is to be weighed, whether Xpewrév is not to be
construed with ywaoxwer, “as the Christ,” just as toy dipdeov
Jeéy is the predicate of aé, (Le Clerc, Nosselt, Kuinol, Meyer.)
But doubt is at once thrown upon this by the fact that in
the Gospels Xpwréc usually has the article; 1n the Epistles,
after it had become a current predicate, it has not the article,
(Winer, p. 104, 4th ed.) Out of eighteen passages in John
where it occurs with the addition of ’Iygoic, there is but one
(ix. 22,) in which the article is wanting ; the article is found,
too, in 1 John ii. 22, iv. 8. v. 1. 6. 2 John 9. Nor will the
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predicate be missed at all if, as in i. 17, 1 John i. 3, 7, we
connect ’fpood; Xp., since it indirectly lies in v dréorerdac.
Christ’s speaking of himself in the third person is in rhetor-
ically solemn style; yct there is in it, perhaps, a glimpse of the
Evangelist writing at a later period.

V.4,5. The petition in v. 1, is here expressed yet more
specifically. In the &pyoy, the death which was before him
may be considered as proleptically included, (v. 19;) especially
striking is the prolepsis, v. 11, but as the further expansion of
the thought, v. 6, 7, makes no mention of the death, it seerns
hazardous to presume a reterence to it. The gathering and
institution of the Church scem rather to be designated here as
the &oyov. The *“being with the Father,” eivar zpoc tov marépa,
had already, xiv. 28, Dbeen designated as the condition of
“glory,” 96a, aud so also here, ct. ou xiii. 32. This ¢« glory”
is that which he possessed before he appeared on earth, and
which by coming to earth he surrendered ; entirely correspond-
ent are Philip. ii. 7, 2 Cor. viii. 9, 7 stands per attract. Tt
appears to come in conflict with this, that according to v. 22,
i. 14, ii. 11, Christ already possesses this glory in this world.!
But we need but reflect in what this glory possessed by Christ
cousists, and we at once sce that this conception, like others,
as for example, “Dleing in God,” “Delieving,” elvar év Pep,
mearsbey, has a narrower and a more extended meaning ; while
the Evangelist, by the “glory ” he predicates of Christ during
his sojourn on earth, means his power of working miracles ; that
glory which Christ anticipates in the world to come, is a free-
dom from every carthly limitation. On the “glory” which
the Redeemer gives the Disciples, see remarks on v. 10, 22
[By this glory we cannot understand merely the gloria media-
toria, (Lampe,) nor simply, according to the analogy of the
glory of God in the Old Testament, the attributes of God,
which was the earlier view of Thomasius, (Christol. Beitrige,
p- 93,) but as v. 22, and Heb. i. 8 show, it means *““the ma.
jesty,” that in virtue of which God is God; Gerhard, Loci. i.

1 Ké.?tl'm, Lehrbegriff des Iv. und der Briefe Johannis, ¢ System of the Gospels
and Epistles of Joh'n, 1843, p. 151,” thinks he can venture so far as to say, ‘‘that
po where in John is there o trace of the idea, that there was 2 humiliation in the

aip§ Eyévero, ¢ becoming flesh’” —according to John, Christ is edozog, w2pre, and not
Kevig, as in Philip. ii. 7, 8.
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243; Liebner, Christol. i. 822; Thomasius, Person Christi, 3.
135; Gess, Person Christi, p. 295.] We might the more readily
believe, that efyoy here implies only the possession in the
divine fore-ordination, (Grotius, Wetstein, Gabler,) as the
language is not: “before I came into the world,” oo ob us
8ty eic tov xbopov, but “before the world was,” mpd rod
Tov z0apoy &wa, cf. Ephes. i. 4. But napd goé is parallel with
mapa osauty, which no one would be willing, with Eckermann,
to translate : “Glorify me now according to thy counsel;” the
words, ¢ before the world was,” are placed in antithesis to the
transient limitations of time. There is, consequently, here, as
in vi. 62, viii. 58, a continuity of the consciousness of the his-
torical Christ with the Logos. Among the Arminians, Episco-
pius already expressed a doubt about that way of understand-
ing it, (of his having it in the divine fore-ordination,) since it
makes Christ affirm of himself what could with equal truth be
affirmed of every one; Semler felt the same difficulty. In
Philip. ii. 6, Heb. xii. 2, the glorification appears as the reward
of the “obedience,” dmax0y, he displayed, a thought which does
not appear here, nor can it be found in v. 22, 24.

V. 6-8. The &pyoy is further unfolded, it consists in the
establishment of the Church, the dvdpwroc are first of all the
band of Apostles, see v. 14, 20. The Church has been formed
through the true knowledge of God, through the knowledge
of the name of God, that is, of all that God is; the members
have been brought into the Church through their affinity with
God, through thc internal calling of God, (viii. 47, vi. 45.)
Led by the Father through the internal drawing, they have
nmade the “word,” /dyoc, of Christ committed to them by God,
their own possession, see on typezy, remarks on viii. 51. The
gTand constituent of this “word,” is the doctrina de Christo,
the acknowledgment of the full revelation in Christ, (xiv. 10,)
cf. on diydea above, remarks on viil. 46, on wapa cob &7Adoy,
see remarks on iii. 34.

INTERCESSION FOR THE FIRST DISCIPLES.—V. 9-19.

V. 9. The preceding declarations had exhibited the close
relation in which the Disciples stand to the Father, and now is
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added the intercession for them, and the pecuhar motive on
which it rests. The person who prays is wont to strengthen his
assurance by giving prominence to those parts of the objects
of his petition which warrant that he will be heard ; in accord-
ance with this we are to explain in this place the exclusion of
“the world,” xécpos. A father whose pious and cherished
child is at the point of death, will say: “I pray not for ungodly
children, but for this child, who served thee before all others,”
without meaning to imply that the others are not to be prayed
for. The passage, 1 John v. 16, which might otherwise be
compared, presents accordingly, no suitable parallel. Bat in
v. 16, there is a like motive assigned for granting the petition,
and in v. 20 there is an indirect prayer for those yet belonging
to the “world,” x0apo, cf. the last words of v. 21, 23. Calvin
and Melancthon both find in the words a committing of the
non-elect to the judgment of God, the opposite view is ex-
pressed in a pleasing manner by Luther: “Xow squares his
refusal to pray for the world with his teaching us, Matt. v. 44,
that we are to pray even for our enemies? This is in Drief the
auswer: to pray for the world and not to pray for the world,
must both be right and good. For soon after he says himself:
‘Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall
believe on me through their word.” These very persons must yet
be of the world, he must thercfore pray for the world for the
sake of those who are yet to come forth from the world. St
Paul was certainly of the world, when he persecuted and
killed Christians, yet St. Stephen prayed for hiw, and he was
converted. Thus, too, Christ himself prayed on the cross,
(Luke xxiii. 84.) It is then true, that he prays for the world
and does not pray for the world ; but this is the distinction :
In the same way and the same degree in which Christ prays
for them that are his, he does not pray for the world.” m

V. 10. In the fact that the Disciples belong to the Father,
is embraced their belonging to the Son, the Son consequently
is glorifiec in them. What species of glorification is meant?
Verse 22, perhaps also v. 24, xv. 8, is to be brought in. Asin
v. 22, the conferring of the “glory,” 8§6%a, on the Disciples is
mentioned as the completion of the unity, we eannot imagine
that any detached manifestations of glory, such as were pre-
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sented in the miracles, or in the great operations of the Spirit,
are there meant, but the expression must be taken with a
compass wide enough to embrace in it the glory of the eternal
world. That “glory” in its principle, was in the Disciples
who had received the word with susceptible hearts, just as
really a present thing as, according to xv. 3, the purity was.
The full unfolding of it is reserved for eternity, (Col. iii. 8, seq.)

V. 11-18. The intercession is first directed to the preserva-
tion of the Disciples in that which they already possessed. As
preservation from seduction into sin is spoken of, the Father
has the predicate “holy,” djzs, applied to him. The difficult
reading ¢ in the dative, which has arisen from the noun just
used being in that case, is placed alile by the external testimony
and by its own difficulty, beyond doubt, and is preferable to
the received olz, as well as to the reading 8. Instead of the
“syord,” Aéyoc, of Christ, in which they were to be kept, the
subject of that word, the “name of God,” 0 dvoga . Peob, is
here mentioned, (v. 6.)—In his very prayer there is a glimpsc
of a sad remcmbrance of his betrayer. That the Scripture
might be fulfilled, he is lost, and that, too, although he had
been given by God to the Redcemer, that is, had been led to
him by an inward drawing of the heart, and although cvery-
thing had been done by the Saviour for his preservation—thus
it appears that Judas was not an involuntary instrument of a
divine decree. “That the Scripture might be fulfilled,” fva
alnpwdy % 1p., a general reference to the Seripture, and the
Scripture is the concrete expression for the divine decree, cf.
Matt. xxvi, 24. and Luke xxii. 22, with each other. Wre are
perfectly justified in adducing this passage as proof, that a
susceptibility may be presupposed in the case of Judas. The
exprossion vio¢ ti¢ drwisiac, 2 Thess. ii. 8, used of Anti-Christ,
designates him to whom dieileca pertains, he has incurred it,
and the dr@élero shows that drwleca does not here mean moral
corruption, but the misery which is the result of 1t, (John vi.
89.)—V. 13 shows that Christ is conscious of the effects which
will be wrought by the reminiscence of this prayer; on 7 yopd
rerMfporac and f yapd i) &uy, see on i, 29, xv. 11,

V. 14-16. The motive of the prayer for their protection is
that. they bear the same prirciple within them as our Lord
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himself, a principle conflicting with the world and rebuking it,
(iii. 20, vii. 7,) and that they, therefore, cannot escape persccu-
tion. Persecution, however, is not to be overcome by faint-
hearted flight, but by manly strength is to be overcome.
Calvin: Vult Deus, suos certare, sed non patitur lethaliter
vulnerari, “ God wills that his people should do battle, but he
permits them not to be wounded unto death.” Luther: “They
are not to depart from the world with me, for I have more work
for them to do, to wit: that they make my little flock larger.”
Beza, Bengel, De Wette, appealing to 1 John ii. 13, v. 19, take
&x 70D movypoD as masculine, (“from the evil one,”) but there is
nothing in the connection to favor that view.

V. 17-19. To the negative intercession for their preserva-
tion is attached the positive one for their confirmation. Ac-
cording to v. 18, it has become their high calling to continue
the work of Christ on earth, in the midst of an opposing world,
(xx. 21.) TFor this they need a consecration, and this consecra-
tion they receive through the principle of the 2oyoc, “word” of
Christ imparted to them, (xv. 3;) we are consequently to take
djdeear, as that which the word of Clirist contains; the second
djdea, in v. 17, equivaleut to # dipdeca, may designate the
absolute truth. To this sanctification through the word is
added here anotlier means of consecration, to wit: the sacrifi-
cial death of Christ. “dyedfw in the present with dmép can only
be understood of Christ’s self-cousecration to lLis sacrificial
dcath, the Epistle to the Hebrews represents him indeed as at
once sacrifice and priest. Over against this dyedZw the dyed-
geadae on the part of the Apostles designates the consecration,
their official conseeration, (x. 36,) which, however, comprehends
sanctification.  On the other side, also, the self-consecration of
Christ rests upon his moral holiness ; by this fact we explain
the xai. To this ze/ and the conformation in love expressed
by it, Theophylact and Euthymius attach the meaning presented
in the proposition, “so that they also in the service of the truth
may be couscerated to death.””  Olshausen, too, now says that
the most obvious meaning certainly is: “Christ consecrates
hirself; ic order that they through him may be consecrated,
that is, may be hallowed,” but the thought is then connected
with it, that at the same time, they in common with himself,
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are to lay down their lives out of love. Bat there is certainly

nothing that offers any intimation of an idea of this kind, in
fact by the addition of év diydeiq it is excluded. But how are
we to understand év diydeia?  As the article is wanting, Chry-
sostom, Luiher, Calvin, Zwingle, Meyer, take it adverbially in
antithesis to the Old Testament sacrifices. The retrospect,
however, to v. 17, cannot well be mistaken, a fact in view of
which tle article can be dispensed with here. ’Ev must not be
translated ¢ through ” in this passage, since the sacrificial death
of Christ is here represented as that which consecrates; if it
be translated “in,” it designates either the sphere of their
activity, (Gerhard,) or the element of their life, “so that they
may be sanctified in their possession of the truth,” thus the
death of Jesus Christ, which mediates the sending of the Holy
Ghost, is designated as the highest agent of sanctification
through the word, Bucer: Ego hac causa ut li per veritatem
sanctificati sint — meipsum modo sanctificabo tibiin cruce immo-
latum, “that they may be sanctified through the truth, I now
sanctify to thee myself sacrificed upon the cross.”

INTERCESSION FOR ALL (INCLUDING FUTURE) BELIEVERS.
v. 20-26.

V. 20, 21. The hosts of all those, who not until after his
own death, (xii. 24,) shall enter, through the preaching of the
Apostles,* into the kingdom of God, rise before the conscious-
ness of Christ, his desires for them arc summed up in the
single petition for their unity with him and the Father. And
this unity is infinitely more than mere unanimity, since it rests
upon unity of spirit and life, and the perfect communion of all
good things pertains to its manifestations ; according to v. 22,
even the unity of the «glory.” We are, therefore, compelled
to say, that although that unity of doctrine of which the

1 Calvin: Vo Papistis, quos non pudeat, exeerabilem blaspheminm vomere, nibil
nisi ambiguun et flexiloquum haberi in seriptura, itaque sola Aeccl.csm? traditio 111155
crodendi magistra est.  Sed nos meminerimus, solam o filio dei unico judice probari
fidem, que ex apostolorum doctrina coucipitur, ‘ woe to the Papists, who are not
ashamed to vomit forth the execrable blasphemy, that the Scriptures contuin noth-
ing that is not ambiguous and capabls of distortion, and that, const“qucutly, the
tradition of the Church is sole mistress of what they nre to believe. Dut we shoull
reraember, that the San of God, our only judge, approves of that faith alone which
is received from the tegching of the Apostles.”



572 CHapr. XVH.—vVv. 22-24.

(latholic Church makes so much, (tbough it is not even a umty
of individuals in faith,) must be looked upon as an element
pertaining to this unity of faith among believers, yet such a
unity of doctrine, without the unity of life and of faith on the
part of all the individuals, comes amazingly short of a fulfill-
ing of this solemn prayer of our Lord. If we apprehend the
unity as possessing a profundity like the one described, then
love is an essential manifestation of it, and the declaration
that the world shall recognize his Disciples by their love to one
another, (xiii. 85,) is comprchended in the words, “that the
world may believe that thou hast sent me,” da o0 xéopoc
meareboy xch and in those of v. 23, fva yuwory xrh. “that the
world may know that thou hast sent me, &c.”

V. 22,23. The unity of the principle in the Father, the Son
and believers, creates the presumption that there is also a unity
of endowments, their ¢“glory,” dofe, itsclf is alike. The con-
neetion, therefore, neither allows us, with Aungustine, to refer
dosa abstractly to immortality, nor with Chrysostom, Grotius,
Brentius, to the power of working miracles, nor with Calovius,
to the glory of unanimity, (Chrysostom also gives prominence
to this,) nor with Calvin, mecrely to internal glory; it is rather
to be understood, by way of eminence, of the perfect unfolding
of the d6€« in the eternal world, as also the further expansion
of the thought in v. 24 shows. The idea of unity is expressed
in a yet stronger way in v. 23, it is perfect wunity, mediated
through a communicatory love of God, which pertains with no
less strength to believers than to Christ, their first-born brother,
(Rom. viil. 20.) As the cmphasis is laid upon the unity, the
revedscwpévoreta & must be understood adverbially, “completely
one.” The Evangelist, in his first Epistle, too, frequently
uses th(; verb, rereldetwrar, where we would look for the adject-
ive, 1 John ii. 5, iv. 12, 17, 18, of. eivar eic &, 1 Joln v. 8.
Since here als.o, the remoter aim, that of making an impression
on the unbelieving world, is mentioned, a doubt might be ex-
cited whether 605u extends to the glory of the heavenly world,
but the scruple is removed by the observation, that it is not in
fact a heavenly one merely.  Mention has been made in the
l‘Oplal‘kS on xiil. 35, of the strong impression created in the
minds of the heathen by the mutaal love of the early Chris-
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tians; there is remarkable testimony given by the Dominioan
Lilenstein, the bitter enemy of the Waldenses, in regard to
their spiritual 6ésa, “glory:” Boni in moribus et vita, veraces
in sermone, in caritate fraterna unanimes tantum gquod fides
eorwm, etc., “pure in their morals and life, truthful in speech,
of one accord in brotherly love, only that their faith, &c., (Leger,
Gesch. der Waldenser, p. 502.) Many in that period were led
to the faith by contemplating a testimony of this sort. As
regards the extent of the conception of unity, I.uther says:
“ Thou and I, he would say, are one, in onc divine essence and
majesty ; after the sume example they shall also be one among
ounc another, and that, too, in such wise, that this same unity
shall be one in us, that is, be incorporated in me and thee; in
brief, that they all be one, and one only, in us both, yea, so
completely ‘one bread,” that they have all that thou and I
are able to have; consequently he prays that we also may
became partakers of the divine nature, as St. Peter says, 2 Peter
i. 4; for although the Father and Christ are onc in another
way, a way more sublime and incomprehensible, in virtue of
the divine essence, yet we so possess all this that it is ours and
is enjoyed by us.”

V. 24. According to our view, there is in this verse a
further expansion of what had been said in v. 22, in regard to
the “glory.” 0élw is not always an expression of the controll-
ing wall, but also of the wish, (1 Cor. xiv. 5,) but a mere velim
would not be strong enough here, the Son w?lls—but in unity
with the Father. We might feel tempted to take dewpety, as
i0<tv has already been taken, (viii. 51, vi. 40,) in the sense, “to
experience, become conscious of;” but as the being together in
space is mentioned, it is preferable to adhere to the image, and
to regard believers as the beholders. A dependence of their
blessedness on that of the Son is thereby established, but it
may be asked whether there also be a distinction of degree.
Ambrose: volo, inquit, ut sint mecum, non ut sedeant mecum,
ubi ego, non quomodo ego, ut videant claritatem meam, non ut
habeant, “I will, he says, that they be with me, not that they
may sit with me, where I am, not as T am, that they may see my
glory, not that they may have it.”  On the contrar'y Euthymius :
e doe v i Bagtieiq oo, dplovote svpfacihedovteg, “that
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they may be in thy kingdom, clearly, reigning with thee.” This
has also the analogy of Seripture for it, 2 Tim. ii. 12, Rev. iii.
21. Does not the elvai per’ abrob, also, hint at this? We may
say then with Bengel: ut spectent fruentes, ‘that they may
behold it in fruition.” What befalls the ¢Captain of our
salvation,” dpynyros tjc owtypias, is also consummated in them
that are his, through their connection with him. Luther: «“We
should make this sentence our pillow and a bed of down for
our souls, and with a glad heart repair to it when the happy
hour draws nigh,” cf. also, 2 Tim. ii. 12, Eph. ii. 6, 1 Pet. iv. 13.

V. 25, 26. At the close there is yet one more glance at the
opposition between the world and the Church. Jixacoc, as a
predicate of God, designates in all other places his retributive
justice, how then are we to understand xai before 6 xdopoc?
1) Lampe and Augustine: ¢ Thou art righteous, therefore thou
hast withdrawn from the evil world a knowledge of thee.”
Elsner: ¢ Although the world knows thee not, yet, &c.”
2) According to Chrysostom and Winer, adversatively, “and
yet.”” Chrysostom : doxsi duoyepatvwy tadra Aéyew, 8re tov obrax
dyadoy x. Oixacoy 0dx j3éAjoay npydvar; “he seems to utter the
words as if unable to endure it, that they were unwilling to
know Him who was so good and righteous;” according to
Winer, p. 416, (tr. 847,) the discourse breaks off, Christ would
say : “O righteous Father, thou hadst designed this glory for al),
and — yet the world has not known thee.” But would we
expect the predicate “righteous” in such a case, and not rather
“gracious?”’  3) According to Meyer, xai means ‘“even,” and
a reference to xarafoly xoopov is designed, but who would
expect such a reference here, when xéopo; in this passage is
used in a moral signification, and in the other in a physical one.
Neander consequently decides for the meaning ““holy,” and
appeals to xvi. 10, 1 John ii. 29, iii. 7, 10. <« O Father who art
Loly, and whom the world knoweth not;” but the sentence
cannot be regarded as capable of being resolved into the
adjective parase, “ O Father, holy, and by the world unknown,”
the éy@ d¢ x74, at once excludes such a possibility. The Vul-
gate, Luther and Beza, wholly omit the word which gives the
difficulty. Heumann first struck upon the right track of exposi-
tion, and recently De Wette: “I Lelieve that by the xai—xa‘ the
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Evangelist meant to unite things dissimilar, as in vi. 86, xv. 24,
but afterward changed the construction.” Liicke has there-
upon drawn attention to the fact, that in the classics, also,
t¢—3d¢ and xai—3Jé are used, and in exactly the cases in
which there is a negation in ome of the two propositions,
(Hartung on the Particles, i. p. 92; Rost, Greek Grammar, 6th
ed. p. 725.) There lies then in the words, an appeal to the
retributive justice of God, to decide judicially between the
two generations opposed to each other, between the world and
the children of God. The upward looking to the God who
rules in righteousncss, excites at the close of the prayer the
assurance of the final trinmph of the kingdom of truth.

After this triumphant elevation, soaring over all conflict, it
certainly is surprising to witness the following of an hour of
dejection like that in Gethsemane. The criticism which is
adverse to the Gospel of John, has regarded itself, theretore, as
justified the more in calling into question the genuineness of
this prayer, and the historical apprehension of the frame of our
Saviour's mind which it gives.! In fact, the credibility of the
narrative-of the agony in Gethsemane, has just as little been
acknowledged by it, as that of the delineation of this triumph-
ant exaltation. (Strauss’ Life of Jesus, ii. 454, 4th ed.) That
the delineation of John originated with a writer whose concern
it was to “embellish,” and at a time when the terrible features
of the death of Christ had receded far behind its glorious ones,
of course (according to this criticism,) allows of being made
out quite a probable matter. If, however, the prayer given by
John, and his.silence in regard to the agony, are simply to be
set to the account of an author intent upon embellishment,
how is it that the same author, chap. xii. 27, seq. has men-
tioned an agony of soul entirely similar to the one in Geth-
semane? Does not, too, the hour of suffering which pressed
upon the Saviour, appear, according to xiii. 27, as something so
fearful, that he longs for the hastening of the catastrophe? On
the other hand: “Does not that which the synoptical Gospels
detail, the institution of the Lord’s Supper as a pledge of his
abiding communion with the Church founded by him, does it not
testify of the verv same predominant thoughts in which the soul

1 There is an evidence of tho genuincness of the prayer in zviil. 9, which eoc,
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of Christ found repose, the same which are testified of in John
by these, his last discourses with his Disciples, and Dby his last
prayer ?” (Neander.) Does he not immediately after the agony
in Gethsemane, appear before his judges in the greatest eleva-
tion of soul ? We dare not, however, in vindicating this fluctua-
tion of his frame of mind, draw in that unphilosophical and
untheological conception of the lamented Olshausen, that there
was an involuntary ebbing and flowing of divine power—a
conception which he also applies to the narrative of the temp-
tation. It is enough simply to refer in part to the fact, that
where no stoical eradication of the affections has taken place,
the change of outward situation will also beget an internal
snceession of frames of mind, and in part to the fact, that a
certain necessity, at once physical and psychicul exists, of
giving way momentarily to grief in order to overcome it. Cf.
Dettinger, “The Agony of Jesus in Gethsemane,” in the
Tubing. Zeitschr. 1838, p. 111, seq.; Neander, Leben Jesus, p.
669, 3d ed. (M’Clintock and Blurrenthal’s tran. § 279.)

We shall only add iu closing, a paraphrase of this prayer:
“ Father, the decisive hour is come, glorify thy Son, that he
may yet more perfectly glorify thee in the cntire human race,
as thou, indeed, hast given hin. power over the entire human
race, the power of imparting to it everlasting life. For in this
consisteth life that passeth not away, to wit: in the knowledgo
of thee as the ouly true God, and of him who reveals thee.
As far as I have hitherto been able to glorify thee upon earth,
I have done so, in gathering a Church unto thee, and now
glorify thou me with that glory which I possessed eternally,
and but for a brief time laid aside. What thou art, I have
made known to those whom thou hast brought to me, and who
have received thy word; they have now known thec in me.
For these I now pray also, for them who are thine, and at the
sarae time mine, as I am glorified in them; I rise to thee, but
they still remain in the world, preserve them now in the know-
ledge of thee. While I was among them I kept faithfully all
whom thou ledst to me, except that one devoted to destruction,
in whose fate also, however, thy fore-knowledge hath been con-
summated. Now come I to thee, and these, my intercessions,
are designed to consummate their joyousness in me. In the
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world persecution awaits them, they, indeed, belong as little to
it asdo I. But from this affliction they may not be withdrawn,
for they are to convert the world, and I, therefore, pray only
that thou mayest not permit them to sink under it, that thy
word of truth may become to them a fountain of sanctifica-
tion; yes, they are sent forth into the world to continue my
work. In order that they may receive the consecration in the
truth, I consecrate mysclf to death for them. DBut I pray also
for all who shall through them attain unto faith, that unity may
cxist between them, thee and me, as thou, Father, art in me
and I in thee: thus shall the world recognize that it is thou
who hast sent me. Yea, my own glory have I imparted to
them, that perfect unity may exist in them, and that the world
may be made conscious that thou embracest them and me in
the same love. Yes, Father, I pray that those whom thou hast
brought to me may also be with me in the world to come, and
there behold my eternal glory. Righteous Father, adjudicate
between us; theve is the world which knows thee not, here am
I who know thee, and those whom I have taught, and shall
still teach to know thee, that thou mayest embrace them in the
game love in which thou embracest me, and that I may abide

in them.”



CHAPTER XVIII.

JESUS SEIZED IN GETHSEMANE.—V. 1-11.

V.1. Ar the last feast Jesus had spent his nights outside of
Jerusalem, probably in order to secure himself against the
snares that might be laid for him. He now leaves the city to
repair to his usual place of resort, (v. 2.) In the vicinity of
the city he had followers, (Matt. xxi. 8;) to onc of these
belonged the garden here spoken of, and which was probably
connected with the farm. The brook Cedron flowed through
a deep vale to the east of the city. It is true, most of the
MSS. give the accent Kédpwy, “Brook of Cedars,” probably,
however, from ignorance on the part of the transcribers, instead
of 70d Kedpdoy, or tol Kedpavoe, as Josephus declines it.

V. 2,3. The transaction of Judas with the Sanhedrim is
passed over by the Evangelist as a matter already known to the
reader. As the matter was one in which the Jewish superiors
were concerned, the Levitical temple-watch were taken along;
the military attendance is mentioned only in Mark xiv. 51,
where the veavioxoe are soldiers. J'weipa, the Greek name for
the cohort, which formed the tenth part of a legion, whose
number varied at different times, as did that of the cohorts; in
the time of Vegetius, the cohorts (with the cxception of the
first,) consisted of 555 men. On account of the possibility of
an insurrection, the Sanhedrim had found it advisable to call
out the Roman cohort, also, from the castle of Antonia. The

10n this lest division (the history of the passion of our Lord,) are specially to be
compared, among the older writers, Byn®us, De morte Jesu Christi, Amst. 1696, &
vols.; among the more recent, Hess' Lebens geschichte, ¢ History of the Life ot
.‘J;esus,’c’l 3 vols. Ou Ch. 18, Gurlitt’s Lectiones in N. T. Spec. iv. Homb. 1805, may
@ used.

(878)



JESUS SEIZED IN GETHSEMANE. 879

way, v. 29, in which Pilate comes out to meet the members of
the Sanhedrim, seems to indicate that he was aware of their
design. We are not, of course, to suppose that the entére cohort
is meant; it is just as we would say: “he called in the police
and the military.” In consequence of the responsible nature
of the transaction the Chiliarch, also, was with the detachment,
asin Acts xxi. 82. @avic in the older dialect, means ¢orck, in the
later, lantern, hence Aapnddec is here used for torches. There
was full moon, it is true, at Easter, still there were particular
localities which were dark.

V. 4,5. According to the Synoptists, the sign which Judas
gave to indicate Jesus to them, was a kiss; Strauss, De Wette,
consider this irreconcilable with John, according to whom Jesus
offers himself for recognition, while the kiss of Judas is passed
over by the Evangelist in silence. But without any violence
the circumstance may be taken thus: the expression, “went
forth,”’ &eldwy, shows that Jesus, when he put the question,
came from the bottom of the garden to the front part of it, (v.
26 shows that the scene did not occur outside of the garden.)
Judas had caused the troop to stop, and had taken several steps
toward the bottom of the garden, in order to mark Jesus; he
then returns to the company to encourage them to advance.
The Saviour regards it as in consonance with his dignity to
advance of his own accord to meet his enemics. In this mode
of conciliation the eforyjxee may certainly lead us into a inis-
take, for in accordance with it Judas might be regarded as an
idle spectator. The question rises, what general object had the
Evaugelist in this remark — we suppose he meant to intimate
that Judas no longer considered himself as one of the Disciples.
If he then, after giving the token by which Christ was to be
recognized, returned to the company, the Evangelist might
write, as he did, to intimate the part which Judas played.

V. 6. The older view, which saw in the falling of the com-
pany a miracle of the omnipotence of Jesus, bas recently been
defended by Meyer, Strauss, Ebrard, but erroncously. ’4njiidoy
eic t¢ dniow means that the immediate effect of Christ’s coming
forth, was simply a recoil in consternation: the most natural
way to take it is, that the words ¢ they recoiled and fell,” relate
to different subjects, that those in front recoiled, and some of
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those in the hindmost ranks fell down. YWhen Strauss observes
that it is hard to think of this with a serious face, it is no doubt
true that silly people, all the world over, laugh when any one
gets a fall, on the other hand, however, those that are serious
will in the scene here presented certainly think less of the fall
than of the cause that brought it about. Other cases may be
cited from history, in which the dauntless stepping forth of a
man has produced a great impression upon his persecutors, the
terrors of whose guilty conscience were aroused. Such cases
were those of Mark Antony, (Valerius Maximus, viil. 9, 2,)
Marius (Vellgjus, ii. 19, 3,) and Coligny, (Serranuz, Comm. de
statu religionis et reipubl. in Gallia, t. iii. p. 82.) We are
reminded in this passage of the overwhelming impression pro-
duced b) Christ, at an earlier date, on the watch of the temple,
(cb. vii. 46.) :

V. 7-9. A fri:ndly solicitude f01 his Disciples is shown by
our Lord in the midst of his own danger, so that in this
respect also, John means to say, the word of our Lord, xvii.
12, received a fulfillment. Tt is impossible that the Evangelist
could have been ignorant that spiritual protection is the subject
of the language of that passage, but he means to say, that the
words had providentially their fulfillment in this sense also.
Ile treats the expression, thercfore, as he docs that of Caiaphas,
xi. 50, and there lies in this an imelesting hint as to the mode
in which Old Testament expressions are cited by the Evange-
lists. It is also to be noticed, that had that prayer of our Lord
been the inveution of the Evangelist, he could not have refer-
red in this way to that expression.

V. 10, 11. The other Evangelists mention the name neither
of the Disciple who did the violence, nor of the servant who
was wounded ; we would most readll) expect from Peter this
rash act, 011frmf|t11]9: in vehement love to his Lord, and the
fact that John knew the name of the servant, commdes with
the notice taken in v. 16 of the fact, that he was acquamted
in the house of the high priest. T wtioy, equivalent to odg,
i8 used, from the partlahty of the later Gleek for diminutives.
Accordmg to Bengel and De Wette, the expression, 6 rorsjpcos,

is retrospectwe to what bad passed in Gethsemane, (Matt.
xxvi. 89.)
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CHRIST BEFORE THE HIgH PRIEST—IS DENIED BY I’ETER.
v. 12-27.

V.12-14. According to the Synoptists, Jesus had a hearing
in the house of Caiaphas, in whose house also Peter’s denial
occurred; in John, a hearing before Annas is spoken of, in
whose palace, consequently, the first denial by the Disciple
would have taken place, and the first mention of Christ’s being
sent from Annas to Calaphas, is in v. 24. Erasmus, therefore,
takes v. 24 from its place and inserts it after v. 13, Cyrill and
Beza read it twice, putting it after v. 13, and retaining it in v.
24. Of the recent writers, some attempt to bring the other
Evangelists into unison with John, the majority interpret John
in accordance with the Synoptists. According to Schleier
macher and Olshausen, all three denials took place in the cour-
of Annas, and the reproving glance of our Lord, of which Luke
speaks, occurred after the third deunial, just as Christ was led
from Annas to Caiaphas. It is the opinion of Schweizer also,
that John alone gives the narrative correctly, and the fact that
the second and third denial are detailed after the mention of
Christ’s being led away, v. 24, he accounts for, by supposing
Peter still to have remained behind, in the house of Annas,
after Jesus had been led away to Caiaphas.  But if eter would
have placed himself in so perilous a position in the court of
Annas, for the mere purpose of secing what the issue was
going to be, (Matt. xxvi. 58,) would Deter, after Christ had
again been taken out to be led to Caiaphas, have remained
quictly standing by the fire? Furthermore, if the dpyeepei,
whose servant, according to v. 10, Peter wounded, is in the
service of Caiaphas, would that relative of his who is men-
tioned in v. 26, have been in the service of Annas? Desides,
can it be supposed that the Synoptists could have been so com-
pletely in error in regard to the locality of a fact, such as the
denial of Peter, which, beyond doub(, was universally known
at that time? One thing certainly ravors that view, to wit:
that in the hearing described in this place, there is no mention
made of that which was the main {hing in the hearing belore
Caiaphas, that is, of the question of the high priest which. led
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to the sentence of death. Nevertheless, we feel satisfied that
the following view i the correct one. The Evangelist, by the
incidental notice in regard to Caiaphas, in v. 13, 14, was not
led to make express mention of the taking away of Christ to
(Caiaphas, and first brings it up in v. 24, so that here the aorist,
as is often the case, especially in bringing in something that has
been omitted, is to be taken in the sense of the pluperfect,
(Calvin, De Dieu, Meyer, Liicke, De Wette, nor is Strauss dis-
inclined to this view.) It will certainly be granted, that as
Calaphas in v. 18 is called dpyeepeic, the doyepeds in v. 156
can hardly be another person; why, too, is there this fuller
characterizing of Caiaphas, if it was not he, but Annas, who
conducted the hearing? It mayin fact be questioned, whether
v. 24 may not be regarded as a gloss, since other parenthetic
insertions hardly ever occur without some particle like ody 0¢
or ydp. Of. v. 5,14, ch. vi. 23, ix. 14, x1. 2, 30, 51, Matt. xiv. 8.
That John simply mentions the preliminary questions in the
hearing before Caiaphas, is to be explained by the fact, that he
presumed the confession of Jesus in regard to his dignity as
Messiah, to be already known from the common tradition; that
confession made before Pilate, which Paul mentions as com-
monly known, is in fact the same, to wit: that he is the King
Messiah, (1 Tim. vi. 13.)" If, now, John has mentioned noth-
ing that occurred during the hearing before Annas, it is
made the more clear, that this presentation before Annas is to
be regarded as a mere subordinate act, which was done, per-
h.aps, because his palace was at hand, and there was an inten-
tion of showing honor to a mau who had himself been hich
priest for several years, and who is mentioned in Acts iv.b6,
before Caiaph‘ag, as dpyeepsic, or it may have been done while
they were waiting for the Sanhedrim to assemble with Caiaphas.

V. 15-18. According to the other Evangelists, also, Peter
f(?llows i.l,t 2 distance; John alone, who here, also, designates
hiniself md_l}'ectly, makes mention of what more immediately
concerned cimself, that he also went in with the crowd, and
that he secured an entrance for Peter. Among the Hebrews,
women were the porters at the doors, (Acts xii. 13.) The four

1 Chap. xix. 7 presupposes it as & known f
hecuuse he declared himself the Son of God. et tht Jesus Bud heen condenued
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Evangelists harmonize in the narrative of a threefold denial on
the part of Peter, but designate in different ways the persons
who put the questions, and the respective localities. Dr. Paulus,
in order to do full justice to the difference, runs the number
of denials up to eight; most recently, Ebrard (ii. p. 671,) has
brought forward the facts in such a combination, as apparently
to justify the varying statements, each in its kind. At his very
entrance the Disciple seems to have betrayed himself by his air
of anxiety. The lax morality of rationalism has completely
wiped away the guilt of the Disciple in his denial. In Dr.
Paulus (Comm. iii. p. 649,) we have this: “Peter of course
told untruths, but not lies, because none of the persons who
questioned him had any business to take him to task. Nothing
i3 less applicable (!) to him than the command of Jesus to
‘confess him before men.””  Still in the judgment formed of
the Disciple it is too often left out of account, that although his
lie proceeded from a cowardice whose origin was want of faith,
nevertheless, his entrance into a company where certain death
threatened him if he were discovered to be the person that had
wounded Malchus, resulted from a courage which only heart-
felt love to Jesus could impart. For admirable practical
reflections on Peter’s denial, consult Melancthon in his Disser-
tation, De Infirmitate nostra, and Luther and Calvin.—The
elevated situation of Jerusalem renders it so cold about Easter,
as to make a watch-fire at night indispensable. According to
Matt. xxvi. 58, Peter merely followed to know at once what
was the issue; according to Luke xxii. 61, we may, however,
suppose that the hearing occurred in an open room in the lower
story, so that besides, what was said could be heard.

V. 19-24. 1t is natural that the judicial examination should
begin with preliminary questions like those here mentioned.
Christ, who left Herod and Pilate without reply, (Luke xxiii. 9,
John xix. 9,) here, also, regards it as bencath his dignity to
answer more particularly, as there was no disposition on the
part of the interrogators to know the truth. His answer, which
put aside the question, appeared to them as an offense against
the reverence due the highest Jewish authority, and there
followe a maltreatment of the holy one, at which Chrysostom
bursts forth in the words: ¢piov odpave, Exatyde yi), ] T0b
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Seambrov paxpoSvpia xai ti) @y S0dlwy drvepootyy! ¢“shudder O
heaven, be astounded O earth, at the long-suffering of the
master, and the crime of the servants.”” Christ simply appeals
to the justice of his cause; there lies in this a proof that Matt.
v. 39 is not to be taken by the letter.—On v. 24, see above.

V. 26-27. According to Matthew, Peter first confirms the
sccond denial with an oath, and the third with repeated
forswearing. According to the Synoptists, he was recognized
on the third occasion by his Galilean dialect, which does not
exclude John’s statement. According to Luke, the cock
crowed at the third denial, and at that moment our Lord,
probably as he was conducted through the fore-court after the
Learing, cast on the Disciple a mournful and reproving glance.

FIrsT HEARING BEFORE PILATE.—V. 28-40.

V. 28-82. The sentence of death passed by the Sanhedrim
could not be executed without permission from the Governor
of the province, the procession therefore goes to him. The
Pretorium lay, perhaps, at the fortress of Antonia, and was
possibly the former palace of Herod, see Winer on the word
Richthaus. /Tpwi, (as Griesbach and Lachmann read,) the fourth
watch of the night before morning twilight; about six o’clock
the judge took his seat, (xix. 14.) On fva ¢dywer, see what is
said on xiii. 1.—Pilate now makes his appearance in the history,
and is depicted more fully by John than by the other Evan-
gelists—in a way so striking in its psychological features, so
consonant with what we kunow from other sources, of Roman
men of rank, that this single delineation furnishes in itself a
remarkable evidence for the historical character of the Gospel.
The character of the governor is given in our remarks on v,
38.—Jesus, attended by a guard, was conducted into the interior
of the palace, Pilate in concession to the religious scruples of
the Jews, comes out to malke the cxamination; we may perhaps
infer from this question, that intimation had been given him ot
the contemplated seizure of Jesus. If the authorities had not
regarded him as worthy of death, they would not have brought
him to the procurator, as none except sentences in criminal
cases needed confirmation by him. In conformity with the
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Roman legal usage, which was followed even in the most cor-
rupt period, (Aects xxvi. 16,) and because he was aware of the
base designs of the Jewish superiors, (Matt. xxvii. 18,) Pilate
demanded a statcment of the accusation. Fearing that he
would not compty with their wishes, they refuse to give it. In
keeping with his character, as we know it from other sources,
he returns their insolence with a sneer, (cf. xxxix. 19, vi. 19.)
This challenge of Pilate’s has been misunderstood by some
writers, who have inferred from it that the Jews must have had
the jus vite et necis, “authority to inflict capital punishment,”
{Selden, de synedr. 1. 2, c. 15; Wagenseil, Confut. R. Lipm. p.
299 ; Bynsus, De Morte Christ, 1. 8, c. 1; c¢f. on the other side,
Iken, Dissert. ii.;) they help themselves out of the difficulty
presented by the answer, it is not lawful for us to put any
man to death,” jury odx éecorew xtA. by giving them the force
that on Aigh feast days the Jews could not inflict capital
punishment. But, to pass over other proofs, the opposite is suffi-
ciently clear from Josephus, (Antiquit. xx. 9, 1,} who says, that
Annas had taken advantage of the absence of the procurator,
to have James, 6 dixaroc, “the just,” executed, and that the
charge made against him to the preses Albinus, stated that ¢it
was not lawful for Annas without his consent to convoke a
council of judges,” ds odx &&ov v “Avdvw ywpic g éxeivov
viune xadéoar auvédpeoy. The Jews were compelled by the
snecring reply of Pilate, to bring a distinct charge, as the ques.
tion of the governor, v. 33, shows, and at this point comes 1n
Luke xxiii. 2—DBy the political accusation, that Jesus had sct
himself up for a king, they hoped soonest to succeed ; they were
induced, indeed, subsequently to turn to the religious aspect of
the accusation, (xix. 7,) but, neverthess, go back again to the
former, (xix. 12,) and as scdition by the Roman law was punish-
able with crucifixion, by so doing they bring about the fulfill-
ment of the prophetic declarations of Jesus in regard to his
death on the cross, (iil. 14, viii. 28, xii. 82, especially is Matt.
xvi. 24 remarkable,) since in case the religious accusation had
heen carvied through, his death would have been by stoning.
But the words still present a difficulty—John already traces
the fulfillment of the prophecy to the fact that the Jews were
eatirely destitute of the jus gladii. the right to inflict capital
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punishment. Are we to supposc that a Roman procurator
pever would have passed sentence of death on an offense which
was capitally punishable by the Jewish law merely? So Nean-
der (p. 686,) thinks. But, xix. 7, they urge upon him, in fact,
their Jewish law, Annas was reproved by Albinus, not because
he had passed the sentence of death, but because he bad
executed it on his own authority; the Romans might, as they
actually did, guarantee them their ancestral laws, withoat
warranting them to inflict on criminals the punishment enjoined
by law? That the Jews preferred urging with Pilate the
political accusation, seems then to have originated in the hope
of attaining their object more quickly, and thus, also, John seems
to have had in mind, as his narrative implies, though he does
not mention it, that they were obliged to bring the political
accusation in order more easily to obtain the Roman sanction.
V. 33-385. The accused is to be compelled to make his own
confession. ¢Art thou tke King of the Jews,” asks Pilate, and
means, therefore : the well known, expected one, the Messiah.
Some doubt may be felt as to the precise point of the Saviour's
counter-question. According to the view of the more recent
writers, Christ wished to ascertain whether Pilate used the
term in its Roman, that is, its political sense, or in its Jewish
theocratic sense, that he might be guided by the reply, in
giving an affirmative or negative to the question, (Meyer,
Olshansen, Neander.) DBut can this thought lie ir the words?
Was not “the King of the Jews,” in the Jewish sense also, a
political ruler? According to Le Clere, (HHeumann takes a
similar view,) Christ wishes to ascertain whether his question
originated in a striving after trutl, or was merely inquisitorial.
It is better with the ancient writers, (as early as Chrysostom,)
to regard the object of the question as this, whether Pilate
himself had seen Christ presenting himself in any such way,
as he would expect from that King of the Jews; it is an indi-
rect reference to the fact, that the governor well knew the base-
lessness of -the charge. Calvin: Responsum Christi huc tendit,
in ea accusatione nihil esse coloris, “ the point of Christ’s reply

1¢Jn accordance with the Romish policy, a governor was certainly not directed to
rescue from the religious funaticism of a subjugated people, a victim regnrded apart
from this, with indiffercuco,” Hase, Leben Jesu, 117, 3d ed.
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is, that this accusation was without any color of truth.” With
this corresponds also the rejoinder of the governor, that he had
never troubled himself about the Messiah. Bengel: Hano
(posteriorem queestionis) partern voluit Iesus observari a Pilato,
Pilatus priorem partem arripit non sine iracundia, ¢ this latter
part of the guestion Jesus wishes to be noticed by Pilate;
Dilate, not without anger, catches at the first part.”

V. 36, 37. Jesus confesses to his regal dignity, but not in
the worldly sense. ¢ Of this world,” éx r. x. z. can only desig-
nate dependence on, connection with, and means, consequently,
““bears not the character of carthly relations to the world,” or
with a yet stricter sense, to which évrebdey alludes, “has not
descended from these relations to the world, has not come to
me according to the laws of the world.” ’Hywyifovro, not with
Beza, certassent, they would have fought, but: they would fight
—from the present moment, and with respect to the fact, that
the moment for surrendering Jesus had not yet come, (v. 31,
xix.16.}—The inference drawn by the judge is probably not to
be regarded as a stroke of irony against the abject appearance
of Jesus. Odxoby means therefore, obxovy means nonne and
nonne ergo, not and not therefore. (Sophocles, Ajax, v. 79,
cf. Passow. 4th ed.) (and Liddell and Scott’s Greek English
Lexic. based on Passow. Tr.) In all the grandeur of his con-
sciousness, the Saviour now claims for himself a kingdom, but
—in the realm of truth. To reveal the absolute truth in the
highest of all spiritual spheres, the religious, is the calling of
bis life. Luther has taken the 8rc demonstratively, in the sense
of “that,” and has not expressed it, but it ia causal. Eé 7. x.
épy., in its fullest significance, (as we explained it on iii. 34,)
pointing, indeed, to his higher origin, so that it serves to make
complete the yeyévwppar.  “To be of the truth,” elvar éx 7. dl
(1 John ii. 21, iii. 19,) is equivalent to éx Jeod, “to be of God,”
see viii. 47, x. 24, 27. Does there lie in this call what is found
in it hy Chrysostom? ézondrac dwd tobrwy xoi medder yevéadar
t@y leyopévewy dipoaryfy, “he draws him by these words, and
persuades him to become a hearer of the things spoken.” Or
shall we say with Bengel : Provocat a cecitate Pilati ad captum
fidelium. ‘ be appeals from the blindness of Pilate to the dis
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cernment of belicvers '—in the same way as in the last clause
of Matt. xi. 19

V. 88. Our judgment in regard to the personal character of
the governor, depends especially on the way in which this ex-
pression is taken. The most favorable judgment for Pilate is
that of Olshausen, who finds in these words ‘the melancholy
expression of heartfelt wretchedness,” the plaint of a seeker
after truth, who had searched all systems in vain; Winer, also,
(Realworterbuch,) defends Pilate. It would be a complaint,
then, like that expressed with resentful sadness by the elder
Pliny, that truth is so dark, ut solum certum sit, nihil esse
certi nec miserius quidquam homine nec superbius, ¢“that noth-
ing is certain, but this, that all is uncertain, and that man is at
once the most miserable and the most proud of all beings.” To
this view is at once opposed in some measure, the analogy, for
guch earnest searchers after truth were certainly rare among
the high officers of the Roman government, (cf. the words of
Felix with which he breaks off the conversation with Paul,
Acts xxiv. 25.) Again, if this man felt any concern about the
truth, why does he at once turn his back, and with the excla-
mation he has made, take his departure? Why does he not
ask ? It may be said, it was no part of his duty as the exam-
ining magistrate, to engage in the investigation of questions
of doctrine, (Schweizer,) but what prevented his doing so in
this private audience ? might he not, in fact, in his very charac-
ter of examining magistrate, have gone further than he did?
Besides, would so earnest a friend of religious truth have had
such lax moral principles as Pilate had? Would a truly earnest
Roman, out of mere dread of men, have sacrificed an accused
person, of whose innocence he was convinced? And finally,
when in xix. 9 he puts to the Redecmer the question concern-
ing his origin, would Christ have met it with silence had he
presumed that the interrogator felt an earnest want? We con-
cur, therefore, in judgment with Neander : (cf. Calvin, Meyer,
Liicke,) “Iec was the representative of the tone of thought
common to a large part of the cultivated men, especially men
of rank in the Roman world of that day, who were too com-
pletely under the bondage of a worldly mind to allow a germi-
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nation of any feclnig of need which transcended the limits of
the earthly.’” With this, the scorn he exhibits toward the
Jews, and toward Jesus himself, in the question, v. 37, and in
xix. 5, is in consonance, cf. what is said above on v. 31. Nor
is there any thing incompatible with such a character, in the
impression made upon him by the declarations of Jesus, chap.
xix. 7, 8, 12, as little as in the good nature which impels him
to wish to liberate the enthusiast—the sequel shows how pliant
is this kind of good nature when unattended by principle. As
regards the testimonies about this man from other historical
sources, Philo (leg. ad Caj.) calls him: Y pbow dxaprie x.
peva addddovs dusidaroc, “a nature inflexible and implacable
in its arrogance;” Josephus and Philo mention a number of
things done by him willfully and out of hatred to the Jewish
people, by which insurrections were excited. It was for this
reason he was deposed, and as FEusebius, Hist. eccles. ii. 7,
referring to Greek historians, mentions, died by his own hand.
—As ke supposed that he saw traces of the enthusiast in {he
Saviour’s reply, he expresses his judgment that he is innocent.

V. 39, 40. Pilate gathers from the further accusations of the
members of the Sanhedrim, that Jesus belongs to the juris-
diction of Herod, and secks to throw off the barden from bir
own conscience. In vain—it is thrust back upon Aim, for
Herod returns to him the accused person. In vain does he
resort to a custom, of whose origin we are ignorant, of releas-
ing a prisoner at the Passover; the Holy One of God and a
robber, are presented to the people, that they may choose
between them—persuaded by the fanatical priests, they choose
the robber.

1 Cf. Neander’s Kirchengesch, Bd. i. p. 15, (Torrey’s tran. vol. i. p. 8.) In the
game vein, the heathen Czcilius said to the Cbristians: (in Minutius, Octavius, c.
xii. ¢ 7, c. xiii. 3 1, 11, 12,) “Would you be wise, or even modest, cease to rack

our brains about the zomes of heaven, and the secrets and destinies of the world.

P they look before their feet, that is enough for such illiterate, uorefined, rude and
rustic people, who have not even sound seuse in common things, to s8y nothing of
spiritual ones.”



CHAPTER XIX.

ScouraiNg OF JEsUs.—V. 1-6.

V. 1-3. Jomx introduces this scourging without stating the
motives that led to it; we first learn from verses 5-7, that the
design was, by this severe maltreatment. to satisfy in some
degree the thirst on the part of the people for blood, and thus
to release Jesus; Luke xxiii. 16, points to the same reason. On
the other hand, howover, it wounld secm, according to Matthew
xxvii. 26, Mark xv. 15, as though the scourging, as in many
other cascs, had merely been preparatory to the crucifixion,
(Heyne, Opusc. Acad. vol. iii.: Cur virgis cesi Romano more,
qui mox securi percutienda essent, “why it was the Roman
custom to scourge persons previously to beheading them.”)
The apparent contradiction is relieved by the fact that this
scourging, which was executed as the milder punishment, (Hug,
Freib. Zeitschr. v. p. 4, thinks, as an inquisitorial torture,) as
it failed of the object for which it was designed, took the place
of the scourging which preceded crucifixion. As the procura-
tor had no lictors, which were assigned only to the preses of
Syria, the punishment is here inflicted by soldiers ; it might be
supposed that they would execute it not without severity, death,
indeed, was sometimes the result, (Cicero, Act. 10, in Verr. c.
54.) They unite mockery with it, as the men of war of Anti-
pas had done; the mantle (Luke xxiii. 11,) was still at hand,
and they mimic the ceremonial of homage paid to Oriental
kings.! And the image which the brutal insolence of soldiers,

! A similar instance is related by Vopiscus, of Proculus, § 2: quum in convivio
quodam ad latrunculos luderetur, atque ipse decies imperator exisset, quidam non
ignobilis scurra Ave, inquut, Auguste! allataque lana purpures humero cius ingessit
eumque adoravit, *“ when he was playing chess at a party, and Lad come out imperator
ten times, a certain, not ignoble, member of the guard, said to Lim, Hail Augustns,

tad the purple cloth being brought, placed it on his shoulder and did him reverence.”
(390)
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as if by tne sport of accident, here creates, has become the
most touching representation of divine majesty in the form of
a servant, and conscquently, also, the sublimest subject of
Christian art! How great would have been the loss to our
race had they beeun deprived of this image of majesty in its vol-
untary humiliation! How calmly, yet mightily has it preached
through all time, in palace, cottage and cell! A Christ stoned
—how different the imapression !

V.4, 5. According to Hug, Pilate by producing Christ to
the people after his shameful scourging, wished to create iu
their 1inds the impression, that he had undergone the questio
per tormeunta, “the trial by torture,” without any evidence of
guilt being brought to light. But there is no intimation of this
in the words, and Luke xxiii. 16 is opposed to the supposition
of a queestio per tormenta. The design of the governor in
producing him is certainly not to be gathered from the text,
the antithesis to it is the leading away to the place of execution.
V1de 6 dwdp. Luther translates: ¢see what a man,” and Augus-
tine says: si regi invidetis, iam parcite, quia deiectum videtis;
flagellatus est, spinis coronatus est, amaris conviciis i;lusus est;
fervet ignominia, frigescat invidia, ¢“if you hate the king, yet
spare him now that you see him cast down; he has been
scourged, crowned with thorns, taunted with bitter reproaches;
the ignominy burns, let the hate grow cald.” This is the
ordinary view, and according to Olshausen, the language
«expresses the deepest sympathy.”—According to Grotius and
Neander, on the contrary, the meaning is: “can you believe
that such a man as that would set himself up for a king?”
We regard this latter interpretation as inadmissible, for even
the most insolent rebel must have submitted to the scourging
and derision. On the other hand it is certainly possible that
Pilate designed to excite sympathy by the cxclamation, aud the
janguage is not opposed to this, for /J¢ can also rcfer to the
character of the person brought forth, as in v. 14.  The excla-
mation may, however, simply intimate his presence: “ There
he is once more.”

V.6, 7. As the superiors and their people again urge that
Christ be put to death, a sarcastic reply, like that of xviil. 31.
is made by the governor. They now catch at the religious
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ground of complaint, and demand tle infliction of the punish-
ment allotted to false prophets, (Deut. xiii. 1-5, Lev. xxiv. 16.)

SECOND HEARING BEFORE PILATE — SENTENCE 1S PRONOUNCED.
v. 8-16.

V.8,9. Amid all the indifference of a man of the world,
the presentiment of a supernatural world is not wholly sup-
pressed ; the appearance of Christ had already made an extra-
ordinary impression on him, and when they now designate this
Jesus as a Son of God, Pilate recalls to memory the myths of
appearances of the Deities on earth. The new hearing has not
reference to the place of Christ’s earthly birth, he already knew
that Jesus was a Galilean, the question modev, embraces, also,
as in ix. 29, (cf. évrebdey, xviil. 86,) the nature of his origin.
Arrian, Dissert, Epictet. 1. 3, ¢. 1: “Epictetus has not told me
this —for whence (w6dev) was he—but a god has told me.”
As Jesus is silent, we must conclude that he hiad no confidence
in the susceptibility of the mau for the auswer.

V. 10-12. 1In the answer of Christ, é&ovsia is regarded by
Calvin and Piscator as a designation of official authority:
(Romans xiii. 1-4,) “ Thy power is derived from the ordinance
of God, thercfore, the Jews, who Lave wished to subserve their
own arbitrary will by means of the magistracy which God has
instituted, ineur the greater guilt.” But this causal connection
of dur tolro, i3 a very hidden one. Since Chrysostom, &
majority, by efovoia understand the authority de facto to pass
scntence on Jesus, which view is favored by the neuter dedopuévoy.
The ded roiro is then difficult, Ileurnann explaining it as mean-
ing “mnevertheless,” Lampe: ‘therefore, since the Jews have
no such power,” Grotius: “since God so specially cares for me,
as the Jews might know from the prophecies.” Neander and
De Wette present the best view: “beeause thiou almost with-
out a will of thine own, and constrained by the intrigues of
the Sanhedrim, condemnest me.” There lies then in these
words something calculated to humble the arrogance of Pilate,
(Chrysostom : xarasndy abrob to gpévypa x. wov thgoy, “ depress-
ing his pride and arrogance,”) but there is in them, also, an
extrenre mildness in the distinction they draw between the sin
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of infirmity and the more willful blindness. Who will believe
that such an answer as this i3 drawn from the fancy of the
Evangelist, not from Christ himself? ) mapadedode, collectively
of the Jews, (Bengel: Caiaphas.)—Pilate appears to have felt
in some measure the exalted character of the reply, the accused
seems as it were to sit in judgment on Lis judge, there is con-
sequently no rising of irritability on the part of the governor,
but an increase of the fecling of kindness. But the crafty party
of the priests knew how to approach the man on his weakest
side. He that does not fear God supremely, is condemned to
tremble Defore men. Amicus Cresaris, ¢ friend of Cesar,” was
the honorary title of legates and prefects, and Tacitus (Annal.
iii. 388,) says of the suspicious Tiberius: majestatis crimen
omnium accusationum complementum erat, “the charge of
offense against his majesty was the burden of every prosecu-
tion.” ’Avredéyew, also of factious opposition. That very danger
which Pilate now escapes by abandouing the innocent, he actu-
ally fell into a few years later.

V. 18-16. The sentence was pronounced sub divo, “in the
open air,” not de plano, or ex =quo loco, “a place on a level
with the audience,” but cx superiori, “from an elevation.”
There stood the judgment seat upon a Mosaic pavement, pavi-
meuntum tessellatum, (Suetonius, Casar, c. 46.) If in the word
TaBfada the reading with one 7 be correct, the most probable
derivation is from xn3i, the bdack, because of its arched form,
(see Tholuck’s Beitr. zur Spracherkl. des N. T.p. 119-123.) On
rapacxsvy 1. wdoya, see above, on xiii. 1. According to Mark,
xv. 25, Jesus was crucified about the third hour, (nine o’clock,)
with which could not be reconciled the pronouncing of the
sentence at the sixth hour, that is, about noon. The harmony
is most easily established by the supposition which alrcady
commends itself at i. 40, that John follows the Roman eompu-
tation of time, and that, consequently, the sixth hour of the
morning is here meant. De Wette is wrong in maintaining
that this is ¢ palpably too carly.” As the members of the
Sanhedrim urged the accusation, wpwi, that is, between three
and six o'clock, (it is clear from Mark i. 85, John xx. 1, that
npwi means before sunrise,) it is entirely credible that the sen-
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tence followed at sunrise.! In order also to avoid too great a
sensation among the people, they must have sought to have the
sentence pronounced as early as possible. Even now the earnest-
ness of Pilate does not go far enough to suppress his sarcasms.

Ter CRUCIFIXION AND DEATH OF 0UR LorD.—vVv. 17-30.

V. 17, 18. The crucifixion, according to t' e Roman law,
was executed outside of the city, (so Dlautus and Cicero,
quoted by Hug, Freib. Zeitschr. v. p. 11;) the Jewish usage as
to the place of execution, was the same. The custom of com-
pelling the persons sentenced to bear their own cross, is also
meuntioned by Plutarch, De sera numinis vind. ¢. 9. Toiyodd,
by euphony, for the Chaldee, ¥nb;, ¢the skull.””* The usual
explanation is, “place where the skulls of criminals were
Iying,” the genitive, zoaviov, forms then the comp., (Fritszche,
on Mark xv. 22) though in that case we would expect the
genitive plural, and in the Aramaie, n9391 n2.. Bengel, there-
fore, (ad Matth.) understood it of the skull-shape, and Thenius,
in Illgens, Zeitschr. f. Kircheng, 1842, 3 II. shows that a hill
of that shape lay to the north of the city. Lipsius, de Cruce,
first published Anutwerp, 1595, is still the most instructive
work in regard to the cross and the sufferings connected with
it. The condemned persons were stripped, with the exception
of an apron about the body, were drawn up with cords upon
the cross, which was about a man’s height, and the hands and
feet first tied and afterward nailed to it. The nailing of the
feet was contested by Dr. Paulus in so plausible a manner, that
a majority abandoned the idea, but we may regard it as com-
pletely established by Hug, 1. ¢. aud Biihr, (see the literature
in Hase, Leben Jesu, § 120, and Liicke, on xx. 25.)

V. 19-22.  An inscription, titulus, over the head of the
criminal, pointed out bis offense, and ¢ the first public recogni-

Vo Romer sentence before sunrise was valid.  Gellins, Noctes Att. xiv. 7: Senatus
consulh, ante exortum solem aut post solis oceasnm factn rata non esqe “the de-
crees of the senate passed before sunrise, or after sunset, were not valid.”

2 We would expect the form Nﬂ'lﬁl but Buztorf, Lex. Talmud, was acquointed
with no other than ;\I‘\5JL‘<, the Targum 2 Kings ix. 85, also has K\J‘\H)LI’J
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tion of Jesus was made through the ironical lapidary style of
the procurator in the three languages of the world,” the
Hebrew (or strictly speaking, the Chaldee,) for the natives of
Palestine, the Greek for the many forcigners, the Latin as the
language of the commanding authority. The imperative present
rodge, which stands at other times with the negative, when
something commenced is to be interrupted, is here to be
explained by the fact, that the action is still regarded as capable
of being revoked. To this in the mouth of Pilate, is opposed
the perfect.

V. 23, 24. The only earthly property which the Saviour left
fell not to his Disciples, but in conformity with the Roman law,
to the executioners. In the fudrea are included the upper gar-
ment, the girdle, the linen shirt, &c., the under garment was
woven in one piece, like the garment of the high-priest,
(Joseph. Antiq. iii. 7, 4;) according to a statement in Isidor.
Pelus. Epp. 1. T4, it was especially the poorer classes in Gali-
lee who wore this kind of garment. The clothes were divided
into four parts, as the Roman detachment usually consisted
not of three, but of four men, (Acts xii. 4;) lots were cast
on the under-garment, that it might not be injured by tear-
ing. This incident recalls to memory the depicture of suffering
in the twenty-second Psalm. It is indeed of his own sorrows
David speaks in that Psalm, but the hopes to which he soars
from the 24th verse, are so extraordinary, and historically con-
sidered so inexplicable, (when he speaks of his deliverance as a
banquet of which rich and poor shall partake, as a consequence
of which all the kindreds of the nations shall turn unto the
Lord,) that we cannot but recognize in him a condition of
prophetic ecstasy. The same prophetic spirit caused him in
separate particulars to use expressions which were literally
fulfilled in the sufferings of our Lord. In the passage which
he has cited exactly from the Septuagint, the Evangelist by
jpareopbc understands the under garment.

V. 25-27. The women from Galilee, who followed Jesus to
Jerusalem, (Matt. xxvil. 55,) gather here, also, at the place of
anguish. According to the common view, Klwrds is equivalent
to *Adpaiog, "2, cf. however, the worl of Schaf, quoted on vil,
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9-5. onWieseler's hypothesis,! see Ebrard in loc. Of the seven
words on the cross we find one in Matthew, three in Luke,
three in John. That touching scene, which shows that in the
midst of his last agony the Redeemer forgot not his personal,
earthly ties and duties, is recorded by that Distiple only whom
it immediately concerned. So slight was the elevation of the
cross, that the mother had it in her power for six fearful hours
of anguish, to read in the countenance of her Divine son his
agony and his triumph ; the less right she had, in moments like
these, to expect from his lips a word in regard to his personal
relations, the more affecting must have been his address to her.
That Joseph, her husband, was not living, may be gathered with
certainty from these words of the Redeemer; but it has been
thought strange that the sorrowing mother was not committed
to the ddeipoi;, whether we regard them as brothers or as
cousins of Christ. But these déedgpoi were at that time still
unbelieving; the external circumstances of Jobn may have
rendered him the very one to whom this duty was easy, and
finally—what if he preéminently possessed a filial disposition ?—
If we suppose now that e ¢ idea refers to the house of John’s
father in Galilee, we must infer that the words ax’ dxetvne Tig
wpag, are to be taken very vaguely, for the Apostles remained
in a body at the capital through the entire week of the festival,
(xx. 26.) Does the acquaintance of John with the high-priest
warrant, perhaps, the supposition that he had a house in Jeru.
salem also? It is certain, nevertheless, that ec 7d¢ 9cx need
not always be understood of a man’s own property, and the
meaning may be: “he received her, and at a later period lept
her with hini, where he resided.”

V. 28, 29. The common interpretation connects the telic
proposition, wa xrA. with Aéyer, (Jesus said, «I thirst”’—in order
that, &c.) cf. xiv. 31.  The telic proposition expresses then the
subjective judgment of the Evangelist, who designs to direct
attention to the fulfillment of Psalm xxii. 16: (15,) “My
tonguc cleaveth to my palate.”” Not until he had drunlk to its

t His theory is, that Salome was the sister of Jesus’ mother, and John a cousin of

Jesus, and consequently uiready bound by ties of blood to care for Mary, Stud. .
Kritik. 1840, p. 669, seq.

? According to the current view, there is a reference to Psalm Ixix. 22; e CTRY
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dregs the cup of suffering, does the dying Saviour allow hiro-
velf any thing to refresh him, and thereby fulfills a touch of the
picture of suffering in Ps. xxil. The only objection to this
view is, that the scriptural allusion is vaguely expressed, when
we might naturally look for reference to a particular passage,
see vss. 24, 36, 37, 1i. 17, xii. 87,scq. 'We cannot appeal to xvii.
12 for counter evidence, since there no single passage of
Scripture is had in view. Semler has, consequently, given this
interpretation : Postea cum sciret Jesus, iam omnia ista in ipso
completa esse, quibus opus esset, ut Scriptura oracula eventu
non carerent, dixit: sitio, ‘“when Jesus knew that all things
ncedful to the fulfillment of the prophecies of Seripture were
completed in him, he said: ¢I thirst.”” The final proposition
on this view, serves to define more clearly the preceding one,
a9 in chap. xi. 4. In the same way Van Iengel (Annotatio in
N. T. Amst. 1824)) construes it, and in accordance with this
sense brings in v. 80: “Conscious that all was fulfilled, he
speaks of his thirst, and after he had drunk and obtained
strength, he cries aloud.” This sense is ncither indicated, nor
docs it seem very appropriate; yet it is a question whether the
preference should not be given to this construction. As soon
as the criminal arrived at the place of execution, we are told in
the Talmud, it was the custom to offer him a cup of drugged
wine, which served to stupefy him. This had been refused
by Christ after he had tasted it, for he wished to suffer and die
in the full possession of his consciousness. At a later period
there is mention made, Luke xxiii. 86, of vinegar being offered
in mockery, but this seems to be different from the fact here
under consideration. More probably the fact here mentioned
by John coincides with Matt. xxvii. 48, Mark xv. 86; if the
drink was brought, on our Saviour’s exclaiming: Eli, Elj,
&c., in Matthew, it is not easy to see how that should give
occasion for bringing it, and perhaps the words, “I thirst,”
followed soon after the exclamation mentioned by Matthew.
The Oricntal hyssop, which grows to the length of a yard, could
be conveniently used to support a sponge. As one whose

dipav pov tnbriody ue 5Soc, “in my thirst they gave me vinegar to driuk.” ~ The
dupo, however, does not here present itself as the leading idea, and the giving of
the vinegar to Christ was o kindness; in the Psalm, on the coutrary, it is an image
of grief, neither should Matt. zxvii. 34 be referred to Psalm lzix.
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dying was not passive, but active, not a thing endured, but an
aet, (John x. 18,) the Redeemer, with a clear consciousness of
the moment at which his life ends, encounters death, and testi-
fies that his work on earth has been performed.

THE TAKING DOWN FROM THE CROSS AND THE BURIAL.—V. 31-42.

V. 81-85. According to the Jewish law, the person hanged
was to be taken down the same day, (Deuteronomy xxi. 23,)
especially on feast-days, and this feast-day was specially holy;
on the words, “for that Sabbath day, &c.” see above, on xiii. 1.
On this point the Romans were compliant. [lepacrzcvrj, means
the day of preparation, not for the feast, but for the Sabbath,
(v. 42.) The breaking of the legs has been regarded by many
as a means of putting to death. But that it was not designed
in and of itself to produce death, Neander (p. 709, tran. p,
426,) shows by a reference to Polyh. Iist. i. ¢. 80, § 18, and
to Ammian Marcellin. Ilist. xiv. 9, wlere it is cxpressly said:
fractis cruribus, ecciduntur, “after their legs have heen broken,
they are killed.” The breaking of the legs was not always
connected with the crucifixion, (the Jews, consequently, had
first to get Pilate’s permission,) but was a special aggravation
of the punishment, (flug, 1. c. p. 64.) As thosc who had been
suspended but a few hours on the cross might be restored, i3
barbarous act was performed to prevent such a restoration;
they werce probably left to languish away in this miserable
condition. Approaching on both sides, the soldiers performed
their work on the two who were crucified with him; in the
case of Jesus himsclf, the act appeared superfluous, as they
discovered in him the signs of death; in order, however, to
make yet more sure of his death, one of them thrust his lance
into the side of our Lord, cf. an instance of such a finishing
blow with a lance, in the Martyrology of the Acta Sanctorum,
quoted by Neander, (p. 709, tran. p. 426.) That in the case
of Christ, this thrust must have produced death, had not death
previously taken place, is clear from the magnitude of the
wound, for Thomas was told to put, not his finger, but his hand
Into the side, (xx. 27,) the body must, consequently, have been
pierced not only by the point of the lance, but by the hroad
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part of it also.—The fact of the gushing forth of blood and '
water, already creates in itself an anatomical difficulty, and yet
greater is the difficulty connected with the answer to the ques-
tion, for what object the Evangelist adduces it, especially when
we consider the earnest asseveration, v. 85. Neander (p. 712,
tran. 427,) limite himself to a brief remark, Liicke leaves the
whole matter undetermined, and without reply passes by the
objections urged by Strauss. We will commence with the expla-
nation of v. 35. First of all, as to the construction, we may, as
in xx. 21, consider the fva 72 as dependent on psuaprippre,
and regard what lics between them as parenthetical. Tt is
preferable, however, to insert something before e, < and writes
this,” as in 1. & (De Wette.) As to the apprehension of this
testimony as a whole, Weisse, (ii. 326, seq.) Liitzelberger, (p.
192,) Schweizer, (p. 60,) consider it as in the highest degree
singular and equivocal; the preterite pepaprippxs, and the
dzstvoz, clearly argue, in their judgment, that the author of
this testimony either distinguishes himself from the Evangelist,
or betrays himself as distinet from him. It is said in reply,
that the perfect pepaptiprze, may, as in chap. i. 84, mean:
“wishes to have it testified.” We may, besides, oppose to it
the present oidzy, the force of which Schweizer sees no other
way of obviating than by the remark, that the later writer,
although John was in heaven, conceived of himself as joining in
with him. These words have, undoubtedly, a certain circum-
stantiality, but why should not the Evangelist have appealed
flest to his anthority as a witness of the truth, and after that to
his inmost consciousness of the truth —What then is it which
he so solemnly testifies, and by which he designs to give strength
to the Christian faith of the reader? If it be simply the flowing
of blood and water from the wound, what is the clement of
faith? The most obvious supposition is, that in opposition to
the assertion of a death in appearance merely, he certifies the
reality of the death of Jesus, (Beza, Semler, Rosenmuller,
Kuinol, Neander.) DBut at the very outstart is opposed to this
the fact, that no doubt of the reality of the death of Jesus ever
rose in the carly Church, which, according to Weisse, is the
strongest of the evidences against the supposition of an appa-
rent death. DBesides, does the flowing out of blood and water
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confirm the death which had ensued? Already in Calvin we
have an allusion to the fact, that “coagulating blood resolves
itself partly into water.” But it has been urged by Strauss,
that only without the body is the blood decomposed into clots
and water. DBut how, if the author of the Gospel, together
with these soldiers, was mistaken as to having seen such a
decompounding in what flowed from the wound? or if he, as
Strauss will have it, taking that error as the basis, has invented
the whole statement “in order to get a certain proof of the
death of Jesus?” But wheun the Evangelist writes: ¢ forthwith
came there out blood and water,” it does not look as though he
meant coagulated clots of blood, he seems rather to speak of
running blood, and if this be the meaning, it cannot be the
Evangelist’s object to prove that Jesus was actually dead.
Could he, perbaps, have assumed that death was produced by
the thrust, and have mentioned the water and blood as a proof
against the Docetse of the reality of Christ’sbody ?(ITammond,
Paulus, Olshausen.) But why, then, is water brought into the
question? Is not the matter thereby pushed to the miracu-
lous ? Indeed, the ancient Church downward even to
Calovius and Bengel, considered the fact a mysterious one.
Awbrose (in Luc. ¢. 23,) says: In corporibus nostris sanguis
post mortem cougelascit, sed hoc loco adhuc fluidus est, “in
our bodies the blood congeals completely after death, but here
it is still fluid,” in the same way, Origen, Contra Celsum, ii.
36, and Euthymius: éx vexpob yap dvdpdmon, xdy pupedxe vl
te, 00x &Celevostar dipta, “from the body of a dead man, though
it should be pierced ten thousaud times, blood would not
issue.” With 1 Johu v. 6 to appeal to, they found therein
gymbolically typitied the two fouuntains of salvation flowing
from Christ for the Church, the baptismal water and the euchar-
istic wine. The very converse has heen maintained by Weisse:
that in this mystical understanding of the passage, 1 John .
originated the invention of this pretended fact. But how? Is
it a corrcer view, that v. 35 refers only to the last words of v.
34?7 The ydp, v. 56, proves the very reverse; verses 36 and
37 show that the testimony of the Evangelist attaches weight
preéminently to the fact, that by divine dispensation the body
of Jesus remained in every respect unmutilated. Under these
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circamstances, it must remain undecided, whether the Evange-
list mentions the flowing forth of the blood and water with a
speclal object, or merely in view of its historical importance 1n
counection with the mention of the thrust with the lance.—In
what way, now, is the fact to be regarded anatomically? The
view might be taken, that Jesns was killed Ly the thrust with
the lance. Assuming this view, it might be said, that th:
“blood and water,” @pa xat U0wp, was a reddish lymph,
(Paulus,) (which is contradicted, however, by the depth of the
weund,) or it is what is called the lymphatic humor, which, in
cases of Dbleeding to death in the open air, follows the blood,
(Hase, 8d ed.) But it is far more probable that the Evangelist
coincides in the opinion he imputes to the soldiers, that death
had already taken place. The question then comes up: can
blood and water flow from corpses? The statements ¢n this
point are conflicting. Krabbe (Leben Jesu, p. 508,) asserts
that anatomists confirm the geparation of blood in corpses, into
clots and serum; Hase (2d ed. p. 258,) says, that precisely at
the time that a corpse begins to putrefy, blood and water flow
out; Winer, (Realworterb. i. 678,) that blood and water flow
from the parts where the great veins lie; Strauss and De Wette
mention the testimony of anatomists, that within an hour
after death the blood coagulates and ceases to flow out, and
this is certainly the statement of anatomists in general; the
varying testimonies arise from the fact, that a differeuce is
made by the time of dissection, by the influence of climate,
and especially by the character of the disease. And at this
point the question comes up, as to what portion of the body
the spear came in contact with. Already Calvin and Grotius,
and subsequently the physician Gruner, held the view, that the
part struck was the pericardium, in which, especially during
powerful anguish, a vapor collects, which changes into water
on coming in contact with the air, (Hildebrand, Anatom. iii. p.
808.) The explanation is, however, a highly precarious one,
(Strauss, ii. 549, Eng. tran. iil. 292.) The question has been
brought to a new and apparently satisfactory result, by th.e
Jearned investigation of Ebrard, (ii. 698, seq.) On the basis
of medical observation, he directs special attention to the
influence exercised by stretching of the muscles, and by extra-
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vasation, on the condition of the blood of persons in suffering,
and of the dead, and closes his examination with this result:
¢ The lance might strike several blood-vessels, it might come
in contact with points at which extravasated blood was col-
lected, where serum and placenta were in a state of separation,
and the former alone flowed out, and as the lance entered more
deeply, it might touch places in which the blood was fluid.”

V. 86, 37. That the body of Jesus did not suffer that mu-
tilation, and was but pierced with a lance, was an exemption
of such a character that in this incidental feature, also, Christ,
the true Easter lamb of the spiritual Church, was conformed to
the Paschal lamb of the Old Testament, (Exod. xii. 46 ;) thereby
also, was fulfilled a prophecy of Zecharial, which scems to
speak determinately of the death of the Messiah, although its
interpretation, as indeed the exposition of this remarkable
prophet, in general, is still veiled in mystery. That we cannet,
with Calvin, Grotius, Rosenmuller, understand in Zechar. xii.
10, the word 27 metaplorically in the scnse, “to wound,”
(hurt the feelings, or the character. Tr.) has recently not only
been established by Hengstenberg, but has been acknowledged
by Hitzig and Ewald; for certainly the person piereed, who is
introduced as speaking, cannot be Jehovah, but is that myste-
rious angel of the Lord, who appears repeatedly in this very
prophet. DBoth the prophet and Lvangelist, by the expression
“they shall look,” épovrar, design to indicate a penitential con-
templation, (viii. 28.) It is worthy of remark that the literal
translation of the Old Testament passage here, coincides with
that in Rev. i. 7, while the Septuagint expresses the metaphori-
cal meaniug: ém3lédovrar muog ps, v v rarwpyjaavro, ““ they
shall look upon mie, because they have mocked me.”

V. 38-40. The proof of the reverence which these two men
of rank, secretly adhierents of Jesus, pay to his lifeless body, is
the more remarkable, as by this ignominious death of his the
faith which they had in him, and the bopes which in their
minds were linked with him, secmed to have been proved to be
groundless.  With how much more strength does Nicodemus
seem invested here, than in ch. vii. 51! Now he has reached
the meaning of the declaration iii. 14. From Luke xxiii. 5§,
we might be led to suppose that Joseph himsclf had effected
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the taking down of the body from the cross, against which
view it appears, according to John, that this had already been
done by the soldiers, for afosey must liere be understood differ-
eatly from v. 31, (there referring to the taking down from the
cross, liere meaning) ‘“to take away.” The body, then, which
had been takén down by the soldiers, was committed to
Joseph, cf. Matt. xxvii. 58, Mark xv. 43, seq.!— The large
quantily of pulverized myrrh and aloes which was scattered
between the wrappings, is in keeping with the greatness of the
veneration felt by Nicodemus.

V. 41,42, According to the Synoptists, the grave belonged
to Joseph himself, and John also leaves this to be inferred, for
they could not bave laid the body of a crucified man in any
new family sepulchre they might please. As, however, the
vicinity of this sepulchre is assigned as the reason why the
interment took place in it, it is to be supposed that Joseph may
not at first have intended to give up his family vault for this
purpose.

1 Unless, indeed, it be understood in this way, that after the breaking of the legs

they waited a while, nlthough no one asked for the body; in that case aiperv can be
taken in the same sense in v. 51 a8 in 38.



CHAPTER XX!

TreE tesurrection of our Lord is not less a postulate of
history than of doctrinal theology. Without it, the Christian
Church is inconceivable. The greater the importance of the
fact, the clearer the testimony of history for it, the more have
the enemies of Christianity been tempted to make their assault
upon it, and the more unsuccessful have their assaults been,
There could be Lut a single election: Christianity was either
to be despoiled of her Good Friday or of ber Easter; it was
cither to be made good that the Saviour rose, but had not really
died, or that he really died but did not rise. The latter alterna-
tive was the one embraced so early as the time of the Jewish
opposers of Christ (Matt. xxviii. 13,) and of Celsus, and at a
later period by the English Deists: Woolston, (Discourses on
the Miracles of the Saviour, 1727-1729,) Chubb, (Posthumous
Works, 1748, i. 330, seq.) and “The Resurrection considered,”
1744, (attributed to Morgan,) and the author of the “ Wolfen.
biittel Fragments,” (in the fourth Contribution.) These older
assanlts sacrificed to the aversion felt by their anthors toward
nuracles, the character of the Apostles for honesty, but they
could not solve that mystery of a falsehood which could have
been invented for no advantage but that of bonds and martyr-
dom, a falsehood which was defended with a joyousness of
faith and with an enthusiasm which overcame the world, a
falsehood for which, after all, no other motive could be assigned
than the improbable wish of avenging the delusion practiced
on themsilves, by deluding others. German rationalism has
given up this mode of getting out of the difficulty, and has
acknowleged that something must have occurred between the

. 1A good dogmatice-historical monograph on the resurrection of Chrlst is furnished
in tho work: Do Jesu in vitam reditu, by Daedes, Utrecht, 1841,
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period when the Apostles were like frightened deer, and
gathered with closed doors in Jerusalem, and that period when,
threatened by the authorities of their country, they boldly
proclaimed: ¢ We cannot but speak the things which we have
seen aud heard,” (Acts iv. 20.) “If,” says Dr. Paulus, (Komm.
iii. p. 867,) «if we take in, with a historic glance, the account
of the origin of Christianity, from the last evening of the life
of Jesus to the end of the fifty days that followed, it is undenia-
ble that in this brief interval something of a wholly extraordi-
nary character in iuspiring their courage, must have occurred
to have brought the Apostles, who timorously fled on that night,
who were to the last degree destitute of self-reliance and help-
less, to have brought them to the point at which they stood,
when exalted above all fear of death in the presence of the
judges of the murdered Jesus, judges exasperated to the last
degree, they exclaimed: ¢ We ought to obey God rather than
men.’”” “Something extraordinary must have occurred,” so
Strauss, also, declares, (ii. p. 631, 4th ed., Eng. tr. iii. 366.)
But that extraordinary occurrence is not, as onc might in
accordance with the laws of the mind expect, to be sought in an
impulse from some external source, not (as rationalism supposed,,
10 the resuscitation of one, who, while apparently dead, had becn
interred, but in an internal process of the imagination which
embodied into a personal appearing that Jesus whom faith
knew as glorified with God, and whose spiritual nearness it
experienced. The death of Christ and Good Friday with it,
belong to reality, but Easter morning lies in the domain of the
fancy. Without entering into a reply to what has been leveled
against this point in the warfare upon it, (and it has justly been
styled the Achilles heel of the whole mythical treatment of the
life of Jesus,) we would merely remark, that it stands or falls
with the historical credibility of the narrative in regard to
Thomas, stands or falls, consequently, with the genuineness of
the Gospel of John. The hypothesis mentioned, has remained
the undivided property of its author. Weisse, indeed, has
employed himself in reshaping those fancies in regard to the
risen Christ, with which Strauss would have nothing to do, by
explaining them as ghost-like influences of the Redcemer after
Lis death. —The negative criticism has derived here also, the
2n
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external support for its attacks from the @iserepancies of th'o
Fvangelists. They arc undoubtedly more numerous on .thlB
pont than on others in the history, though (with two exceptions
perhaps,) not of any more importance. The most senous.dlfﬁ-
culty, is that which rests on Matt. xxviii. 7, 10, ef. xxvi. 32,
inasmuch as Matthew seems to know of no other appearings
of Jesus to the Disciples, than those in Galilee. If we consider
ourselves authorized to judge in a general way of that passage
without reference to the character of the Gospel of Matthew,
we might with Dades, 1. c. 128, aud Ebrard, ii. p. 728, say that
Christ's language referred to his appearing in the presence of
the mass of his Disciples; it is self-evident, too, that he did not
command his Disciples to depart immmediately, but only at the
close of the week of the feast. But it is better to bear in mind
in addition, that the Gospel of Matthew is, as a general thing,
an account especially of what was acted on the theatre of
Galilee. We would only direct attention, then, furtlier to the
fact that in Matt. xxviii. 16 mention is made of a mountain
designated by Jesus as a spot where the Disciples were to
assemble, which shows that there were appearances of Christ
which Matthew left unmentioned. On the patristic attempts to
recoucile the discrepancies, see Niemeyer de Evang. de narran-
do in Christi reditu dissensione, 1824, on those of a more
recent date, see Griesbach, who (in his Dissertation de fontibus
unde Evang. suas de resurrectione domino narrationes, Op. ii.,)
carries out the view that cach Evangelist records the reports
about the risen Saviour in the order in which they came to
him. The most recent attempts will be found noticed in
Lbrard.

The cnemies of the Redeemer were to see him no more
when he had risen, this was the privilege of his friends alone,
but he no longer makes his abode even in their circle, but
appears only at intervals. The forty days preceding the Ascen-
sion, are a period of transition to our Lord bhimself, who was
uo longer bound by the ordinary conditions of earthly being;
they were also a period of trausition for the Disciples, who
were to be weaned from the relations of outward sense to
him,
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CURIST APPEARS TO MARY MAGDALENE AFTER HIS RESURREC-
TION. — V. 1-18.

V.1, 2. Just at this point we find the three Synoptists
differing from one another, and from John. Before entering
in detail upon these differences, on which critics have in recent
times laid such stress, it must first of all be made clear, why
such differences are inevitable in all historical writings, in the
next place, that they are found in all profane authors, and
finally, what their relation is to the interests of religion; here
belongs my dissertation “on the relation of differences in
detail, to truth upon the whole,” in my Glaubwiirdigkeit der
ev. Geschichte, ¢ Credibility of the Evangelical History,” p.
370, seq. 2d ed. (p. 456, seq.) The most recent criticism has
banished all attempts at reconciliation “to the lumber-room of
antiquated harmonistics.” But as there is no department of
history where the very same thing must not be employed, it
can only be regarded as the result of enmity to the evan-
gelical history, when men repel, just in its case, all efforts at
reconciliation. It is possible that in the events here detailed, it
may be as Olshausen, following Griesbach and Hess, represents
it: “The accounts of the Synoptists, (and of John,) form two
parallel series; Joln relates merely what he witnessed, the
Synoptists probably heard what they relate, from one of the
women. By simply assuming now, that Mary Magdalene sepa-
rated herself from the women, first came to the sepulchre alone,
and then called Peter and John thither, the parallel character
of the two accounts becomes clear and palpable. The course
of events is then the following: Farly in the morning, Mary
Magdalene with the other women, repairs to the sepulchre, but
hastens in advance of them, and to her amazement finds the
sepulchre empty. Mary at once goes in haste to Peter and John,
meanwhile the other women come up, see the angels, and hear
their words. After the women have gone, Mary comes back
with the two Disciples, who after examining the grave return
home, while Mary still remains at the grzwe_weeping, and here
the angels show themselves to her also, and then our Lord
himself appears. After this appearing, which was confined to
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Mary, our Lord revealed himself to the women also on their
way back.” (Translation of Olshausen’s Comm. vol. iv. 273,
Clark’s For. Theol. Libr.) The absence of a solicitous exact-
ness on the part of the Evangelists in their narratives, which
makes it 8o easy to show contradiction in them, is here proven
by the use of the plural offapey, in v. 2, which, as Strauss can-
not deny, (ii. p. 573, Eng tr. iii. 314,) removes the main point
in the difference, since it is apparent {rom the use of the plural,
that John also knew of several women, though he only men-
tions the Magdalene. Xd33ara here means week, and the car-
dinal number (wd) is used instead of the ordinal in accordance
with the usage of the later Ilchrew, and cspecially of the
Aramean, (Winer, p. 224, 4th cd., Eng. transl. 196.) The fact
of the taking away of the stone, leads to the inference of the
taking away of the body—not exactly with an inimical design,
as the question of Mary to the gardener, v. 15, shows. The
woman hastens not to her female, but to her male, friends. It
may be asked whether she must not necessarily encounter her
female friends as she returned; but on the other side it may be
asked: what if these were going by the usual road, and Mary,
as the means of returning more quickly, struck into a by-way ?
What if it was necessary for her to take a different path from
theirs to get to Peter? Cf. what Hess (Th. iii. p. 465, seq.)
adduces from Josephus.—From the repetition of the mpoc, Ben-
gel concludes that John was not in the same place as Peter.

V. 3-10. The imperfect #joyovro, is used of an action in
passing. The inquisitiveness prompted by love, perhaps, also,
his more youthful ycars, caused John to run in advance of
Peter; he sees, with what could have been no slight surprise,
t?ae linen clothes lying, a fact which contradicted the supposi-
tion that the body had becu taken away. The more courageons
Peter enters the vault, (cf. on xi. 38,) and now notices that the
differcnt parts of the burial clothes are laid apart as carefully
as if the person on whom they had been had done it, John
also sees this, and ventures to belicve in a resurrection. That
the éméarevgey refers to faith in the account given by the Mag-
Ll.alene, v. 2, (Brasmus, Grotius, Heumann,) is inadmissible,
since the very fact that the ¥nen clothes were carefully laid
aside would, on the contrary, put a robbery out of the question.
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But neither can we, with Ebrard, refer the éxiorevaey to the
same object as ¢Zde, to wit: the linen laid off with regularity,
for then the connection with v. 9 is broken, nor is it said that
Peter had given John an assurance about it, on the contrary,
according to v. 5, John had seen the things himself. It is true
the wearevery here, also, (sce on ii. 11,) expresses a lower degree
of faith, the mere faith in a probability, like that faint hope
expressed by the Disciples who went to Emmaus, Luke xxiv.
21. The account of the same fact in Luke xxiv. 12, mentions
Peter only, to whom wonder merely is attributed; a similar
abscnce of care on the part of the narrator is very clearly seen
there, moreover, since from the 7aée, v. 24, it is manifest that
Teter did not go to the grave alone. A faith in the resurrec-
tion of Christ based on Seripture, John represents as the higher
grade, the Scripture here, also, representing only the objective
divine counsel, cf. &Js, Luke xxiv. 26. As to the difficulty
often urged, of understanding Low the Disciples should not
have remembered the predictions of the resurrection so dis-
tinctly made, we have but to bear in mind, that while they
easily comprzhended the verbal meaning of the announcements,
they may have regarded the cxpressions as figurative, (cf. Luke
ix. 45, Mark ix. 10.)

V. 11-13. The hurrying Disciples had been slowly followed
by Mary ; it may be asked then : why did she still weep when the
Disciples must have comforted her ? It is questionable, whether
they met her on her return. But if they did, the reason of
their hope, which was still far from certainty, might not at
once comfort her woman's heart which had been so deeply
agitated. Luther makes some fine suggestionsin regard to the
unbounded character of her sorrow. Ie directs attention, for
example, to the fact that the other women, when they see the
angelic appearance, fly, (Mark xvi. 5,) but not so Mary: “so
full of devotion, longing and love toward the Lord Jesus Christ
is she, that she neither sees nor hears.” The angelic appear-
ances cannot well be transferred to the realm of mere fancy,
although the Apostles themselves supposed that the women
were susceptible of an illusion of the fancy, (Luke xxiv. 23,)—
“none but the angels at the resurrectiou seem to belong to
history,” (Ilase, ev. Dogm. p. 115, 2d ed.)—hut just as little
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have the writers of the Bible apprchended such appearances a3
ordinary facts of the world of sense. They several times con-
nect with angelic appearances, the terms drrasia and Gpupa,
(Luke i. 22, Acts x. 3;) the angels, consequently, may have
been perceived only when the mind was in an exalted condition,
and by the inner sense.

V.14,15. The woman turning round perceived Jesus, with-
out recognizing him—was this the result of her sorrow merely ?
See in answer to this question, what is said on v. 19.—The
sepulchre lay in a garden, and whom would she more naturally
cxpect® to see at this early hour of the morning than the
gardener? Hug has directed attention to an additional circum-
stance which may strengthen this conjecture, (Freib. Zeitschr.
IL. 7, p. 162, seq.) When persons were crucified they were
stripped with the exception of the subligaculum, the cloth about
the loins; Jesus had no other covering than this when he wus
interred. But this was also the solitary picce of clothing worn
by laborers in the field: and thus Mary’s conjecture is made
natural. Adrov, Bengel: putat, hortulano statim constare, quem
velit, ¢“she thinks that the gardener will at once understand
whom she means.” ’Adpd, Bengel : parata est novum sepulerum
querere, “she is prepared to seek a new sepulchre,” but there
lies more in her words than this: Luther, “In sooth, she would
have had a goodly burden, a woman undertaking to carry a
dead body. But just so every Christian heart, which truly
loves Christ, is ready to think that it has strength enough to
do whatever it wills to do.”

V.16-18. Tt seems as if while she speaks to the gardener,
as she supposes, she turns her eyes away from him, and not
until he speaks to her again turns hersclf round; that tone in
which she as a penitent sinner had heard herself addressed in
the most important moment of her life, she now reeognizes
once more; she breaks forth into the wonted address and pet-
haps sinks at the fect of the risen Redeemer, or places her hands
upon him to be satisfied of his reality. Cod. 13 adds: xa:
Tpogédpapsy dpaadar adrod, “and she ran to touch him.” The
language of our Lord, s} pov drrov, has seemed so difficult to
understand, that o change in the reading itself has been pro-
posed. Even Liicke is disposed to read a6 pov dxrov, as Schul-
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thess had suggested. The main question in forming our
estimation of the numerous efforts at explanation is, whether
they harmonize with the meaning of dareadai rwoc? We
would make the following classification of them: 1) drreada,
to touch, to finger, to feel. a)Dr. Paulus: “ Do not lay a finger on
me for my wounds still smart.” &) Weisse: “Do not jay a
finger on me, for I am still spiritual and have a body yet to
attain.” ¢) Schleiermacher, Olshausen, (1st and 8d ed.) “Do not
touch me, for I am still passing through the process of glorifi-
cation, and my flesh is still susceptible of injury.” But thus the
process of glorification would be preposterously represented
after the analogy of a cicatrizing wound. d) Fr. v. Meyer,
Fikenscher: ¢“Thou needest not touch me—to wit: to test
whether I am a spirit or not, (v. 27, Luke =xxiv. 39,)—for I
Liave not yet been taken from the earth.”—2) To lay hold of,
cling to any one, liere especially of clinging to the knees or to
the feet to kiss them, as in Matt. xxviii. 9. a) Beza, Piscator,
Gerhard, Maldonatus, Heumann, Mosheim: “Do not delay
with me, thou wilt have time enough for intercourse with me,
for I will remain several weeks with you, hasten rather, &e.”
b) Camero, Kypke, Kuinél, Meyer: “Embrace not my knees,
for I am not yet glorified, and this divine reverenee to me is
not yet proper.” ¢) Chrysostom, Luther: ¢ Do not kiss and lay
a finger on me so familiarly as in former days, for although I
have not yet ascended, I am soon to ascend.” d) Augustine,
Calvin, Mclancthon, Grotius, Lampe, Olshausen, (2d ed.) Nean-
der : “Thou must not so cling to my earthly appearance, for I
am not yet in that glorified condition in which thou mayest
abide with me.” 8) To dwell upon a thing spiritually. De
Wette: “DBe not absorbed in my present appearance, the aban-
donment of yourself o this feeling cannot truly satisfy you.”
This third mode of apprehending the expression, has this
especially to favor it, that it dispenses with the necessity of
supposing some gesture on Mary’s part to give completeness to
the narrative of the Evangelist, a gesture of which he has made
no mention, and yet of which had it occurred we would expect
some mention in a method of narration so plastic as bhis.
Against it lies the objection that the usage of drresdai two¢ in
this sense is not sufficiently established; used of things, it
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oertainly means, “fo engage tn, trouble onc’s self with, and of
persons, in a bad sense, to designate a violent assault, (Plato,
Pol. V. 465, B. Menex. 244, A.) but is it used also in a good
sense? Passow certainly, in the 4th ed. of his Lexicon, admits
that it may be used of persons with whom one has to do, cither
in a good or in a bad sense. Against the second interpretation
may be urged, that it secms to make the expression mean too
much. Nevertheless the very expression drrecdar roddy, yovdray,
is connected with mpogwysiy in Pindar, Nem. viii. v. 22, in Ho-
mer, and in the Septuagint, 2 Kings iv. 27, and cxpresses a
supplicatory embracing of the knees, nor is it easy to believe
that Mary, under the impulse of the vehement emotion excited
by sceing our Lord, would have refrained from expressing her
feelings by a gesture, and supposing her to have made one, we
are reminded very naturally of Matt. xxviii. 9, where it is said
of the women: of d¢ wpoceddoboar éxpdryauy udred Tobg modag, xat
mpogexbynooy 0otw, ¢ they came and held him by the feet and
worshiped him.” If we deeide for this meaning of drresda,
the method of taking it suggested under d, would deserve the
preference; for the first has against it, that if it were correet,
the reason for forbidding the touching, would have been differ-
ently stated, perhaps by odzw yop dve3eivew, or something of the
sort; to the view under b, is opposed the fact, that Christ, Matt.
xxviii. 9, does not prevent the adoration, and that the mposxdyyecc,
as it was not a divire adoration, was not rejected by him even at
an earlier period, (Luke v. 8, Matt. xvii. 14, Mark x. 17;) to the
view under ¢, the meaning of the word is opposed. In the first
class, the most tenable view is that of Fr. v. Meyer, although
the thought ob ydp mvedpd ein, is certainly not expressed with
sufficient clearness by ofzw yap dvaPéfprn. Licke adduces as
an additional reason against it, that Christ himself, Luke xxiv.
39, John xx. 27, invited a test by the touch, but to this the
reply may be made: that supposing Mary to have placed her
hand upen him to assure herself of his reality, the words g7 uov
drrov are not to be regarded as prohibitory, but, as what follows
shows, as a tranquilizing address, “Thou needest not feel me,
for, &e.” In our judgment, more than one of the views offered
may claim a character of probability, but we are not prepared
to decide which is entitled to the preference.—The words
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dvaBaive, &c., which recall the promise in the las’. discourses
of Jesus, comprehend in them something consolatory. They
express the triumphant exaltation of the Redeemer himself to
glory, and a participation on the part of the Disciples in that
love of the Father, which he, the first-born enjoys; of both
these, his farewell discourse had spoken, (xiv. 28, xvii. 20-26.)

THE RISEN SAVIOUR APPEARS TO THE APOSTLES.—v. 19-23.

V.19, 20. It would seem that this 1s the same appearance
after the resurrection, detailed in Luke xxiv. 86, scq.; there is
a similarity not only in the facts, but in the words of Christ, (v.
48, 49.) As to the reading, we would observe, that according
to Cod. A B D, ouvyrpévor should be rejected from the text.
In the opinion of the Fathers, and the theologians of the
Lutheran Church, it is a just inference from the text, that Jesus
passed through the closed doors, and consequently must have
risen in a glorified body.? This view seems to be favored by
the fact that his Disciples did not recognize him, v. 14, ch. xxi.
4, Luke xxiv. 13, seq., by the express declaration, Mark xvi.
12, the sudden appearing, John xxi. 1, and the vanishing, Luke
xxiv. 81, to which is to be added the doctrinal argument, that
the resurrection of Christians in glory is designated as a repeti-
tion or continuation of the resurrection of Christ, (1 Cor xv.
20, Col. 1. 18.) Thus it is viewed at a recent date, by Olshau-
sen, Krabbe, (“The Doctrine of Sin,” p. 299, seq.) F. Kuhn,
(“ How did Christ pass through the door of the grave?” 1838.)
Reasons, not destitute of weight, are in conflict with this view,
The fact, indeed, that Christ after his resurrection partoolc of
carthly nourishment, (Luke xxiv. 42, John xxi. 13,) may be set
aside by the distinction, that the capacity to assimilate food
does not necessarily presuppose its necessity; but when the risen
Saviour attriputes to himself flesh and dones, Luke xxiv. 389,

1 Neander compares, also, the nppearing before the dcidexa, ¢ twelve,” 1 _Cnxn xv.
5; he thinks in general, that Paul there brings in the appearances of Christ after
his resurrection in chronological order, a supposition which would render it neces-
sary to transpose from Galilee to Jerusalem, the appearing before the five hundred.

Cf Suicer, Thes. eccles. i. p. 1413; Whithy, de interp. script. e patr. p. 288, &;
Gerhard, Harm. Ev. sect. 212 ; Quenstept, Syst. Theol. 1. 1IT. pf34 ALnLl.Jer.m dls'plll-
tation for this view, armed at every point, was preparcd by Gunther, Leipzig, 1693
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cun this body be that e@ua ¢ 86é7¢, which is aseribed to hir.n in
his present condition ? (Philip. iii. 21.) Can this be harmonized
with the fact that according to 1 Cor. vi. 13, there shall be in
the glorified state no questions either about the xocda, or about
the fodpara, and that “flesh and blood’ are excluded from
the perfected kingdom of God ? (1 Cor. xv. 50.) On the other
hand: were there no analogy between the risen Christ and
Christians when they shall rise, how could Paul parallel them ?
Again : if Christ remained subject to all the earlier conditions
of his earthly being, how, during the fifty days that followed
his resurrection, could he keep aloof from the circle of his
Disciples, when he must, on this supposition, have been
impelled to seek in it to allay their agitation? We, conse-
quently, find ourselves compelled to take an intermediate view,
to suppose an essential change potentially in bodily organism,
which did not, however, come to its completion until the act of
ascension. It may be rendered very doubtful whether the
passages in John compel us to snppose that a miracle took
place. A decided couclusion could be drawn from the oty eis
6 pooy, v. 19, 26, only in case it had not been preceded by
7Adev and Epyerar, of. Luke xxiv. 36. The fact that @y dvpdv
xexdeeopévoy is repeated in v. 26, without the addition of dud
cov goflov T@y *lovduiwy, could be strictly demonstrative only in
case it were connccted, not with &oyerar, but with &ty el o
uéoov. Granting, however, that John speaks of a miraculous
appearing when the doors were closed, this would be far from
compelling us to think of a body of flesh and bones impenetra-
ting the wood of the door. The remark is already made by
Bucer and Calvin, that John does not write 8.« Fopdy xexier-
suéver; we may rather then, on the supposition that John
speaks of a miracle, imagine a miraculous opening of the door,
which is not mentioned, however, beeause the Disciples did not
percewve the mode of entrance.—The risen Saviour presented
himself in their midst with the salutation of peace, (see on xiv.
27.) After nc had vanquished death, and obtained the forgive-
ness of sins, there was peace: the repetition in v. 21 and v. 26,
shows that something emphatic lies in this salutation. On v.
20, cf. further the remarks on v. 25,

V. 21-23. Theyare comforted by a reference to that exulted
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destination, which had also teen spoken of in ch. xvii. 18. The
breath is the symbol of the Spirit, as is the wind, ch. iii. 8; it
1s Jesus who breathes on them, that is, through him the Spirit
is mediated. Ouly by the power of the Iloly Ghost can a judg-
ment be formed as to the moral position of men and its relation
to the kingdom of God; so far the promise in v. 22 is connected
with that in v. 23. This judgment of the Spirit, however, is
not an indistinet emotion, but is connected with the rule of
faith and life; so far the jus clavium, ‘the power of the keys,”
is in the later Church a right of the clergy.! It isan important
question, whether the breathing is to be regarded as the symbol
of an endowment yet to be conferred, or of one imparted at the
time. The latter view is the prevalent one; but as the pouring
out of the Spirit took place at Pentecost, we already find that
Chrysostom discriminates between diverse operations of the
Spirit, in unison with whose view Gerhard says: Dicendum,
quod spiritum sanctum jam ante acceperint ratione sanctifica-
tionis, hic accipiunt eum ratione ministersi Evangelici; in die
Pentecostes accipiunt eum ratione miraculosorum donorum,
“it may be said, that they had already received the Holy Spirit
in respect of sanctification, here they receive bim in respect of
the ministry of the Gospel; on tlie day of Pentecost they receive
him in respect of the gifts of miracles.” These diverse qualitics,
however, are all grounded in the same spiritual substance, we
must, consequently, regard the whole of them as from the be-
ginning imparted potentially, and only becoming operative by
degrees, or we must bring them into a gradual relation. Cal-
vin, Bengel, Liicke, Olshausen, regard the outpouring of tho
Spirit at Pentecost as a guantitive climax of the Spirit, as the
culminating point; but if the Spirit had been imparted before
Pentecost, why not, also, before this éreathing on the Disciples?
Olshausen, in fact, supposes that there was an impartation of the
Spirit at the time of the sending forth of the Apostles, men-
tioned in Matt. x. In what, then, does this solemn act differ
from that continued impartation of the Spirit which took place
without any such act? Moreover, had this act been one of

1 The promise, Matt. xvi. 19, is related; it would not mercly be related, but
would correspond with it, if the ¢« finding” in that passage could be tuken as equiv-
alent to the xoareiv, ** the retaining,’ in this.
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essential moment to the Apostles, could Thomas, who was ab-
sent at the time, be deprived of it without detriment? Again,
does not the expression, vii. 39, compel us to regard the specific
irpartation of the Spirit as a consequence of Christ’s dofaopic,
“ arlorification,” and does not his “glorification” begin with
his “sgitting at the right hand of the Father?” TFinally, it is
to be noted that in Luke xxiv. 49, also, reference is made only
to the future. We must return, then, to the view of Grotius
and Lampe, according to which the symbol typifies something
future. Liicke employs as an argument against this, Ezek.
xxxvil. 9. Dat what can that passage decide in thes question?
The prophet calls to the wind, which becomes a breath of life
in the dead. We cannot even aftirm that there is here a sym-
bolic, prophetic action, the wind itself is considered as the breath
of life! In fact, most of the symbolical actions of the prophets
are typifications of something futare, (of this we have a New
Testament example in Aects xxi. 11.) With more justice,
Strauss, (il. p. 646,) adduces the laying on of hands for the im-
partation of the Spirit, an appeal, too, might be made to the
imperative 2d3sre.  But an absolute present time must not he
inferred from the use of it, since it must be conceded that the
Apostles were at that time in no condition to exercise those
fanctions of spiritual judgment of which v. 28 speaks.

CHRIST APPEARS T0 THOMAS AND THE OTHER A POSTLES.
v. 24-29.

V. 24, 25. In proportion as we have marked the disposition
of recent times to consider the Apostles as credulous, in that
proportion is there something striking in the appearance of a
Disciple with so much critical reflection as Thomas displays.
Evidence is afforded in his language, ch. xi. 16, that the inmost
soul of this Disciple had been arrested by the truth pertaining
to Christ’s person, and still farther evidence is furnished by the
cxclamation in which he breaks forth in v. 28 of this chapter.
In virtue of this impression, he, too, must have felt that cer-

P1f it be not better on the whole, with Havernick, Komm. zum Ezek. in loc., to

take MY in tho sense of Spirit, in which case the passare i3 sti apted
prove what Lucke would use it,foz. passage Tv stllless adapted to
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tainty which the Disciples who went to Emmaus expressed, that
all could not be at an end with this Jesus. But the reflection
of his intellect suppressed the wishes and anticipations which
were aroused in his feelings. His disposition to doubt trans-
cended in fact the limits of mere caution. It is not enough for
hini to see the prints of the nails, he will feel them, and even this
will not satisfy him, he desires in addition to thrust his hand
into the Saviour's side. It seems almost inconceivable that
from the omission of a mention in this place and at v. 20, of
prints in the feet, the inference could be drawn that the feet
were not pierced with nails in crucifixion, yet even Liicke con-
fidontly draws this inference. If Thomas, after feeling the
Saviour’s hands and side, had insisted on feeling his feet also,
would not this doubting mood leave upon the mind the impres-
gion of an absurdity? Besides this, for any one whom the tes-
timony of Luke xxiv. 89, seq. does not satisfy, the fact that the
feet, also, were nailed in crucifixion, may certainly be regarded
as placed beyond all doubt by the investigations of 1lug and
Bahr.

V. 26-29. On the eighth day of the week of the feast, (the
feast days may be reckoned as seven and as cight,) we again
find the Apostles together, probably shortly before their depart-
ure from Jerusalem. *FEoo seems tointimate that they usually
met in one and the same place. Our Saviour’s language to
Thomas, which seems to give proof of an extraordinary know-
ledge, testifies of his disapprobation, yet he kindly complies,
at the same time, with the demands of this extreme doubt.
But the mere appearing and word of the risen Saviour arrest the
doubting Disciple in his inmost soul, so that he omits the appli-
cation of the very test he had desired,' and breaks forth with an
intensity of exclamation, which is to be regarded not as the
result of the momentary impression, but as the exponent of all
the impressions cherished in the preceding period. The efmey
avzip, “said unto him,” shows that his expression was addressed
to the Saviour, and was not, as Theodore of Mopsuestia and
Dr. Paulus understand it, a mere exclamation of amazement.
To avoid misapprchending the answer of our Lord, we must

1 The words §r¢ édpandr ue, *“ because thou hast seen me,” show that Thowmas Jid
not place his kands upon Christ.
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bear in mind, that what he says is meant only to have ref-
crence to the domain of religinn, but it is essential to re-
ligious faith, in antithesis to the outer world, to hold fast
to that which is invisible, map’ éAnida éx° éixide, ‘“against
Lope in hope,” Rom. iv. 18; the language here, indeed, per-
tains to a historic fact lying in the sphere of the senses,
but, as De Wette very truly remarks, this fact has a truth con-
nected with it pertaining to the sphere of ideas, (xiv. 18, seq.
xvi. 21,) and the recognition of that truth inclines the mind to
the reception of the historical fact. Iad the later times which
follow Christ’s departure from our earth, been, like Thomas,
willing, only on the evidence of the senses, to believe in him
who had risen from the dead, the Christian Church could have
no existence.—As the Evangelist closes his Gospel with these
words of our Lord, he insists upon the basis of them, as it were,
that his readers should confide in the testimony here given, and
thus v. 30, 31 are attachcd to the close. The aorists (fovrec
and mworedoavres are to be explained by the use of the aorist in
general propositions and proverbs, as in James i. 11, 24, Luke
i. 52.

V. 30, 31. There arc two ways in which these closing words
may be construed. The majority refer raira to oyusia, and con
neet v. 30, 31 very closely: “Jesus truly had done — but thesc
opusia,”’ &c. Mév odv may, however, as in some other places, be
used as a formula of closing, (Luke iii. 18, Acts v. 41,) where
we would use “but yet,” and then the verses are more com-
pletely separated, and radra is equivalent to r. 3:9A. roiro. The
meaning of o7pucia will be determined by the one or the other
of these constructions. We can hardly, in accordance with
John’s usage elsewhere, (ix. 16, x. 41, xi. 47,) apply the expres-
sion oppueta mosiv to any thing except the miracles of Christ.
Yet the first construction seems to force us to understand by
oyjpsia, the miraculous appearings of the Saviour after his
resurrection, which indeed are called Texpypea, “ proofs,” Actsi.
3. This view is confirmed by John’s language : ““in the pres-
ence of his Disciples,” &vimeoy téy roedpray adrod, while the
niracles were performed before all the people, (Luke xxiv. 19.)
This view is the one held by Chrysostom, Erthymiuns, Maldo-
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natus,' Semler, Olshansen, Liicke, and many others. It is a
view, however, which we cannot adopt. Iirst of all is opposed
to it, that the text docs not express the “auch” (also) which
Luther adds, and which we would naturally expect, “ also many
other things;” it docs not read as in xxi. 25, x«¢ dida moAAd, but
we have merely the increasing xa/, which is not expressed in
German, (Kiihner, ii. 422.) (In English, “and indeed, and
truly.””) The proposition, consequently, is not connected with
what precedes. Further, we ask, could John have known of
many other appearings of Christ after the resurrection? In ch.
xxi. 14, he speaks of a third appearing only, which took place
before all the Disciples. Again, how could he have been led to
use opusia wossty in speaking of miraculous appearings? Final-
ly, docs not the cxpression év 7. FfA. 7., “in this book,” show
that he had the entire book in his eye? in which case it is not
credible, that here at the close of his entire work he meant only
to speak of the last things narratcd in it, and on them especial-
ly to establish the faith and life of the Church. It is no doubt
possible that raira refers to the miracles narrated in the earlier
parts of the Gospel, in which case the first construction may be
retained, without deviating from the ordinary meaning of
oqueia woetv. Nor will it be thought incredible, after compar-
ing ch. xii. 37, that he meant to furnish a ground for faith, in
the miracles he has detailed. On the other hand, if the second
construction be followed, (cf. what Beza already notices in regard
to pévody,) then tabra covers the entire contents of the Gospel,
exactly as in xxi. 24, and the observation, v. 30, forms so much
more natural a close, as John is the very Evangelist who has
narrated but few ogueia. The fact that he has written: évomcoy
t@y padqrdy, “in the presence of his Disciples,” we explain by
supposing that he here names the padyraf, “Disciples,” as the
witnesses, through the medium of whom the faith of the Churc’h
arose, that very faith which the Evangelist designed by this
Gospel to exalt. DBesides, the padyrai, “Disciples,” were al-
ways the most immediate witnesses of the miracles, of. vi1. 3.

1 Maldonatus urges that mode of nnderstanding it, a3 8 proof that John did not
close his Gospel here, but cnly the materials in regard to the first manifestations
after the resurrection; 8o, too, Heumann.



CHAPTER XXI.

WirH the close of ch. xx. the Gospel was closed. We have
now an appendix, which bears throughout the characteristics
of John’s spirit and style, and which closes with a testimony
from some other hand. Supplements like this are found, also,
in the historians, as for example, in Nepos' Life of Atticus.
But the recent and most recent criticism judges in a wholly
different way in regard to this chapter. The opponents of the
genuineness of John’s Gospel have made this appendix, and
especially its closing verses, a poiut from which they have
proceeded to contest the authenticity of the Gospel itself. Cf.
the Introduction, § 6. But we see that those, also, who have
defended the genuinencss of the Gospel, unite, with hardly an
exception, in the judgment that thés chapter is not genuine, as
for example Credner, Liicke, Neander, D¢ Wette and Schwei-
zer; of recent writers, only Meyer, Olshausen and Guericke, can
be mentioned on the other side. ILiicke thinks that “the entire
chapter, as respects language, delineation and matter, presents
the most singular phenomena,” (ii. p. 805,) “the style of
thought, the language, the mode of recital throughout the chap-
ter, betray an author wholly different from the Evangelist,” (p.
825.) To the exaggeration in this judgment—which in Schwei-
zer, p. 120, seq., goes almost even further —we would put a
limitation by the declaration of Credner, who has applied him-
self with special diligence to the investigation of the peculiari-
tics of the New Testament style: (Kinleit. ins N. Test. i. 1,
p- 232,) “There is not a single external testimony against the
21st chapter, and regarded internally, this chapter displays almost
all the peculiarities of John's style.” The differences of style
are in fact so inconsiderable, that they can hardly be regarded

as having weight in the face of the numerous coincidences with
(420)
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John, which Guericke, (in his Introduction, p. 310,) following
Credner, has gathered together. Now, this harmony with John,
in point of style, furnishes at once a very strong proof of the
genuineness of this chapter, for if it were designed, (and unde-
signed it could not be,) where does there exist in the ancient
Church an example of a falsarius making so happy a counter-
feit? We cite the words in which Liicke states what he has to
confirm his doubt: (with which cf. Schweizer, p. 57,) “The
authenticity of this chapter stands or falls with the originality
of the last two verses; these in structure and in contents cohere
closely with the preceding onmes. On the other side, as the
point of view from v. 1 to 14 is abandoned at v. 15, the appen-
dix requires some sort of a conclusion, v. 24 at least. The
writer of v. 24 also wrote what precedes it. And, as there
is no rcason for separating v. 24 from v. 25, as on the contrary
the latter verse corresponds closely with the hyperbolical tone
of narration in v. 11, it follows that if v. 24 and 25 were not
written by John, neither is he the author of verses 1-23.” In
addition to this: “If v. 23 presupposes the death of the Evan-
gelist, there can no longer be a dispute as to the author; if
John himself had written the sentence, there would have been
a much more natural way of correcting ‘the saying,” loyos,
than by emphasizing the conditionating ¢ I will,” fav #édw.”
Schweizer finds in these last words “a verbal trifling unworthy
of the Evangelist.”” We enter, first of all, our most decided
protest against this imputation of a verbal trifling, and ask,
whether the child-like tone of John’s mind does not reveal itself
in the very fact that he clings in perfect simplicity to the words
of his Master, and repels an inference which, however flattering,
was yet unsurc? We are inclined to think that the occasion
for this appendix was furnished by the saying that was in cur-
rency about him, that he would not die. A lowly, child-like
man would be the very one to feel a hearty desire to repel an
expectation of that sort, and it is our opinion, that partly to
give a vivid picture of the circumstances under which this last
cxpression was uttered by our Lord, partly to link it with the
appearings after his resurrection, which had been previously
detailed, he gives the complete account of this delightful inter-
view in Galilee. If this be the occasion of the appendix, and
20
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if this chapter be but an appendix, we are at a loss to know how
Dr. Liicke can, with justice, insist that the Evangelist must yet
have added a closing word. The Evangelist had, in fact, already
closed, ch. xx. 30, 31. The necessity, therefore, is by no means
clear, ¢ that the author of v. 24 must have also written what
precedes it.”  If it be further affirmed, that the hyperbole in
v. 25 corresponds with that in v. 11, we do not apprehend that
any such correspondence exists, for while in v. 25 every one
acknowledges a hyperbole, we cannot comprehend why the
number of the fishes, one hundred and fifty-three, must be, not
historical, but hyperbolical. We believe that with far better
conscience the question may be started: Is it credible that the
same pen which wrote v. 25 could have writlen that simple
narrative whicli is found in this chapter ?—There are no doc-
trinal interests for whose sake an earnest defense of John’s
authorship in this last chapter is neccessary ; if, with Neander
and Liicke, the view is held, that the account flowed from the
oral tradition of the Evangelist, it amounts to the same thing.
But the unprejudiced testing of the points involved in criticism,
compels us, as regards the authorship of this chapter, to differ
from the highly esteemed expositors we have just mentioned.!

JESUS APPEARS IN (GALILEE.— MIRACULOUS DRAUGHT oF FISHES.
v. 1-14.

V. 1-3. After the festival lad ended, the Disciples had
returued to Galilee, where, in the brief interval which yet remain-
ed until Pentecost, they stayed and again pursued their calling.
The expresssion gavepoiv avréy, “ he showed himself,” implics
that there was in his appearing something wonderful, (Mark xvi.
12.) 'Lzt 7. Jal,, “on the shore of the sea,” that is, ¢ at the
gea,” cf. on vi. 19. They had cast their nets during the night,
as at this time, as Aristotle already mentions, fishing could be
conducted to the best advantage. On Nathaniel, sec above on
1. 52.

V. 4-8. The question of Jesus implics a design on his part
of taking a meal in company with his Disciples, (v. 12.) The

! The literature of the earlier controversial writiurs on this oint, is
s N s 8 1 S HDe
desieuated in Lnicke, ii. p. 524, & point, is speclelly
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Disciples may, however, have taken him for a stranger, desiring
to purchase food for his breakfast. The Disciple who loved the
Lord is distinguished by a profounder sympathy, in virtue of
which he at once, partly by the miracle, partly by his form and
voice, recognizes him. Deter, on the other hand, here also is
the swifter of the two in forming a resolution. Ibpuvéc, as is
well known, does not always designate a complete nakedness,
yet we may suppose that Peter had on nothing besides the sub-
ligaculum, of which mention has been made on xx. 15. As to
the érevduryc, BEuthymius speaks of a light garment without
sleeves and coming ounly to the knee, and which we should
probably fancy as narrow, like a kind of shirt, which he says
was in common use by fishermen; Theophylact speaks of a
light garment which the fishermen either wore over the other
clothes, or next to the skin. The raiment mentioned hy
Euthymius would at least have been a hindrance in swimming,
and des{wouro may then be translated, either “he girded up,”
or “he girded around him.” T mlowpiy is the dat. instr.

V. 9-14. How the fire of coals and the food had heen pre-
pared is not clear, for they could not have been got rcady by
Peter in such baste. There is nothing improbable in the state-
ment, that the Disciples, astonished at the large number of fishes
taken, counted them, and just as little in the fact that the num-
berimpressed itself on their memory. Therecent writers regard
the tenor of v. 12 as strange and obscure, but what else can be
the intention of the Evangelist than this, that the Disciples, far
from the familiarity which had been their wont, refrained from
expressing the joy they felt at beholding their Lord again?
How natural is this in the position in which the Lord places
himself to them after his resurrection, and how artlessly is it
expressed by the Evangelist ! —The appearing to the women is
not included in v. 14, but merely the two appearings in the
circle of the Disciples, mentioned in ch. xx.

CoxvEirsarioN oF CHRIsT witH PeTER.—v. 15-238.

V. 15-17. They are still sitting at the meal, which, to draw
an infercnce from v. 12, had been passed through more silently
than usual. The reproving look which the Redeemer had cast
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on Peter after his denial, (Luke xxii. 61,) was still burning in
his soul; he was deposed as it were from his earlier official
dignity, and must be restored to it again The mode in which
this is done, is one so full of spirit, so far beyond the reach of
invention, that any presumption of a mere fiction in the case is
put to the blush: Love to Christ is the grand essential for feeding
his flock. With the threefold denial corresponds the triple
hammer-stroke of this question on the heart of Peter. The
first question is a remembrancer to him of his language, when
he was guilty of the assumption of ascribing to himnself a love
stronger than that of all the rest, (Matt. xxvi. 33.) The words,
“Simon, son of Jonas,” with which Clrist addresses him, have
a character of solemnity, (Matt. xvi. 17.) In his reply the
Disciple no longer ventures to glance aside at the rest; yet far
from a sickly humility, he has the courage, despite his confusion,
to reply affirmatively, and to appeal to the witness of Him, in
whose power to search tlie depths of the heart he had confidence.
The questions which follow and which pierce yet more deeply,
drop the allusion to the other Disciples. Booxew and mocpaiverw,
mpofora and dovia (Matt. x. 16, Luke x. 8,) are synonymous,
the diminutive doviov had, like drioy, lost its diminutive signi-
fication, (see xviii. 26;) geds?v and drazdy have here the same
meaning, (see xi. 5.) The object of the humiliation is sufficiently
attained at the third question, but the Disciple, despite his grief,
cannot refuse to do justice to the assurance of his own self-
consciousness. The conviction 6b wdvra oidag, “thou knowest
all things,” might be deduced from experiences like that in
Matt. xvii. 27.  The argument for the primacy of Peter, is in a
forlorn condition if the defenders of it are compelled to attach to
this passage the importance that Maldonatus does: Quero, cui
universa ila (ecclesize) cura, nisi Petro, quero ubi, nist hie,
commissa sit? “I ask, to whom was that entire care of the

Clhiurch committed except to Peter, I ask, where but here was
it commitfed to him ?’

! Zwingle: Petrus de novo quasi inanguratur apostolico muneri ex Christi gratia,
a quo negando culpa sua merito exciderat, ut superabundet gratia, ubi delictum
abundaverat, “P_etcr is inzugurated, as it were, anew into the Aposytolic office, by
the grace of Christ, (from which at his denial his own fault had deservedly cut him
off,) that where sin Lad abounded, grace might much more abound.”

* He sustains himself especially by the argumen

t, that in the general expressi
“my sheep,” the other Apostles must be included. | g pression,
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V.18,19. An intimation of the serious trial the office wounld
bring with it; what our Lord, ch. xiii. 35, had already intima-
ted to the Disciples, he here repeats in an expression, which
after the style of the prophetic expressions, has a figurative
character, and presents the future, but with a veil over it. We
assume that the explanation John gives in v. 19, with which cf.
xii. 83, xviil. 32, is the correct one; the expression dofdZew r.
8. for the death by martyrdom, is in keeping with the partiality
which John has all along shown for the idea involved in
dosdZeewv.—V. 18 presupposes that Peter was no longer a young
man — we know that when he camme to Christ he was already
married ; it is also presupposed that he would reach old age —
he actually labored for more than thirty years after. The most
obvious sense offered by the sentence, is that first given by
Fikenscher: “In thy youth thou didst dispose of thyself at
thine own pleasure, with thine advancing years thou shalt be
more and more dependent on another, who will gird thee and
do with thee as he pleases.” Olshausen interprets in a similar
way: “in the vigorous fullness of thy youthful strength thou
hast done as it pleased thee, in thine old age this vivacious
spirit shall be broken.” To adopt this idea and yet allow the
claims of John's interpretation, would require us to say, that in
the crucifixion of Peter the language of our Lord was verified
in a higher and more definite sense. We approach more clearly
to the meaning John gives, when we regard the géirding in old
age simply as a figurative prophetic designation of binding, as
in Acts xxi. 11, (Beza, Calviy, Icumann, Meyer.) ’Exreive
would then mean ‘“to stretch out,” and would refer to the
fettering or binding of the hands, and /s to the leading away
to execution. IBut persons seuteuced to be crucificd, at least
when they were compelled to carry their cross, could not well
have becn led to execution with their hands bound; but
dxrelvery can also refer to the spreading out of the hands, and
certainly if John did not give it this interpretation then a
reference to the manner of death cannot be found in the
cxpression. The most probable view will always be that Johu
discovered in the words éxreveic rag yetoas, the distinet allusion
to crucifixion. In this case, however, the oiser 2t seems to
rake a hysterou-proteron, which has been obviated in an
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inadnissible way, by Casaubon, when he refers the words
&xreveic — Cwose, “thou shalt stretch forth thy hands and
another shall gird thee,” to the Roman custom of stretching on
the furca and carrying it about, and by Bengel, according to
whom the tying to the cross and the nailing respectively took
place before the cross was set up. The hysteron-proteron must
be acknowledged, but may be defended on the ground that the
words &xreveic tas ysiods, ¢ thou shalt stretch forth thy hands,”
present the main idea, and the words “shall gird thee,” {das
¢, may be understood “of the binding with the subligaculum,
(see on xx. 15.) As regards the testimonies in Church history
with reference to the close of the life of this Disciple, it will be
sufficient to cite Hase: (Church History, § 58,) “ According to
the witnesses sinee the middle of the second century, who are
not indeed perfectly good authority, yet are independent of
Romish influence, he was crucified at Rome.” IIis martyrdom
in Rome is firmly cstablished, the specific death of erncifixion
is mentioned by Tertullian and Eusebius, Hist. Eceles. iii. 1.—
Great difficulty has been felt in the exposition of the words,
dxodovdee poe, “follow me,” as it would seem especially when
we refer to xiil. 86, as though it must be understood of follow-
ing in the death of martyrdom ; yet we find ourselves compelled
by the dxolovdolvra, v. 20, to take in its literal sense, the follow-
ing spoken of. In our judgment, the preceding conversation
(cf. vodzwy, v. 15,) took place iu the presence of the Disciples.
Jesus now rose, in order to speak aside with Peter, whom he
commands to follow him.

V. 20-23. Whether from curiosity or the sympathy of
attachment, Johu feels urged to follow them. He designates
himself here, not merely as the Disciple 8v Jrdaa 6 > fya0ic,
“whom Jesus loved,” but by referring to a particular circur-
stalce, in which his intimate relation to our Lord was specially
displayed.  This fuller designation is not, indeed, merely
designed to render the words “ whom Jesus loved,” more clear,
but rather serves to intimate how Peter found occasion for the
question, v. 21.  Peter had understood that serious and painful

! In the Evang, Nicod. c. x. p. 582, ed. Thilo, in narrating ihe crucifixion, are these
words: &édvoav 1. 'Incoiv 1d ludTia adrod, kal mepiilwoay adrov Aevrie,

“the
removed from Jesus his garments, and girded him (wepeéfwoav) with a cloth,” y
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trials awaited himself, and there now rises in his mind the
desire, not wholly a pure one, of knowing whether a like des-
tiny awaited that Disciple who had been in such intimate
confidence. The reply of our Lord is, therefore, severe, and
dismisses Peter’s question.! In a similar spirit to that in which
Paul, Gal. vi. 4, says: ©0 &pyov &avrob doxpolérw xasroz, “let
every man prove his own work,” our Lord wishes that all
glancing to one side or the other should cease, and that the
Disciple, in rigid earnestness, should keep before his eye his
owu calling alone. When Christ himself, in the Gospel, speaks
of his coming, the expression embraces also all his manifesta-
tions in the course of history, (Mark ix. 1, Matt. xxvi. 63,) but
in the language of the Apostles, the coming of the Lord desig-
nates his last coming to judge the world, as the close of all the
judgments which take place in the lapse of time, (Rev. ii. 5,
iii. 11.) The childlike Disciple will not allow that interpreta-
tion of the words which is most glorious for himself, to pass, he
simply abides by the conditional “4f I will.” Should he remain
alive until the consummation of the kingdom of God and the
resurrection of the dead, he would wholly escape death, for
which would be exchanged that metamorphosis of which Paul
speaks, (1 Thess. iv. 17, 1 Cor. xv. 61.) “This saying” was
not, however, entirely suppressed even by this authentic con-
tradiction. Augustine narrates the legend, that while yet
living, the Disciple had caused a grave to be dug, into which
Le had descended, and appareutly expired, though in fact his
death was only a slumber, for the earth which covered him still
moved lightly as he breathed. In the Greek Church this
legend was embellished in various ways, and was yet extant in
the period of the Byzautine historians, (John Miiller's Works,
vol. vi. p. 74, 82.) The English sect of ¢Seekers,” under
Cromwell, expected the reappecarance of the Apostle as the
forerunner of the return of Christ.

1 The posture of matters is apprehended by Chrysostom in a different way. The
fuller designation ¢ who also leaned on his breast, &c.” is designed, he thinks, to
give prominence to the confidence which Peter had now nttninefl, s0 that he who
formerly had direeted to our Lord, through John, 2 question ;clutmg to Judas, now
himself interrogates the Lord —and about John! The question ot: Peter is a ques-°
tion of sympathizing love; he is not willing to be separated from his friend.
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SuPPLEMENTARY TESTIMONY.—V. 24, 25.

V. 24, 25. We have already in the Introduction, § 6, ex-
pressed ourselves at large in regard to the character and object
of this testimony, which has such importance on the question
regarding the authenticity of this Gospel. We offer here but
a remark in regard to the singular. Oidapuey, as it is followed
by olume, leaves it in doubt whether a single individual is speak-
ing of himself. In the Greek epistolary style, the singular
and plural interchange, but does this take place in the historical
style? It is more probable that an individual speaks in the
name of a number of persons. 0o, (Lachmann, &) «all which,”
almost relative. K« &y, one after the other without omission.
Adroy zov x0apoy, the world dtself, great as it is. The infinitive
aorist instead of the future after the verh to believe, as well as
after the verbs to Lope, to wish, Winer, p. 306, Agnew and
Ebbeke's transl. p 261.
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WaiLe this Commentary (the German original of the 6th edi-
tion,) was passing through the press, two works on this Gospel,
deserving of notice, made their appearance : The Commentary
of Baumgarten-Crusius, 1st vol., Ist divis., (ch. 1~8,) Jena,
1843; Kostlin’s Lehrbegrifi— Doctrinal System of the Gospel
and Epistles of John, as also the related Necw Testament
Systems. DBerlin, 1843.

The work of the Jena theologian, now deceased, presents in
the text, for the most part, only the interpretation peculiar to
the author, and indicates the interpretations of others, (chiefly
in notes,) with greater brevity than we find in Liicke. It may
clain the merit of an independent exposition which enters into
the spirit of the Gospel. The position which the author, who did
not belong decidedly to any of the present theological schools,
takes as regards the question about the genuineness and
authenticity of this Gospel, is deserving of notice. With
freedom, firmness, and historical tact, he presents bricfly the
reasons why its genuineness must be acknowledged; and, as
regards the authenticity “of the facts, he adheres firmly, in a
general way, to those views which the extreme criticism of our
day hoped to render antiquated, by imposing on them the name
of “antiquated systems of harmonistics and of apologetics;”
only as regards miracles the lamented author takes a negative,
but exceedingly obscure, position. Ie defends the originality
of the discourses of the Redcemer in John, though he will not
deny the influence of the hand that committed them to writing.
‘We shall merely touch here on what he says in regard to the
doctrine of thc Logos. This doctrine, according to the view

of the author, cannot be regarded as a gradually heightened
(429)
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hypostatizing of the Old Testament doctrine of the Word and
Wisdom of God. It is rather in Judaism an exotic growth,
devised in Alexandria with the design of forming a connecting
link with the Grecian philosophy. ¢ The probability is against
the idea that the doctrine of the Logos had found an introduc-
tion and obtained weight among Jews and Christians out of
Alexandria, at the time the prologue to John’s Gospel vvas com-
posed.”  Only indéviduals had introduced it into the immediate
circles of the Evangelists; Apollos, perhaps, was one of these.
John has not made it the subject of any speculations of his
own, but has mercly adopted it to secure an expression corres-
ponding with his exalted opinion in regard to Christ.

The author of the new ¢ System of Johu,” which originally
appeared in Tiibingen as a prize dissertation, takes, as a basis,
the views of Dr. Baur and Schwegler. The Gospel had its
origin in the second century, and was composed with the
irenico-apologetic object of harmonizing the conflicting partics
in the Christian community. Throughout the discourses of
Christ, and even through John the Baptist as an organ, none
other than the unknown Evangelist himself speaks in this Gos-
pel. From the basis of Judaism he has completely sundered
himself. The fundamental idea of his book is to be found in
the thought that Christianity is the absolute religion. This
absolute religion has appeared personally in the incarnate
“Logos,” with whom, for the first time, light and life have
been imparted to the world, so that out of him is nothing but
death and darkness. The author claims that by his labor, con-
sidered as an objective historical exhibition, he has lifted himself
far above the position occupied by Frommann, but his claim
cannot be allowed, unless the presumption may be justiﬁed
that the view taken by Dr. Baur of the history of doctrines in

the first and seeond centuries, is the only one historically estab-
lished. -
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I.
FROM THE SEVENTH EDITION. INTRODUCTION, § 2.

THE AUTHOR'S WITNESS OF HIMSELF

Ox two occasions has the Evangelist pointed directly to him-
self as a witness of the events which he relates, i. 14, xix. 35;
on a third, xxi. 24, Disciples testify of him the same thing. In
those passages wlere he introduces a Disciple without naming
him, with the predicate v wids: 6 *[paoic, he points indirectly
to his own person. From the following it appears clearly that
the Apostle John is understood: in ch. xiii. 25, the one to
whom that honorable predicate just mentioned is given, is
called 6 dvaxsipevoc v T 2027w 100’ Inaus; now the same person
who was dvaxsipeyos éme 0 arijdos is, xxi. 20, according to the
connection, no other than John; and Polycrates the Ephesian
(Euscb. v. 24,) also calls him in his letter, ¢ éx¢ 76 atfdoc 70d
xupioy dvameowy., Baaur, it is true, has persnaded himself that
the Evangelist thereby wished to designate himself only as the
one who wrote the Apocalypse, as him who with a spiritual
insight had written the history of Jesus, as that apocalyptic
writer had written the history of the Church’s future. The
timid delicacy in this half-veiled designation, which in a modi-
fied form, is also found in i. 40, will appear to an unprejudiced
reader as a distinctive trait of the literary idiosyncrasy of the
whole Gospel.—In i. 14, and 1 John i. 1, he makes himself
known as a witness with others: if Baur will have us to under-
stand this as an ¢rward seeing only, it can be considered as
nothing but an expedient to avoid an accusation of literary

deception. A similar inward seeing, a hypophetic seeing in
(431)
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the spirit of the Apostolic disguise, which was adopted Ly
Anonymus, is to be understood also in the other passage, xix.
85, where it is expressly stated that the author was standing by
the cross, and that his narrative is that of an eye-witness. In
this theory (of the position of later writers, as the hypophetic
priests of acknowledged authorities,) Kdstlin® imagines that
he has found the key to a large part of the pseudonymous
Church-literature — certainly a more spiritualistic and more
suitable turn for certain times and circles, than when Hilgen-
feld simply suggests for consideration, (Evang. Joh. p. 353,)
that at the period in question “no such thing as literary property
was known.” He seems, however, not to have been entirely
wrong, for Dionysius of Corinth, at the time of the supposed
origin of the Gospel, under Marc Aurelian, complains: “By
request of the brethren I have written some letters which have
been filled with weeds, and otherwise changed by taking from
and adding to them by the apostles of the devil; woe will
befall them. It is therefore not astonishing at all, that some
persons should have dared to falsify the Scriptures of the Lord
also, since they have laid hands on inferior writings,” (Euseb.
iv. 23.) We may compare with this an expression by Serapion
of Antioch, at the end of the second century, when he found
in a congregation of Cilicia a spurious eduyyékoy IIécpov, con-
taining heretical doctrines: ¢ My brethren, we accept Peter and
the other Apostles as well as Christ; but the psendo-epigraphic
writings that are cireulated under their names, we as judges
b &pmeepor reject, knowing that writings of that sort have not
been transmitted to us,” (Euscb. vi. 12.) Also Tertullian’s
statement, derived from an occurrence in the Church of Asia
Minor, de bapt. 17: quod si, qni Pauli seripta perperam legunt,
exemplum Thecle ad licentiam mulierum docendi fingendigue
defendunt, sciant, in Asia Presbyterum, qui cam seripturam
construxit, quasi titulo Pauli de suo cumulans, convietum atque
confessum 47 se amore Pauli fecisse, loco decessisse.

1 6t Uber die pseudonyme Litt. der altesten kirche,” Zeller Jahrbuch, 1851.
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II.

FROM THE SEVENTH EDITION. INTRODUCTION, & 5.

CONSTRUCTION.

By those who preceded Liicke, and by himself, 2d ed., the
days of the feast are regarded as the fixed data on which the
rclated events occurred. In a character so meditative as that
of the Evangelist, we might be led to expect, from the begin-
uing, a systematic arrangement, by which the progress of the
history is conditioned. De Wette first points out the existence
of an internal plan: the introductory history, and the history,
and two divisions again of these, which represent the opposite
phases in the history of Jesus, viz. how, during his sojourn
upon earth, his glory, dofa, became apparent, but was mostly
rejected by a callous world, and how, by his-death, he was glo-
rified, ch. ii.—xii.; the other, the glorification of Jesus through
death, {ch. xiii.—xvii.,) his internal glory in his humility, love,
calmness of soul, in his consciousness of victory, and ch. xviii.-
xX., the history of his external glorification.” The history of
his public labors finds, unmistalceably, a final resting-place in
ch. xii. 837-50. The sorrowful complaint about the mass of his
people, who were unbelievers, with but a few timid exceptions,
forms the theme of this closing part. Casting a glance back
to the beginning, we find the. final result already expressed in
the prologue, v. 11, 12: “He came unto his own, aud his own
received him not, but as many as received him, to them gave
he power to become children of God, even to them that believe
onhisname.” Ifwe consider the peculiar circurnstance, that the
adversaries with whom Christ had to deal are niostly introduced
as of Jovduios, whercly we are to understand the nation as a whole,
(iv. 22, xi. 19, 33, xii. 9,) but especcially as representatives of
the people, and at the same tinic as the centre of opposition,
the Jewish Elders, (i. 19, ii. 18, ix. 16-22, xviii. 12, 14,) it fol-
lows that, v. (5) 11, 12, the theme of the following historical
narrative may be considered to be: the history of the divine life,
which appeared personally in humanity, how it was rejected by it



434 AppenpIx Fimrst. —11.

own people, but became to the small number who recetved t, a
source of life. The fact that the history of the Redeemer is
presented in this point of view, imparts to the depicture the
tinge of sorrow which it bears.— There is some truth in
the reproach made, that the opposition is not introduced
genetically in its gradual development. In the first four
chapters it merely makes its appearance in iv. 1, but at once
in ch. v. reaches its full extent, ripened into a plot to commit
murder, v. 16. Yet such expressions are not to be solicitously
urged, “they are to be understood from the tendency evincing
itself by many indications.” (Reuss, Denkschrift, p. 52.)
Just as that, which according to the Evangelist, was from the
first germinating in the heart of Judas, finally burst forth, so
the Evangelist saw, also, from the beginning, in the yet waver-
ing opposition, the principle destined finally to appear openly,
under the direction of that God who had foreseen his dpa, (vii.
30, viii. 20, xiii. 1,) and over against this opposition is gathered,
uninterruptedly, the small flock of God’s children, to whom the
8o0c 6¢ Elafoy adroy pointed. DBut, as the grain of wheat cannot
produce much fruit without dying, so, also, during his life the
period has not arrived when lLe can draw all to himself, (viii.
28, xii. 82,)—the road to perfect glory passes by the cross; hence
the opposition reaches the climax in the face of a most striking
onueioy, performed before the very eye of the Sanhedrim, the
raising of Lazarus. 'What before had been merely a plan of the
Elders, now becomes a firm determination, ch. xi. Then fol-
low, ch. xii., the prophetic anointing for his burial, his entrance
into the city, where by the altar of God is erected the altar
upon which God’s prophet is to be sacriticed, (Luke xiii. 18.)
Here the pre-annonnceiment of his approaching dofa is made in
the act of the Gentiles, who are anxious to have a glimpse of
him, then in the word pronounced by himself, v. 24, and,
finally, by the divine voice, v. 81.— The succeeding events,
including the death and the resurrection, (comp. xiii. 31,) are
presented in ch. xiii.—xx. See Luthardt, i. 255, in Lis thorough
examination of the different opinions on the coustruction. 1le
thinks himselt able to show three subdivigions within each of
the three main divisions.
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FROM THE SEVENTH EDITION, p. 61-66.

Tne Logos.

Tue Evangelist introduces the Logos as an 1dea not ungnown
to his readers. It must have been familiar to himself, conse-
quently, also, to the circle of his readers; for he has also intro-
duced it with substantially the same meaning in Revelat. xix.
13, and in 1 John i. 1.—It must seem most natural to the
expositor to presuppose that the Old Testament reveclation
would furnish the point with which this idea would link itself.
Now there certainly is already in the Old Testament an appre-
hension of the distinction betwcen God as he is in Limself, and
as he is to the world, a distinction which may be recogunized in
Exodus xxxiii. 12-23, a passage which deserves a profounder
investigation than it has yet received, cf. Xurtz, Gesch. des
Alten Bundes, ii. 1855, p. 321.' In the revclations under

1 Maimonides, More Nevochim, i. 21, has put upon it ihe rational construction :
Thou shalt discern my thirtcen attributes, but not my essence. Tlhe tcnor of the
paraplirase given in the two Palestinian Targums (about 500, A. D.) is very myste-
vious. In the Targum DPseudo-Jonathan, v. 23, is thus interpreted : ¢ I will remove
thie Losts of my ministering angels, (thus it takes the words ¢ my hand,” the Poly-
glot incorrectly transire faciam,) and thou shalt see the knot of the phylacteries of
the brighiness of mwy shekinal, (1'% ) but the face of the Lrightness of my
shekinah thou canst not see.” This passage proves to what an extent the transia-
tions of these Targumists are affected by tradition, for in the Talmud this notion
of the divinc phylacteries occurs as one geverally received. Gemara Berach. f.
vii. 1. ¢ R. Chana, in the name of R. Simeon, the holy, said in regard to the
words in Exodus xxxiii. 28: ¢ond I will take away my hand and thou shalt see
my back.’ This teaches us that God showed to Moses the knots of the phylae-
teries, “'7‘:‘.\1'\ S '\WP.” The same work, f. vi. 1, treats wore at laf‘ge qf thiese
phylacteries of God. ' The knot is tied on the dack of the kead. That in this there
js ‘an intimation given of insight into the mysteries of God, is pointed out by the
Targum Jeruschalmi: “I will remove my angel and thou shalt see the adyum
N7'37, for the brightness of my shelinah thou canst not see.”— The difference be-
tween the new view presented by Hofwann, with which Kurtz also concurs, (L. c. p.

(430)



436 APPENDIX SECOND.

the old covenant it is the " 892, through whom they are
mediated, and of him it is said, Exodus xxiii. 21: “my
name is ip him.” This embassy of God, (for such in ac-
cordance with its form, is the proper meaning of the word
W) or appearing of God, is also named (in Exodus xvi. 10,
xxiv. 16,) *» ™13, the glory or the reflected splendor of God;
it is called in Isaiah Ixiii. 9, the angel of the face, (or presence,)
that is the angel through whom God becomes manifest to the
finite world, and in Mal. iii. 1, is called the angel of the cove-
nant. Wherever now in the Old Testament, Jeliovah, or the
Maleach Jehovah, (as for example in Judges vi. 11,) is men-
tioned, the Targumists substitute for these names, the terms
~1 8D or even xn¥, that is habitation, tabernacle of God, (see
Gfrorer, Jahrhund. des Heils, 1 Abth. p. 806, Lutterbeck
“ncutest. Lehrbegriffe,” i. 196.) Now Omnkelos and the Tar-
gum of Jonathan on the prophets, belong, according to the most
recent critical investigations, to the first half of the first century
after Christ, (see Zunz, “gottesdienstlich. Vortrige der Juden,”
p. 62,) they were constantly read at the time of the discourses
in the synagogues. Were we now to confine ourselves to this
point and keep ourselves within the limits of an explanation
which would suppose a merely natural genesis of the idea, it
certainly could occasion no surprise if the Apostles, in accord-
ance with the impressions made upon them by the person and
the works of Christ, and by his testimony in regard to himself,
should have seen in Christ the appearing of that very word of
the Old Testament, of that very angel of revelation, should in
fact have scen in him the culminating point of the revelations
made to the fathers, (ITeb. i. 1.) It allows of proof, morcover,
that not alone did the Apostles do this, but that Christ also
considered himself in identity with that Old Testament princi-
ple of revelation: and here belong not merely John xii. 89, 1
Cor. x. 4, 1 Peter i. 11, but also Matt. xxiii. 34, 37.

But how came the Scribes, whose theologumena are comprised
in the Targum, to cmploy the term “Word” asa designation of

817,) and that of Ilengstenberg (Christologie, 1. 125, 2d ed.) is rather an exegetical
than o doctrinal one. In advance of g discussion of the detached passages which
present, difficulties, the question might arise, whether an angel, in whom, according

1o Kurtz, «there is a personal anq eterval presence of God,” is to be regarded as a
crenture, and not rother as g theophouy.
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the Mediator of revelation? The support for it was likewise
furnished in the Old Testament in which, on the one hand, the
“Word of God” is the Mediator of the divine will to the
world, (Ps. xxxiil. 6, clvii. 15, 18, Tsaiah lv. 11, Ecclesiast. xiji.
26, Wisdom of Solomon xvi. 12;) and on the other hand, of
the knowledge of God, (¢f. Ps. xxxiii. 6 with v. 4, DPs. cxlii. 19
with v. 15, and Ps. ¢xlviii. 8;) the Word of God is dcposited in
the laze, and is received by the prophets through the revelations
made to them. Inasmuch, however, as not merely the omnipo-
tence, but also the knowledge of God manifests itself in his
“Word,” the transition was an easy one, by which, under this
term the divine wisdom was made a parallel thought. She it is
who “in the beginning of His ways,”” projected and carried out
the divine plan of the world, (Prov. viii. 21, seq. iii. 19,) she is
consequently ‘“the thought of the world itself, the thought
which has a creative working and ordering, which emanated
from God, and from which is derived all proportion and law in
nature,” (Ochler, “Grundziige der alttest. Weisheit,” 1854, p.
6.) As the knowledge of God, she is of herself, also, the
instructress of men, (Prov. viii. 32, Job xxviii. 28.) It has been
her constant striving to embody herself in mankind; according
to Sirach, she has been a wanderer even among the Gentile
nations, has made her habitation among the peculiar people, and
has entered into the book of the law, (Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 12,
seq., Baruch iii. 87, 88, iv. 1.) Tn Ds. xxxiii. 6, the word of the
Lord, with a certain self-dependence, is presented in a parallel
delineation with the spirit of the Lord; in Proverbs and in
Sirach, (Ecclesiasticus,) wisdom is personified; in the Book of
Wisdom she is hypostatized by imputing to her a spirit which is
rational, holy, one only, penetrating all rational spirits, (Wisdom
vii. 22-26.)—While the wisdom of God is thus bending herself
to enter into a closer union with finite spirits, the shape of Mes-
siuh on the other side, as prophecy advances, lifts itself more
and more to a dignity which is divine. According to Micah,
(v. 1,) the going forth of the Messiah is from eternity ; accord-
ing to Malachi, (iii. 1,) he is the angel of the covenant ; accord-
ing to the Scptuagint, Isaiah ix. 6, he is the dyyedoc ¢ peydiye
Bovldiz, (the messenger of great counsel ;) according to Daniel vii.
it is he whe cometh in the clouds, into whose kingdam of God,
2v
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the last of all kingdoms, those which have risen in the history
of our world pour themselves, as rivers into the sea. The book
of Enoch, whose most ancient fragment is as old as the period
A. 110-130 before Christ, (Dillmann, Buch Henoch, 1853, p.
xxiv.) furnishes evidence that these representations of Daniel
must have exercised a wide influence in the century before
Christ. In this book of Enoch it is said of Messiah that he
was elected before the creation of the world, that the angels
know him and praise his name, and that it was to him in his.
state of preéxistence that Enoch was taken up into heaven.
Were e allowed now to presuppose such a preparation a3
existing, why may not that Christologic advance, which eriti-
cism thinks can not be earlier than the second century, why
may it not have been complete in the time of the Apostles, and
adequate to contemplating in Christ the incarnation of the
world-creating Logos? Let us only, in addition, bring to mind
that although the Apostles were iduwras, unlearned, yet the
manner in which they use the Scriptures shows that we are to
regard them as men whose habit it was thoughtfully to search
the Iloly Scriptures. One of them, Iaul, was moreover a
Scribe, and it is in him especially, and in the author of the
Epistle to the Hehrews, that we find, with nothieg but a change
of terms, John’s doctrine of the Logos, (Col. i. 15, 16, 2 Cor.
iv. 4, Ilebrews i. 2.) DBut not alone on considerations of a
natural character do we maintain our position : would not that
Spirit promised to them, the Spirit who guides into all truth,
(xvi. 13, 14,) under whose operation that Christologic view in
the sphere of the Old Testarnent was matured to the point at
which we see it when Christ appeared, would he not complete
his operation in the Apostles by turning those preparatory rays
on that very Personage to whom they in truth pertained ?—We
consequently, then, discover no necessity for resorting to other
sources than the Bible, in order to explain the origin of the
doctrine of the Logos. It has, to be sure, been customary since
Semler, to resort to Thilo for this purpose, and in connection
with this to institute an investigation whether the Logos of
Philo is to be regarded merely as a divine principle of revela-
tion in the world, or also of revelation to himself, that is,
whether he imagined the Logos himself to be a hypostasis
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Cf. the literature pertaining to this subject, in Dorner, Lehre von
der Person Christi, i. 1, p. 22. But even in DBaumgarten-
Crusius we already have a sounder judgment: (Dogmengesch-
ichte, p. 1030,) “It must be acknowledged, that faith in the
deity of Christ derived its origin far less from surrounding tes-
timonies or opinions, than from a profound and a sublime
emotion, which sprung from a contemplation of what Christ had
been.” Thus also Dorner, p. 102, Neander, Schmid, Bibl
Theol. ii. 369, Meyer. The necessity ot deriving from Philo
the Logos of Johu, has been expressly coutested by Hofmann
and Luthardt, but we would be just as far from assenting to
the view, which sets aside the entire speculative basis and the
Old Testament development of doctrines, and understands by
the Logos simply the historical Christ, the appearing of him
who is the subject of the “ Apostolic annunciation,” or accord-
ing to Luthardt, of the revealing word of God in general: “Ile
who (as the incarnate) is a Logos of God for the world of men,
has become man.” Cf. the criticism relating to this point, by
Weitzsicker in Reuter’s Rep. 1854, p. 111.

Liicke and even Gfrorer, have also found that it is improbable
that a direct use was made of the writings of Philo: there is
no proof that these writings were circulated out of Palestine in
the first century, cf. Kostlin in Zellers Jahrb. 1854, p. 418.
That in John’s circle in Ephesus therc may have also been
Jews of Philonian culture, is not to be denied. If an influence
from this source may have actually been exerted on the Apos-
tle’s -circle of ideas, it would perhaps be most natural to
suppose, as Neander does, (Pflanzung, p. 637,) no more than
that the link was of an antithetical character: ¢“what hitherto
has been the object of your speculative musing, I mecan the
Logos, has now appeared in the body as man.” DBut when we
discover even in the Apocalypse, and in 1 John i. 2, that the
Apostle gives prominence to the very same view, where there
was no occasion for any antithetical reference of this kind, does
not such a connecting appear in the highest degree improbable?

On the basis of the biblical expressions in the Old and New
Testaments consequently, we obtain this as the substauce of
the doctrine : the being of God is to be regarded as one having
4 distinction in itself. In his Son, his Word, his Wisdom, he
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himself has placed his counterpart, in which he has revealed
to himself and personally loved the fullness of his own being.
In this Word, in which he has expressed himself to himself, lay
the xdopoc voyroc, the system of the world, and as in this was
grounded the crcation, that is the actual coming forth of the
idea of the world in a distinct existence, it fOllO\Vb that the
entire relation of God to the created world, all revelation in it,
and consequently, also, the highest, the incarnation of God, is
mediated through this Word.

(Cf. on the doctrine of the Logos, Lectures on the History
of Christian Dogmatics, by Dr. A. Neander; edited by Jacobi.
Translated by Ryland. ILondon: Bohn, 1858, vol. i. 130-171.
Tr.)





