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INTRODUCTION

TO THE STUDY OF THAH .

GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

——C——

I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM.

1. EvoLuTIoN throws.light on a myriad phenomena, but around each of them thera
stretches a. measureless circumference of impenetrable darkness. Science, with all ita
metheds, is perfectly powerless to bridge the abyss between “nothing’ and “something;
between cternal *“stillness” and “ motion ; ”” between non-living ¢ things” and “life;”
between ‘¢ physical: phenomena ” and “ mental impressions ;”* between ¢ logical pro-
cessés” and “real inspirations.”

We are face to face with mysteries everywhere, but our great men furnish our
profoundest. problems. The science of their antecedents and their environment does
not solve these problems. Criticism may show that some peculiarities which we
thought unique have been noticed elsewhers; but the greatest men issue from the
furnace of historical inquiry unsinged and inexplicable.

We are quite ready to concede that some of the great ¢ figures” of history, who to
our unassisted gaze have seemed like stars apart, when covered by the object-glass of
the modern telescopic inquirer are resolved into clusters of stars. The Greek Sesostris
thus becomes, on close inquiry, several Pharaohs rolled into one. The doubtful dignity
assigred to Aristotle in medizval legend, and the incongruvus functions attributed to
Virgil, have been discredited by criticism. Mists have gathered round the personality
of Buddha, of Zerdusht, and Mohammed, which the higher criticism has done much to
pierce.. .We do not deny that there are composite characters even in the sacred history,
who, when closely examined, lose some of the mythical adornment with which they
have been invested by the piety of three thousand years.

2. What is true of men is also true of their work. The ¢ Analects’ of Confucius are
now known not to have been the sole product of his brain. No one dares attribute all
the discourses of Buddha to his own lips, We cannot regard all the Hebrew Psalter
as the work of Dawvid, and many cautious scholars treat the visions of Isaizh as a
collection. of oracles issuing at different periods from the prophetic heart of Israsl,

:Notwithstanding these concessions, we know that some men and some work defy
the critical analysis. The more we know of some men so much the greater becomes
their wondrous personality. The blending of apparently contradictory elements is so
complete. that they cannct be analyzed or torn asunder; e.g. our own Alfred comes out
at last from the crucible, minstrel and king, theologian and lawgiver, warrior and
saint. ) .

There are, moreover, certain works which, though they represent the age in which
they were produced, and many lines of antecedent thought, yet are so dominated by the
creative energies of master minds that they cannot be regarded as the patchwork of
many brains and remote agey. This conclusion may present its own peculiar difficulty,
but, instead of sacrificing a great man or a unique word at the shrine of psychologie
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law, we have either to modify our notion of the law in order to take in this new case,
or elee to allow that it passes beyand our law altogether.

3. Now we have bofore us here a unique work and a presumed author. The more
the Fourth Gospel has been focussed in the light of criticism, the more convinced do
we become that it is the work of one extraordinary mind. We cannot tear it to
pieces and say, “ This paragraph belongs to one dccade, and that to another ; this to
Jerusalem, and that to Alexandria; this to Galiles, and that to Ephesus.” Whonever
or by whomsoever this Gospel was produced, it was fashioned by one strangely gifted
man. On this the bulk of critics are agreed.

The question, then, arises—Is it a record, or is it & dream? Is it the testimony of
an eyc-witness and ear-witness to certain events, or is it the speculation of a philosopher
concerning some analogous events? Is it & page of biography, or is it the artistic
clothing of an idea? Ie it of priceless value as the outpouring on the ear of an intimate
friend of the inner life and consciousness of One whom the writer did not hesitate to
call the incarnate Word of God, or is it the poetic and artistic exposition of a reverence
which knew no bounds, but did not hesitate to create facts and imagine teachings in
harmony with such a subtle and stupendous idea as that of the Son of God who had
taken a perfect humanity up into his own consciousness ?

Answers have been given in the affirmative to each of these alternatives. The pro-
blem, however, is further complicated because the presumed author is almost certainly
proven to be the author of another work of strangely different character. The style,
motive, mental position, and attitude of the Apocalyptic seer of Patmos seem widely
diverse from those of the disciple whom Jesus loved. If he who saw the Lord on
the Lake of Galilee, and heard his dying cry upon the cross, beheld him afterwards in
the midst of the throne of God, his experience was momentous and unique ; and if the
same eyes that looked into the soul of Jesus till they saw the heavenly Father there,
also saw in vision the small and great, the quick and dead, come to his eternal judgment;
if he who described the washing of the disciples’ feet actually penned the fall of
“ Babylon the Great ; "—then in this “author ” we have one of the most astounding
phenomena in the history of humanity. His character, functions, and powers, by their
spread, their compass, and their intensity, become almost as wonderful a presentment
to our thought as that of the great theme of all his meditations. The personality of
John becomesalmost as great a puzzle to scientific history as the personality of Jesus.

Modern methods of determining authorship or of repudiating authorship had not
been completed when the sublime personality of “ John the divine ” took possession of
the Christian consciousness. The early ages were uncritical ; yet they were not blind
to the difficulties involved in recognizing the unity of the author of the Fourth Gospel
and of the Apocalypse. Some of these lie upon the surface, and we find that Dionysius
of Alexandris, in a passage preserved by Eusebius (‘ Hist. Eccl,,’ vii. 10, 24, 25), felt as
keenly as any modern critic does the contrasts of method, style, theme, that the two
documents offer to a cursory gaze (see section VIL 5. (4) of these prolegomena). Yet
these scepticisms took no serious hold upon the mind of Christendom. Where they
were most acutely realized the shadow of doubt fell rather upon the Apocalypse than
upon the Gospel

4. The striking difference, however, between the Divine themeof the Gospel and Epistles
on the one side, and that of the world-conquering Prince of the kings of the earth on
the other, is mysteriously confirmed by the traditions which have gathered round the
venerahle name of John. Thus Eusebius (¢ Hist. Ecel.,’ ii. 28) tells us that John was
to tbe close of his life a man of fiery enthusiasm and severe judgment on those that
blasphemed and resisted the authority of the Lord ; for once, “ having entered a bath to
wash, but ascertaining that Cerinthus was within, he leaped out of the place and fled
from the door, not enduring to enter under the same roof with him, and exhorted those
with him to do the same, saying, * Let us flee, lest the bath fall in, as long as Cerinthus,
that enemy of the truth, is within’” (cf. here 1 and 2 Epistles of John). Here is the
Boanerges who would call down fire from heaven upon those Samaritans who were
unmindful of their obligations to the Saviour of the world ; and here also is the author
of the visions of the Apocalypse. But tradition also preserved the exquisite feature of
character which induced him to say on all occasions to those who gathered round Lim,
# Little children, love one ancsher ; if you do this, all is done.”
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Clemens Aloxandrinus preserved a story which he declares is no fiction, but a veritablo
fact (Eusebius, ' Hist. Eccl.,’ iii, 23), which blends the apostle of love with the enthusiasm
agninst wrong, and helps one to feel the reality of the nature, composite though it
might be, which could have produced the two most wonderful books in the world.

5. For sixteen hundred years every sentence attributed to him was searched and
compared with every other sentenco or trait which had floated down the ages, and these
had fitted themselves each to each, so that one of the sublimest ideals of human life sat
upon the verge of time, and held in hand the veil which hides the deepest things of
God and of eternity from mortal gaze. Devotion and insight felt that because John
had seen the family at Bethany, and had witnessed the beginnings of faith in Samaria,
he was not unlikely to wish to call down fire from heaven upon those Samaritans who
would not receive the Christ—whom himeelf loved with silent passion—when he came
on earth to claim his own. Historic imagination realized that he who had seen the
Lamb in the midst of the throne was not unlikely to have recorded among his earliest
memories the trumpet-cry of the Baptist, or the adoring exclamations of Nathanael,
of Peter, and of Thomas. The synoptic Gospels as well as the Fourth Gospel are all
alike pervaded by the august but silent presence of the disciple whom Jesus loved.

During sixteen hundred years the Apocalyptist and the author of the Fourth Gospel
were believed mutually to explain and complement one another. The eagle flew through
the expanse of heaven on double pinion borne.

“Sed Joannes, ald bind
Caritatis, aquilind
Formé fertur in diving

Puriori lumine,”

said Adam of St. Victor; and in still more striking words, blending the two lines of
John's experience and character, he sang in memorable words—

“Volat avis sine met8
Quo nec vates nec propheta
Evolavit altius ;
Tam implenda, quam impleta,
Nunguam vidit tot secreta
Purus homo purius.”

6. Theincompatibilities of tradition and of authorship were easily solved by the uniquo
experiences of this mighty spirit. If it were true that John listened to the heart of
Jesus and heard the pulsations of eternal love, looked also into the unseen and saw the
visious of God, theoretical difficulties vanish. Concede the facts as they stand, and
there is no psychological or historical problem awaiting our anxious solution. But, on
the other hand, if, s many modern critics tell us, the supernatural be incredible; if
the Incarnation be a delusion ; if inspiration and the vision of unseen things be unthink-
able; if Christ did not raise Lazarus from the dead, nor offer the intercessory prayer,
but was only supposed to have done so; if the Transfiguration were a dream, and the
agony in the garden a nightmare; if the Syrian sun still looks on the unknown grave
of the Crucified; if no new commencement of our humanity began on that Easter
morning; if the entire story of the Resurrection, of Pentecost, and Patmos be pure
fiction of even pious minds; then I am free to confess the literary problem is most per-
plexing. If the Fourth Gospel be a theological romance, or a poetical prose drama
of a philosophical mind intent on pressing certain conclusions on a hostile school of
thought; if the Epistles are ecclesiastical treatises, and are arranged to produce some
carefully calculated results entirely different from their primd facis significance; and if
the Apocalypse be a rhetorical manifesto, a political cryptogram, a poem of one who
deliberately chose this apocalyptic method of presenting his ideas;—then the critics may
be right. The same mind, out of the depths of its own moral self-consciousness, with-
out any facts to rest upon or any visions to help it, never did produce the two documents.
Then the few references in the synoptic Gospels to the supposed writer need not refer
either to the author of the Fourth Gospel or to the author of the Apocalypse. The
Problem is then insoluble. We should have nothing wherewith to account for the
obvious literary phenomenn except the unfathomable consciousness of an unkaown
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mdividual. I[ the Fourth Gospel be nothing but an invention, a subjective oreation,
without historic basis or conviction; and if the Apocalypse be a political manifesto,
and answers to no objective revelation ;—then the authorship of the two documents,
notwithstanding remarkable coincidences between them, cannot be relcrred to one and
the same individual. .

7. Let us, for the sake of argament, suppose, however, that the Christ of the synoptio
Gospels is an objective reality, and that the fisherman John (a near relative of Jesus)
‘was one of his earliest disciples; that he did come into the closest intimacy with-his
Master, saw his greatest signs of power, his deepest humiliation, his tragio death}
that John was one of the witnesses of his Tesurrection; that ile saw his Master
assume a new humanity, the same, yet not the same, and in that supernal vesture of
his Divine majesty ascend into the heavens and vanish in the light. Let us suppose
that this rcticent but yet passionately loving man becamo from that moment prow
foundly impressed with the belief that the Divine Spirit which was in his Lord came
forth from heaven, and, by its mighty working, did produce a new and sacred fellow-
ship wkich, as the months and years rolled on, became the most notable fact to him,
and was obviously bidding fair to move, to change, to revolutionize, the whole world. If
this were so, there is no difficulty in the supposition that At who had shone upon the
dazzled eyes of the disciples with a glory surpassing that of the sun should, at some
subsequent epoch in the apostle’s life, when the new society had been suffering from
grievous failures and cruel persccution, have favoured him with veritable assurances
that his Master was indeed the “ Prince of the kings of the earth,” the “Lamb in the
midst of the throne,” the human but Divine Lord of all men, and the Consummator
of the kingdom of God. On that supposition it is clear that a series of Divine and
awful communications migkt be made to him, that these would be the symbolic clothing
of great principles of providential rule, by which the old theocracy would merge even-
tually into a heavenly and eternal rule over all the kingdoms of men, over all forces
visible and invisible; and definitely reveal, to Lhim at least, the Eternal Now into which
le calis all souls that believe his Word and have life through his Name.

Let us suppose that John described what it was given him to see, and uttered and
wrote what had been spoken to him with a voice loud as the sound of many waters;
that the heavens were veritably opened to him ; that he saw the glory of God and the
city of God; that he beheld in vision the judgments and the battle, the victory and
the abiding blessedness, of the saints of God. The experiences through which he

sed before these visions dazzled him had been unique and wonderful. He must

have witnessed the marvellous rise of the Christian Church irresistibly forming itself
into a visible and spiritual power, not only in Judaism, but embracing a multitude that
no man could number, of every country, kindred, and tribe. The troubles of Jernsalem
and Antioch and Ephesus must have entered into his soul. He must, on any hypo-
thesis, have lived through the fall of Jerusalem, and suffered persecution of a bitter kind,
a lifelong martyrdom; but he cherished an invincible faith in the: ultimate triumph
of the Christ. Apart from the great place which he himself took:in the.order of the
.Church and the creation of Christian ideas, we know that there were hundreds of
. thousands of men and women who believed in the Lord Jesns, and were ready to die
rather than forego their loyal trust, not in a new method of life, but in' the living,
_reigning Christ—the Man who was appointed to judge the world. Untold multitudes
praised him, and were ready to eonfide in him as the Saviour of mankind, to imitate
what they knew of the manner of his life, to eat his flesh and drink his blood, to take
up Lis cross and follow him. . ‘ : )

Through him Jews and Gentiles had access to the Father by the one.Spirit which he,
their Lord, bad given (Eph. ii. 18), Christ was the Power of God to the Jew, and the
Wisdom of God to the Greek (1 Cor. i. 24). From Jerusalem to Rome men were pray-
ing in the name of the Lord Jesus, and saying, ‘“ Our Father . . . thy will be done, thy
kingdom come, as in heaven so on earth” (Luke xi. 2). The Beatitudes and the
parables and the deeds of mercy wrought by Jesus were J)a.ssing liko watchwords from
lip to lip. Buch words as the following were among the divinest and the most sacred :
“No man knoweth the Son, but the Father ; and neither knoweth any man the Father,
but the Son, and Le to whomsoever the Son will reveal him ;” ¢ Come unto me, all yo
that labour and are heavy ladeu, and I will give you rest ? (Matt. xi, 27, 28). The word
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of Christ dwelt in men richly in all spiritual understanding (Col. iii. 16). 'They
remembered his word that it was “ more blessed to give than to receive ” (Acts xx. 35).
Ritunlism and externality in religion were vanishing before the remembrance that he
was “ Lord of the sabbath" and “greater than the temple,” that his interpretation of
the sabbath had emancipated men from the letter. The ministration of the Spirit, of
righteousness, and of life was more glorions to men in Corinth and Philippi than the
mibistration of death (2 Cor, iii. 7, etc.). The Christ’s death was the offering of the true
Paschal Lamb (1 Cor. v. 7) ; and circumcision was regarded as the symbol only, not the
reality, of religious life (Rom. ii. 25). Faith in Christ made men of different nation-
alities fellow-heirs of a great inheritance. Because Christ had been raised from the
dead, them also who ‘sleep in Jesus would Ged bring in triumph. Those who believed
would not be baffled by death ; they would be ¢ for ever with the Lord * (1 Thess. iv. 14).
The intimate mystic fellowship between the glorified Lord and those who were united
to him by “like precious faith” was set forth in wonderful imagery, and was read of
eagerly by Corinthians, Ephesians, and Romans. Christ was the Head, they were the
members of his body (1 Cor. xii. 12, 27). Christ was the Husband, and the Church
was his bride (Eph. v. 23). Christ was the Tree of life, into which the branches broken
off might be engrafted (Rom. xi. 24). All kinds of metaphors were used to indicate
what he had done for humanity. Christ was currently believed to be the Foundation of
the true temple of God (1 Cor. iii. 11; Eph. ii. 20); the Substance (body), of which the
Jewish sabbath and ritual were the shadows (Col. ii. 17). Hewas ¢ the End of the Law
for righteousness to every one that believeth ” (Rom. x. 4). * He died, rose, and lived
again, that he might be Lord both of dead and living” (Rom. xiv. 9). He was set
forth.as a Propitiation (Rom. iii. 25). God’s righteousness by faith was declared in the
blood of Christ. . He was a great Intercessor, realizing the very ideal of prayer (Rom. viii.
34). He had appeared in the presence of God forus. He would judge the world. There
was no condemnation for those who were in Christ Jesus (Rom. viii. 1). He would over-
come death and hell. He would save all men. He would consummate the kingdom.
All things should be subjected to him. He would deliver up the kingdom to God, even
the Father, that God might be all in all (1 Cor. xv. 22—28, 57).

In this brief outline of dominant and widely .circulated ideas about Jesus, the main
substance of which is drawn from uncontested authotities, we are often led, irrespective
of the documents attributed to John, to ask in-wonder and with trembling— Where and
whence did these ideas arise? Notwithstanding all the search that has been made in
Jewish literature, either in the sacred or apocryphal books, or in the Targums or
Mishna or Gemaras, in classical or Oriental sources, or in Alexandrine theosophy or
logosophy, we can find nothing sufficient to account for the profoundly rooted senti-
ments, the mutually understood commonplaces of the Christian faith, which appear to
lie between the lines of almost every verse of the four undisputed Epistles, to say
nothing of the rest of the Epistles of Paul, and of Peter, James, and Jude, and the
writer to the Hebrews.

The profundity and compass of these ideas contrast very forcibly with the prevailing
sentiment in the end of -the first century or throughout the second century. We find,
in the writings of the apostolic Fathers and apologists, much practical teaching, crude
allegory, underlying suggestions of ecclesiastical platform, or of passionate desire for
martyrdom, and the hint of much dreary controversy with active or incipient Gmosti-
cism. A stream of gracious and ethical teaching flows apparently at the side of these
writers. They made abundant use of the Old Testament, and they also quote from
nearly all the books of the New T'estament ; but they differ from both in a manner
truly surprising. There are no springs of living water bursting and bubbling through
their words. Often when we sink a shaft into their verbose and wearisome iterations,
the indications of some life-spring that we trusted might gush forth runs off and
escapes us, :

8. Some potent cause must account for the strength of spiritual life, the novelty and
abundance of religious ideas and hopes, which confront us in the pages of the New
Testament itself. The air we breatho braces our moral nature, and is intensely prac-
tical; but we cannot but feel the close nearness of the eternal world, a constant
occupation of men’s minds with the idea of salvation from sin and of reconciliation
with God, the sense of union through Christ with the Father, large conceptions of
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humanity and of the Church, the realized presence of the Holy Spirit, a continual
reference to Christ—to his character, to his death, and his blood, his resurrection, and
macension, his second advent, and the judgment of quick and dead. Now, {f Cheist bo
a reality, if the story of the synoptic Gospels can be trusted, very much is explained.
The generation was living which had received from the lips of Jesus his own iden of
himself, and had been face to face with God manifest in flesh. The sifting, burning
words of the Master himself, circulating from home to home, from Church to Church
—the living word of the Christ, the revelations made by him-—were the life of the
apostolic community. Men were eating this manna which came down from heaven.
St. Paul’s Epistles are admitted to be the carliest fragments of what we call the New
Testament ; but they most obviously are built up on mutually accredited ideas—on the
“word of the truth of the gospel,” which had spread with the rapidity of a prairie fire
from Gualilee to Antioch, from Galatia to Ephesus, from Babylon to Corinth, from Alex-
andria and Athens to Rome. Men, not “filled with new wine,” but saturated with
the Spirit, were then moving from land to land; wheresoever they went they proclaimed
the word, the royal majesty, the saving might, of the Lord Jesus Christ. According
to our marratives, “ John” was one of the pillars of the Church (Gal. ii. 9), and was
closely identified with Peter in the earliest victories of Christianity. He was one of the
first preachers of the gospel of Christ; and his memories of the Master contributed at
least to the views which St. Paul entertained of the Person and ministry, the death and
resurrection, of the Liord Jesus Christ, the powers of faith, the functions of love, and the
relation between the body of Christ and its spiritual and exalted Head.

May we not make the supposition that Jesus did speak to Nicodemus, to the
Samaritaness, to the Jews, to the Galilm®ans, to the chief rulers, to the Greeks, to the
company of the eleven, as the Fourth Gospel reports of him? Is it inconceivable and
incredible that he who did, according to symoptic tradition, speak of himself as having
the destiny of all men and nations in his hands, should also have said on another
occasion that “ the Father hath given all judgment into his hands;” that he who called
upon all men to “repent,” should have described the Divine side of this great human
experience as a regeneration by the Spirit; that he who raised other dead may have
raised Lazarus from the grave; that he who said, “ Come unto me,” should also have
said, “ Him that cometh tome I will in no wise cast out”? Is not the astounding group
and body of convictions concerning the place and power of the Lord Jesus best explained
by the fact (not the mere supposition) that Jesus claimed a pre-existent glory with
the Father, that he was one with the Father, and would be lifted up that he might
draw all men to himself ? Are not many events in the final week of the Lord’s life best
explained by the additional facts referred to by the fourth evangelist ? Is it not rational
to suppose that some &t least of the disciples perceived the blending of the Divine and
human in the perfect life of their Lord, and felt overpowered by the greatness of his con-
descension and the unutterable sweetness of his sympathy ? Without going into further
details, let us for the sake of argument make the supposition that the eternal Son of God,
who had been always the Life and Light of the world, did actunally become man upon
earth, and, by reason of his resurrection from the dead, became, as Paul said, «the first-
fruits of them that sleep,” and  was declared with power to be the Son of God ; ” that this
was not a mere after-thought, a dream of St. Paul, or a dogma of an Alexandrine sophist
in the second century, but a positive event, which enacted itself in the life of Jesus;
—then what more likely than that a disciple whom Jesus loved should have retained
memories of his words and deeds which, when brought together in later years should
have justified him in producing the proem of the Gospel? The supposition is that this
game disciple should also have seen visions and dreamed dreams of Christ's supernal
splendour of power and rule, which justified and deepened his own older memories,
‘I'hese memories prepared him for the final conception of the place filled in the universe
Ty the Lord Jesus Christ, and that conception enabled him to fall back upon the
earthly manifestations of love and of power by which he had been brought into the
fellowship of the Father, and of his Son Jesus Christ our Lord.

The assumption of the occurrence of the facts dissipates all difficulty about the unity
of the man John. The fact that he had insight enough to receive and retain the
discourses of Jesus, and the fact that he saw the fulness of grace and truth, the glory
of the only begotten Son, in the humanity of Jesus, are consonant with another fact in
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his experience, that he should see the Shepherd of Israel, and the slain Lamb, and the
Lion of the tribe of Judah open the book and loose its seals, and declare that, as * the
King of kings and Lord of lords,” bearing the name of ““ The Word of God,” he should
cast down all that resists his supreme power, and fulfil all the sublime hopes which
were breathed in the solemn hush of the upper chamber.

9. Critical difficulties of a literary kind, arising from some of the peculiarities of tho
several documents, do in our opinion largely depend on the @ prior:i supposition that
such facts os these are incredible and unthinkable. The supporied impossibility of the
Incarnation, the fancied incredibility of the Resurrection, and the consequent rejection
of all events which are not in harmony with physical and psychologic laws of nature
and man, compel the critics to find some explanation of the mysterious and puzzling
phenomena which these documents reveal. If the unreality of both groups of facts be
a foregone conclusion, the Gospel 78 a romance and the Apocalypse a dream ; and such
a romance and such a dream could scarcely have been fashioned in the same brain.

On the other hand, the admission of such facts, or the absence even of any prejudice
against their possibility, reduces this discrepancy to very small limits.

If it was the beloved disciple who has given us this résumé of his deepest religions
experience, then the evidence becomes almost irresistible that Jesus is the Son of God.
If Jesus did say and do the things herein recorded, then everything in the universe,
every event in time, every fact in the history of the world, is affected by it.

10. The Christian faith is not dependent upon the Gospel of John. All the strenuous,
wonderful ministry and correspondence of St. Paul were completed thirty (perbaps
forty) years before this Gospel saw the light. The Churches of Antioch, Ephesus,
Corinth, and Rome were founded and grew to great importance without having
read the conversation with Nicodemus or the valedictory discourse. “The faith of
Christ the Lord of glory ” prevailed in the synagogues of Judaa, as we may reasonably
argue from the encyclical letter of James the Just, the servant and brother of Jesus.
Judas also, the brother of James, taught his fellow-disciples to ““keep themselves in
the love of God, looking for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life.”
The Christian Church existed, and was the scene of anxious controversy, developing a
new form of human society and a new code of ethics. This society was linked by
subtle bands of common faith and hope; it was troubled by unauthorized intruders; it
was consecrated by the blood of mmany martyrs; it possessed a “faith once for all
delivered to the saints,” before the Fourth Gospel was indited. Christianity is not
dependent upon it. The existence of this faith in a potent form, so subtle that it
abashed philosophy and sapped the foundations of idolatry and honeycombed the
Graco-Roman world, and did so before this document saw the light, is one of the best-
attested facts of past history. The spread, the force, the vitality, of the Christian com-
munity, even in the days when the Epistle to Romans was written (say a.D. 58), is forced
upen our minds by a perusal of any half-dozen verses of the Epistles to the Romans,
Galatians, or Corinthians, The bare lines themselves bring a supernatural fact under
our very eyes. That a born Jew should have preached in Corinth and Thessalonica the
supreme majesty of a crucified Man—and this within twenty years of the death of Jesus
—and that he should have been believed ; and that ideas arising out of this stupendons
claim should have created a new philosophy of heaven and earth, of morals and history ;
is undoubtedly one of the most astonishing facts in the history of the world. Modern
criticism does not dispute the facts, and modern methods of research have not reduced
them to the “natural order.” We nre face to face with these facts now. They can
never be abolished. They emit a lustre and exert a spiritual force wherever they are
pondered. The simple facts themselves are, in the judgment of the most widely read
students of ancicnt history, absolutely unique, and they have about them the same
kind of almost weird wonderfulness which we should have experienced if we had seen
and handled the Lord Jesus after he rose from the dead. We are compelled to believe,
or at least to admit, this insoluble puzzle. History dates from this great crisis, from this
commencement of a new world, this enthronement of a new Adam, this conscious
victory of man over sin and death, this uplifting of the veil, this dawning of an
eternal day, Christendom is practically independent of the Fourth Gospel and of the
Apocalypse, so that if we were deprived of both, or if, what would be equally deplor-
able, we were robbed of all confidence in either, we should still have an indefeasible
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inheritance, & faith that has made herocs and martyrs, a faith that works by love, a
hope that will not make us ashamed.

It is a mistake to regard the Gospel of John as the acropolis or citadel of the
Christian faith. The Christien Church was established ; the new Jerusalem came down
out of heaven; the great High Priest was scer. to pass, with the blood of his own
saciifice, or in the merit of his vicarious death for the sins of the whole world, within
the veil of the celestial temple; a new creation had begun; a new life was being lived ;
the Godhead was known to be Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, by reason of the lessons
involved in the Divinity and humanity of the Lord Jesus; before that Gospel opened
the heart of Jesus, revealed the depths of the Iather’s love, or made it obvious to
habes in Christ, as well as to strong men, that he had been, was, and would for ever be,
“the Way, the Truth, the Life.”

11. But, though the Gospel be not the acropolis of the faith or the key to the whole
position occupied by Christianity, it is of incalculable preciousness. Some who have
persuaded themselves that it could not bave been produced by its presumed author,
have been free to admit this much. On the supposition that it was produced at the
close of the second century by a pious falsarius, as a dramatio theologic romance, with
special reference to the controversies then prevailing, some advocates of this untenable
hypothesis have been ready to admit that it reveals the deepest insight into the mind
and heart of Jesus. . ,

Thus F. C. Baur (‘Church History of First Three Centuries,’ i, 154, Eng, trans.)
“cannot but admire the breadth of true feeling and the delicate art with which the
cvangelist has seized those elements which led from the standpoint of the. Apocalypse
to the freer and higher standpoint of the Gospel, so as to spiritualize the Apocalypse
into the Gospel.” :

Schenkel (‘A Sketch of the Character of Jesus: a Biblical Essay,’ p. 34, Eng. trans.)
says that the author of the Fourth Gospel “has taken out of their historical framework,
clevated into the region of eternal thought, and invested with-transfiguring glory, a
sclection of reminiscences from the evangelical tradition of the public lite of Jesus, .-.:.
‘Without this Gospel the unfathomable depth, the inaccessible height, of the character of
the Saviour of the world would be wanting to us, and his boundless influence, renewing
all humanity, would for ever remain a mystery. He was not what that Gospel paints
him actually, but he was that essentially. . . . The representation of the character-of
Jesus becomes eternally true only in the heavenly splendour of that light which streams
forth from the Fourth Gospel.” )

80 Albrecht Thoma (‘ Die Genesis des Johannes-Evangeliums ein Beitrag zu Seiner
Auslegung Geschichte und Kritik * (1882), p. 879) :  Nothing earlier than itself, nothing
later, not the synoptic history, nor the doctrine of the Church, is necessary to give the
worth to this Gospel which corresponds to its place in the canon. - From its rich
treasury the scribe instructed unto the kingdom of God can ever take things both new
and old. The Spirit which works within the book—the Spirit of Christ—evermore will
speak what he himself hears, and will make known things to come, and will glorify
him for whose glorification this Gospel has been written.”

Holtzmann said (in Schenkel’s ¢ Lexicon’ (1869), vol. ii.}—what he does not exactly
repeat in his recent ‘Einleitung,” though he would not deny it (1885)—*The most
fundamental and far-reaching thoughts of the Fourth Gospel lie far beyond the second
century and beyond the entire outlook of the Christian Church even to the present day.”

Testimonies like these might be indefinitely multiplied, and they call attention to
the fact that very much of the most fundamental thought of the Gospel is-absolutely
veritied by the Christian consciousness, by whomsoever it was first formulated, and
st what time soever it was first recorded. [E.g. we know, as absolutely true, that
“ whosoever willeth to do the will of the heavenly Father knows of the doctrine
whether it be of God ” or whether it merely issue from human.lips; the true condem-
nation of sinners, viz. that “they love dsrkness rather than light,” is affirmed by
every conscience. The meed of heavenly birth is corroborated. by every reason:that
is sufficiently introspective. The spirituality of God and. of .worship iy as’far ahend
of the second century as of the first, and even of the nineteenth as of the second. The
drawing of the Father to the Son, by the Son, 80 that nonc cometh to the Father except
by this great revelation, is so profound a thought that it establishes itself in the
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spiritual life of advanced thinkers. The power of faith to heal, to invigorate, and
cleanse ; the mighty energies of holy lovo and seif-sacrifice; the fact that the strongest,
most encrgetic, love of man to man springs from common love to the Holiest and the
Best ; 'the victory of love over death; and the revelation of the spiritual and eternal
to love; are among the highest of all truths, That all truth emancipates from bondage;
that all believing souls will at length be one; and that the Spirit which was in Christ
may and does become in the heart of the believer a well of living water, a source of life
to others ; are positions to lose which would impoverish human thought beyond remedy.
Having been once set forth, these * open secrets’” belong to humanity, and cannot be
withdrawn. And so with very many other mighty utterances of this spiritual Gospel.

These concessions may, therefore, be fairly made without detracting from the flood
of glory which is poured npon them when we find that the ideas themselves are referred
by the evangelist to the Jesus whom he knew and loved, to whose heart he drew nearer
than any other had done.

To return to the suggestions with which this section commenced. We may find it
impossible to state all the reasons which intersect and blend in order to convince us
that we have in:this wonderful Gospel a veritable reveiation of the Son of God.
Psychological law will never reduce the conception to a merely ordinary humanity.
‘We need the sense of the Divine as well as the human to prevent the portraiture here
given of the Christ from shading or sheering off into the impossible and abnormal.
We need our dcepest persuasion that the Divine and human are not separated by an
impassable chasm, but in their innermost essence are one; to recognize the portraiture
of the Logos made man, in whom all the humanity at its highest is Divine, and all
the Divinity at its greatest is manifested through the human.

A philosophy based on'the necessary unknowableness of God, on the eternal unlike-
ness of God to man, on the impossibility of communication or conversableness between
man and his Malker, maost find an insoluble puzzle, an impossibility, in the genuineness
of the Fourth Gospel, and endeavours to relegate it to a date when it supposes that the
antecedents are all ready for its origination. ¢ The life of Christ ” is not itself enough
for this philosophy, seeing that all the main ideas to which this Gospel calls special
attention are regarded as later accretions on a simpler and less mysterious original.
Everything essentially Johannine in the Christ must be excluded from the historical
antecedents. -

The entire synoptic narrative, notwithstanding its striking points of resemblance
to the Johannine teaching in some of its most fundamental elements, is insufficient,
in the view of many writers, to propound the antecedent or prepare the platform of the
Fourth Gospel. The later Tiibingen critics, like Holtzmann and Thoma, go very far
in admitting the presence of Paulinism in the Gospel, and, instead of the rational
hypothesis that the Jobannine elements were widely known and deeply grasped by
St. Paul, they suppose that Paul’s Epistles, in all the affluence of honour rendered by
him to:the rank and work of Christ Jesus, are among the intellectual antecedents of
what to such writers is a masterpiece of pious fraud.

But neither the synoptists, nor Paul, nor the Acts of the Apostles, nor the Apocalypse
itself, all'of which furnished materials to the great falsarius, are, in the opinion of many,
sufficient antecedents for this work.

Many have attempted to show the amount of Alexandrine influence with which the
author must have been saturated before he could have proposed the thesis of the pro-
logue, and wrought into the texture of his argument what are supposed to be the ideas
of Philo.

But the pre-existence of the philosophy of Philo, and the wide circulation of the
entire New Testament (minus the Fourth Gospel), are not enough to satisfy those who
cannot accept the historic verity of the idea of the Christ. The antecedents here cited
would not foree the Fourth Gospel out of the first century. The production of this
Gospel in the first century would mean such an accession of evidence for its practical
historicity that diligent search has to be made for other indications, literary and
polemical, which must have preceded the composition of the Gospel. i

Consequently,; effort has been made to find in Cerinthus, Basileides, and Valentinus
such elaborations of the idea of the relation of God to man a3 to constitute them into
voritable antecedents of the Fourth Gospel. Even the indications wbhich the martyr



b 41l INTRODUCTION TO

Justin gives of the previous existence of the Gospel have been inverted, and great pains
taken to show that it is not probable that Justin had read the work of John, but that
“John ” may have made use of Justin; and so, having cleared, not only the first
century, but a large portion of the second century, from the presence of the Fourth
Gospel, & date has been assigned to it just anterior to the time when, by universal
confession, the Gospel is known to have been regarded in Antioch and Lyons, in Alex-
andria, Ephesus, and Rome, as one of the four indisputable authorities for the biography
of the Lord Jesua,

II. Tee DETAILS OF THE ASSAULT.

The history of the assault upon the Fourth Gospel reveals an extended campaign and
many hostile forces, and is instructive from the fact that many of the hypotheses
(inconsistent with its genuineness) have been relinquished by the successive assailants
as incompatible with known facts of literature, or ecclesiastical order, or theological
construction.

The assault has been conducted along two main lines, One has been directed towards
the establishment of a late date for its composition. This has been effected by a
destructive and a constructive process: (1) by disputing the external testimonies to
its existence before the close of the second century; (2) by endeavouring to imagine
the ciroumstances and condition of the Church out of which it sprang, the errors it
was supposed to counteract, and the necessary literary antecedents of the authorship.
The second line of assault has been directed towards the internal incompatibilitics
of the narrative; the incredibility of its main teaching as the direct word of the Lord
Jesus Christ; the contrast between the teaching of this *“evangelist” and that of the
synoptic Gospels; the improbability that the author of the document was either the
“John ” of the synoptic Gospels or the author of the Apocalypse.

We propose to treat these matters in detail ; but, before doing so0, we would call atten-
tion to the manner in which the assailants have conducted the campaign, and have
receded from positions they had once taken up with extreme confidence.

Although the English deists occasionally hinted doubts of the genuineness of the
four Gospels, yet the first most deliberate assault was deliverel by Edward Evanson,
an Anglican clergyman in Gloucester, who in 1792 published his ‘Dissonance of the
Four generally received Evangelists, and the Evidence of their Respective Authenticity
examined with that of other Scriptures deemed Canonical.’ He regarded the greater

rt of the New Testament as a forgery, and accepted as true the Gospel of Luke alone,

e opposed John’s Gospel from its dissimilarity with the Apocalypse, and attributed it
to a Platonizing philosopher of the second century. i

These positions were taken up by Eckermann, by Horst (in * Henke’s Museum fiir
Religionswissenschaft *) in 1803, by Cludius, by Ballenstedt (‘ Philo und Johannes’) in
1812, and by Vogel, who in 1801 sought to bring the Evangelist John and his inter-
preters to the judgment of the great day; but not until 1820 did the controversy
assume a pungent phase by the publication of Bretschneider’s ¢ Probabilia de Evangelii
et Epistolarum Johannis Apostoli indole et origine’ This distinguished theologian
accumulated all the difficulties besetting the problem into one vivid, powerful state-
ment, and appesred to conclude that the Gospel was written by an Alexandrine
philosopher in the first half of the second century.

The English deists were replied to by Le Clerc and Lampe. Evanson was met by
Priestley and Simpson. Storr replied to Eckermann with such force that the latter
retracted his doubts ; and the whole position of Bretschneider was bandled with such
dexterity by Olshausen, by Liicke in his celebrated ¢ Kommentar,’ and by others, that
Bretschneider confessed that his doubts were resolved, and that the object he had in
view was accomplished in baving provoked a more thorough vindication of the
authenticity of the Fourth Gospel. This left the atmosphere clearer, and the ground
secure for Schleiermacher to regard the Christ of John as the true Christ, and to base
his theology and hie view of the historical Christ upon the Fourth Gospel rather than
upon any other portion of the New Testament. De Wette, in his ‘ Einleitung’ to his
first edition of his ‘ Handbuch’ (1825), expressed serious doubts of the proof of the
genuinencss of the Gospel now. possible to us; and in 1837 be conlesses to his “ dearest
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fricnd” Liicke that he fears his scepticism may be grievous to him, touching the
literary vindication of the authenticity of this * tender, unique, veritably supreme
Gospel.” Yet before this proface was written, an event of consummate influence had
occurred, viz. the publication, in 1835, of Strauss’s ¢ Leben Jesu,” which endeavoured to
account for the synoptic Gospels by an oral tradition, which, with the aid of popular
expectations of the Messiah, gradually accumulated around it a mythical enlargement
and lustre. He proceeded, mainly by a drastic criticism of the Gospels, to reveal their
discrepancies, and to account for them by the growth of legend and the accretion of non-
historical elements. For a time he seemed to waver as to the possible authenticity of
the Fourth Gospel, but relinquished it in subsequent editions of his notorious work,
seeing that the whole of his mythical theory would have been broken to pieces if he
allowed that & disciple of Jesus had produced a chronicle of his deeds and words which
violated the physical and psychological laws which he regarded as irreversible. Strauss’s
temporary vacillation was intensified by the powerful effect produced upon him by the
appearance of Neander’s ¢ Life of Christ,’ which was an attempt to show that unques-
tionable facts existed and could not be disproved, out of which the entire evangelic
narrative might have arisen.

C. H. Weisse (‘ Die Evangelische Geschichte kritisch und philosophisch bearbeitet:’
1838) propounded a specious theory, which has been not unfrequently adopted by some
later critics, that there is an apostolic foundation for the fourth evangelist, which con-
sisted of “studies” of the mind of Christ expanded in the old age of the evangelist,
—when his memory grew dim—into the discourses of the Gospel, and that, at a later
date, these were woven into a fictitious narrative. Fromman refuted the hypothesis
with ability in 1849.

Bruno Bauer (1840) pursued an attack on different lines. He recognized, what has
ever since been felt more and more, that the Fourth Gospel is not a spontaneous avolution
of mythical tendency, but the work of “a poet conscious of his procedure,” and capable
of initiating a philosophical romance. Doubtless the plan, the growth, the gathering
solemnity, the climax of the Gospel, with its prologue and epilogue, show that it is the
work of one mind, not the elaboration or crystallization of many minds, It bears from
end to end the impress of a most original and masterly thinker, and, if it were not the
work of the apostle, it must have been the creation of a deliberate forger. The moral
revulsion which such a theory excites has led to many and varied replies. Notably
Ebrard distinguished himself in 1843 (* Wissenschaftliche Kritik der Evangel. Gesch.’),
by demolishing the rival theories of Strauss and Bruno Bauer. An English translation
of the second edition was published in 1863.

But all previous assailants do, in one sense, fall back into insignificance by the
side of the epoch-making arguments of Ferdinand Christian Baur, of Tibingen,
who, by articles first published in Zeller's Theolog. Jahrbiicher, and alterwards
brought together in his Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die canonischen Evangelien’
(1847), and ¢ Das Christenthum und die Christliche Kirche der drei ersten Jahrhun-
derte’ (1853) [the latter translated into English in two vols., London] endeavoured to
establish such a view of the Christian Churches and of the creation of the ¢ Catholic
Church’ in the second century as would provide at that period a platform and
‘““historical situation” on which the grand edifice of the Fourth Gospel could have
been erected. He supposed that it reveals traces throughout of the activity and various
speculations of the Gnostic schools, which characterized the second half of the century.
He beld that the Churches were split into two hostile camps: (1) those which clung
to the ancient Jewish observances, the vitality of the Law, the restriction of the highest
Messianio privileges to the house of Israel, headed and guided by the representatives
of the Jerusalem apostles—Peter, James the Just, and John the son of Zebedes; and
(2) those which were largely composed of Gentiles who reverted to the authority of
Paul. The four uncontested Epistles are so expounded as to reveal a permanent breach
between Paul and the original apostles, These two tendencies in the Church were
argravated by Marcionite antagonism to Judaism on the one side, and by Montanistic
extravagances and reaction against the episcopate on the other. Baur further held
that, towards the second half of the century, these two parties in the Church were dis-
posed to come into closer relationship with each other. At or before this time he sup-
poseg numerous forgerics to have gccurred. For instance, the Acts of the Apastles had
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been written s an eirenicon, with the endeavour to prove, by forged facts, that Peter and
Paul were not really estranged from one another; that the sulstance of their prenchin,
was practically identical, and that their relation to the heathen world and to the loga.
observance by Jews of circumcision had much in common, Pscudo-Pauline Epistles to the
Ephesians, Colossians, and Philippians, and the pastoral Epistles, he held receutly to have
helped to bridge the chasm between the opposing parties. At length some manifesto was
urgently needed which should show that there was truth on both sides, that Paulinism’
and Petrinism were really one in their dogmatic root, that while *“salvation was of the
Jews,” vet “God is a Spirit,” and his worship independent of Jerusalem and Gerizim,
This position he thought mot likely to be taken till alter the second humiliation of,
Jerusalem under Hadrian. This manifesto might involve all that was essential or good
in Montanism or Marcionitism, and should endeavour to root all in a popular theory,
of the Logos. The eternal Logos was no sooner believed to have become incarnate in’
Jesus, than from him all the unifying truths might Le presumed to have proceeded.
Baur supposed that some “ great unknown ” attempted this colossal task, and produced
the Fourth Gospel, which exactly met the case. By subtle suggestions its author meant
to convey the idea that it was written by the son of Zebedee, who is represented as
specially dear to Jesus, and therefore competent to reveal his thought. An additional
argument of great ingenuity was advanced. At this particular juncture, said Baur, the
difference between the Eastern and Western Churches as to the celebration of Easter
and the Paschal rite had once more come forward, It was supposed that the synoptic
Gospels had demonstrated the fact that the Lord ate the Passover with his disciples on
the night before his crucifixion. It was said that John favoured this view, his example
heing quoted against the Roman custom of continuing the fast until the eve of the
Easter morning. What could be more advantageous, in the growing interest of the
¢ Catholic Church,” than that it should appear that the Lord was crucified on the 14th
Nisan, and then to have John’s suthority for regarding Christ’s death as the veritable
Passover ? This he suggested as one of the motives of the Fourth Gospel. )
. Baur thus considered every word of this Catholic manifesto as dexterously chosen
to accomplish one or mare of these results. Thus the mythical hypothesis vanishes,
and the hints of Bruno Bauer are made to take the place of the Straussian construction
of the life of Jesus. Baur fixed the date of the composition about the year a.p. 170,
when all these conditions combined, as he imagined, to provide its ¢ historical situation.”

The date is a matter of prime importance in this speculation, and the defenders of the
authenticity were not slow to:appeal to the historical proof of the existence of. this
Gospel before the year ao.p. 170. Ebrard, in his introduction to the Commentary on
the Gospel (Eng. trans.), Thiersch (* Versuch zur Herstellung des historischen Stand-
punkts fiir die Kritik der Nentestamentlichen Schriften’), and Bleek (‘Beitrage zur
Evangelien-Kritik *) discussed the positions of Baur with great acumen and force. Later
on we give the proof that Irenzus, between A.p. 180 and 185, quoted the Gospel as
canonical and inspired Scripture; that Theophilus of Antioch (a.p. 170) quoted the
Gospel as that of John; that Celsus, whose work Origen commented on and refuted, must
have been familiar with the Fourth Gospel ; that the Muratorian Fragment shows, about
A.D. 170, that it was regarded as of equal importance with the other Gospels; that
Tatian, before A.D. 170, composed his ¢ Harmony of the Four Gospels;’ and that the
pseudo-Clementine literature (as is mow admitted by Hilgenfeld) quoted the Fourth
Gospel ; that the disciples of Valentinus, viz: Heracleon and Ptolemzus, were acquainted
with the Gospel, the former writing a commentary on it between A.p. 125.and 1561
Thus it appeared that the date on which Baur laid stress, and in the midst of which
Le found the historical locus for its composition, absolutely vanishes, Godet shows,
with conspicuous ability, that the supposed purpose of the author to reconcile Christ’s
death-day with the Paschal feast would not have accomplished the purpose of defend-
ing the Roman celebration of the Communjon on Easter morning ; and that there is no
probability that the sacramental commemoration of the night of the Passion by the
Eastern Church was any commemoration of the moment when the Eucharist was
instituted, but rather a prolongation of theocratic memories coupled with & reverent
celebration of the death itself,

Baur's dafe could not be sustained, and his followers and disciples have been com-
pelled to teke fresh ground while endorsing hig main principles,
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Wo shall see the further proof that Justin Martyr, about A.p. 150, was acquainted with
tho Gospel. T'ho evidence has been suficient to convince Hilgenfeld (* Das Evangelium
und dio Briefe Johannis nach ibrem Lehrbegriffe dargestellt:’ 1849 ; ¢ Die Evangelien,’
1864 ; sce nlso his recently published ¢ Historisch-Kritische Einleitung in das Necte
Test. :* 1876) that Baur’s dato must be abandoned ; but this great scholar labours with
vast learning to show that the Gospel reveals traces of Valentinian Gnosticism, which
might have becn available to the au thor between A.p. 136 and 140. In such a controversy
as this, forty years nearer to apostolic times is a concession of considerable importance.
The connection between Valentinian gnosis and the Gospel cannot be, need not be,
ignored ; but a reasonable conclusion is that Valentinus made use of terms fourd in a
revered Christian document, not that the unknown author of such document borrowed
the terms “ Logos,” * Life,” ¢ Light,” * Truth,” which he uses with didactic simplicity,
from the mons and syzygies of the Gnostic. Volkmar and Scholten also abandoned
their master’s date, fixing it nevertheless at A.p. 150 or 155, one which we belicve to be
invalidated by the evidence derived from the quotations of Justin, as well as from the
use made by Valentinus of the Gospel itself. )

Volkmar, and after him both Reville and Renan, have expressed their wonder that
(if the Fourth Gospel had been in existence in A.D. 150), Marcion did not make use of
4t instead of the Gospel of Luke. The true reply is that John's Gospel afforded no
scientific or historic basis for Marcion, and that not even by interpolation or excision
could be have utilized this document ; so that his silence and neglect must count for
nothing in determining the date of the latter. Effurt was made to find reference
(ch. xvi. 2) to the massacres of Christians in the insurrection of Barchochab (a.p.132);
but the martyrdom of Stephen, of James the Just, and others, to say nothing of the
Neronian persecution, and the deaths of Peter and Paul, are more than sufficient to
justify even a forger between A.p. 80 and 100 in attributing these words to Jesus.

Keim, who in 1867 was content, while repudiating the authenticity of the Gospel, to
accept the date A.p. 100-115 for its productior, yet in 1875, without any apparently
sufficient reason, altered his opinion and regarded A.p. 130 as a probable date.

Dr. Davidson, mainly on the ground of the insufficiency of the evidence for the
anteriority of the Gospel to the writings of Basileides and his followers, settles down
to:the same date. The proof of the earlier date, which was admitted by Keim in 1867,
turns on the use made of the Gospel by the apostolic Fathers. The powerful evidence
groduced by Zahn and by Bishop Lightfoot for the authenticity of the seven epistles of

gnatius and the epistle of Polycarp, does, as we shall see, go far to demonstrate the
existence of the Gospel in the first decade of the second century, as well as to pulverize
the entire hypothesis of the great breach in the Church of Christ to heal which many
critics suggest that this Gospel was composed.

If the epistles of Ignatius be genuine, they reveal a state of ecclesiastical government
far in advance of the pastoral Epistles of Paul, and certainly throw back the date of
those Epistles for a generation behind them. The Pauline Epistles as the Acts of the
Apostles and the First Epistle of Clement to the Carinthians, recognize no difference
of rank or of duty between bishops and elders; whereas about A.p. 110 the Ignatian
epistles emphusize the distinction between these Church officers. Ergo these pastoral
Epistles cannot well be a birth of a period subsequent to the Ignatian letters. If so,
whether the production of Paul or not, they reveal, towards the close of the first century,
the germ of the Gnostie virus which had already distressed the early Church.

Even the Epistles to the Corinthians by St. Paul show very forcibly that the Church
at Corinth, between A.p. 57 and 58, had been cursed by the very spirit which tbe First
Epistle of John so power fully condemned. 'Why should we on this account travel into
the midst of, or towards the end of, the second century to find the ¢ historical sitnation”
when Gnostie Ebionism and Docetic theosophy had emasculated the Christian faith of
wany ? and why should we fancy that the Church required the questionable aid of a fulsa-
7ius, who must have set himself by immoral means to refute the enemy by inventing pro
hac vice the words and works of Jesus? If Valentinus and Marcion, Barchochab and
the followers of Basileides, the Easter controversy, and the enthusiasm of Montanus were
all constituents in the creation of the Gospel ; and if the author were, moreover, saturated
with Pauline ideas, and intent on giving practical and concrete illustration to the Logcs
doctrine of Philo and of Justin, and also delicately to correct and combine the tendencies
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conspicuous in the First and Third Gospels;—what a miracle of ingonuity the I
Gospel becomes! It is even more wonderful than if it be regal‘dedgas a s)i'mplerr(;g;lt'g
of the memories of an unforgotten past.

fl‘hnt Justin, Montanus, end Valentinus, that Ignatins and Polycarp, should have had
this venerated fragment in their hands, and used it soverally in defence of their own
positions, is quite as credible as that Irenaus and Origen, Clemens Alex., and Tertullian
or the followers of Basileides, should subsequently have done the same. But this
hypothesis demands the first appearance of the Gospel in the first century, Such a
conclusion renders the Johannine authorship so immensely probable that those whe
sre driven to the former, but deny the latter view adopt a variety of methods to evade
the inference. =

_Granting an early dats, Keim, e.g., has evaded the foroe of the conclusion by agreeing
with Reuterdahl and Liitzelburger in the endeavour to refute the widely c,sprea.a.'
tradition of St. John’s residence in Ephesus and to rehabilitate the old shadow
of the Presbyter John. He refuses credence to the point-blank assurance of Irenmus
who is said to have blundered in reporting what Polycarp had told him. He thinks
that Irenzus led all subsequent writers to regard Polycarp as a disciple of the Apostle
John, whereas he supposes that the martyr's intimacies had never gone beyond “those
of the venerable Presbyter John. Scholten even goes so far as to deny the apostolic
origin of the 4dpocalypse, which the school of Baur and Hilgenfeld had made the key-
stone of their construction. He thinks an unknown person in Ephesus was its author,
who, having adopted the name of John in order to give his work greater currency, was
supposed afterwards to have been the apostle. The consequence of these violent
hypotheses is that John the son of Zebedee, instead of being regarded as the author of
five of the New Testament books, sinks into utter obscurity after the reference made
to him in Gal. il ; and that tradition and literature have been equally deceived through
& perverse and unfortunate blunder of Irenmus.

In the course of our exposition we shall have frequent opportunities of indicating the
extraordinary positions of Albrecht Thoma (‘Die Genesis des Johannes-Evangeliums
ein Beitrag zu seiner Auslegung Geschichte und Kritik ’). He reviews the sources, the
history, the contents, of the Gospel with great eloquence and vast ltnowledge ; but he
sees in the Fourth Gospel the artistic setting forth of the ideas of the middle of the
second century with reference to the origin of Christian history ; e.g. the ninth chapter
is the evangelist’s method of describing the conversion of St. Paul; *“Judas” is a covert
reference to Simon Magus; and the twenty-first chapter is the Johannine version of the
Acts of the Apostles. In every line of the Gospel he discerns the influence of the
Alexandrine school of thought.

Gebhart, in his ¢ Theology of the Apocalypse,’ defends, with great ability, the identity
of its authorship with that of the Gospel, but he remnounces the historicity of the
Gospal.  Both documents, he thinks, may have been produced by the son of Zebedee,
but they are both imaginative elsborations of the same fundamental ideas—one in the
form of history and the other in that of apocalyptic vigion.

Ewald and Reuss do in a certain way admit the authenticity, but deny the historical
character of the discourses and miracles of the Fourth Gospel. In his latest edition of
+The History of the Sacred Scriptures of the New Testament,’ translated by Houghton,
Reuss will not admit more than a bare possibility that it was produced by the son of
Zebedee. “It was certainly not written by the author of the Apocalypse,” mor by
« the John of Gal iL;” but Reuss admits that this John may have suffered as great
a transformation as Paul and as Peter are seen to have donme. “ A germ of profound
religiosity may bave been implanted in a heart which needed only change of air and
soil to bring it to maturity.” Reuss will not be moved by the Easter controversy to
decide against the Johannine authorship, nor does he think that the speculation that
some pupil of the apostle produced it on the basis of some genuine and original informa-
tion, solves the difficulty. .

Tobler (‘Die Evangelien-Fragm.:’ 1858) advocated the view that Apollos was the
author, in virtue of the most important chronological, historical, and autoptic matter
which it containg; and Renan, in the latest editions of the ¢Life of Jesus,’ supposes that
a “ gemi-Gnostic constituted himself the editor of the narratives of the aged apostle,
end perbaps possessed some notes, dictated by the latter, which formed the primary
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materials of his work. Reuss pronounces that this view “ gacrifices the spirit to the
appoarance, and in fact is too sharp-sighted.” Mangold’s edition of Bleek’s ¢ Kinleitung’
admits the sufliciency of the external evidences, but regards the internal difficulties of
tho authenticity to be insurmountable. On the other hand, B. Weiss, in his ¢ Life of
Jesus’ (Eng. trans.), lays powerful emphasis on the historicity of the Gospel, and
loses no opportunity of demonstrating the light which it throws upon the synoptie
narrative.

Holtzmann (‘Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in das N.T.:’ 1885)
has emphasized the strongly subjective elements of the narrative, ite artistic arrangc-
ment, the sources from which the author must have drawn his material. Of these, with
Albrecht Thoroa, he assigns o large place to the Pauline Epistles, He measures the
amount of dependence upon the synoptic Gospels, discriminating between the kind of
aid he derived from Mark and Luke; he finds the unhistorical in the method by which
the great attributes of God are revealed in the concrete life of the incarnate Logos, but
uses some of the worn-out arguments to rid these instances of the Divine energy of
Jesus, of their historic character. The great puzzle appears to him to consist of the
twofold character of the Gospel—the blending of historic detail with lofty ideality. The
solution of it attempted by B. Weiss does not satisfy Holtzmann. The symbolism of
the Gospel for him detracts from its historicity, forgetful, as it seems to us, that the
lives of our greatest men and the history of the epochs of our race are charged with
events which become symbolic of life-purposes or world-wide tendencies. Julius Casar
crossing the Rubicon, Socrates in his prison, William of Normandy falling on the soil
of Pevensey, Luther at the Diet of Worms, etc., are instances in point. Holtzmann
falls back on the Baurian method of discovering an * historical situation,” but does not
feel that he has solved the problem.

The defenders of the anthenticity against every attack and on every ground bave
been very numerous. Every one of the special assaults has called up an army of
defence, and in the writings of Hengstenberg, Tholuck, Luthardt, Lange, Liicke, Bleek,
Meyer, De Pressensé, and Godet, few points or speculations have been left untouched.
Canon Westcott’s ‘ Introduction to the Study of the Gospels’ and the  Introduction to
the Commentary on St. John;' Dr. Ezra Abbott’s * External Evidence of the Authorship
of the Gospel;’ Mr. Matthew Arnold, in ‘God and the Bible ;* Mr. R. Holt Hutton, in
an essay of great value, * Essays, Theological and Literary,” vol. i.; Beischlag, ¢ Studien
und Kritiken, 1874-5,’ and published separately),—have discussed the chief points with
masterly hand. Mr. Sanday, ¢ The Authorship and Character of the Fonrth Gospel > and
‘The Gospels in the Second Century,’ with quiet force has set aside the couclusions of
the author of ‘ Supernatural Religion;’ Oosterzee (‘ Das Johannes-evangelium, Vier
Vortrage,” and Eng. trans., 1869); Milligan, in Contemporary Review, 1867-1871, and
in ¢ Introduction to Commentary’ by himself and Professor Moulton, have grappled
with various parts of the controversy.

Secing that Holtzmann, Mangold, 8. Davidson, Thoma, and others maintain the
adverse opinion still, the controversy cannot be said to have terminated; and we cannot
proceed with our Exposition without placing before the readers of the ¢Pulpit
Commentary ’ an outline of the evidences both “ external ”” and *“internal” on the faith
of which we hold that this most wonderful of all the biblical writings is not the dream
of a second-century sage, but the sacred record of a personal experience. That which
is to some studenis clear evidence of the antecedency of the Gospel becomes, in the
hand of others, proof that “ the evangelist ” had material ready to his hand in the floating
ideas of the second century. Prepossession and preconceived opinion may bias the
impartial critic. Let it be understood that prepossessions are not all on one side. The
“sceptic” here has, moreover, far more at stake than the “apologist.” The Christian
believer is not dependent on tho Fourth Gospel, however much he might deplore the
sacrifice of its historicity. The fall of this Gospel from its high place would not touch the
authenticity of the Gospel of Luke, nor that of the Epistles to the Romans, Corinthians,
Gelatians, and Philippians. All the essentials of the faith would be left intact. But,
on the other hand, the authenticity of the Fourth Gospel becomes an impregnable
defenco of supernatural revelation, of the incarnation of the Son of God, of the resur-
rection and glory of the Christ. If the Fourth Gospel was the work of the beloved
disciple, then the * scientific” instrument which has been elaborated with infinite care

JOHN, °
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by successive opponents of the mystery of God therein revealed is hopelessly shatterod,
Consequently, there is, to say the least, as muoh room for predisposition and bias on
the one side as on the other.

III. ExTERNAL EvIDENOR oF THE EARLY EXISTENOE oF THE Four Gospers.

1. Introductory remarks. (1) In discussing the question of the genuineness of
any ancient writing, we are confronted with the positive and negative evidence of its
cxistence at 8 {ime consistent with the alleged authorship. The external evidence of
the existence at any particular date of any ancient document, to be absolutely satis-
factory, would be the existence of other ancient trustworthy documents, whose date
can be approximately fixed near the date of the life of the supposed author,.in whioh
quotations from the work in question occur, and wherein such quotations are definitely
ascribed to a work which can be, without reasonable doubt, identified with that about
which we make the inquiry. If an unimpeachable contemporary authority, eitber
with favourable or hostile intent, has left behind him such a quotation .from one of
Taul’s Epistles or from one of Plato’s dialogues or Horace’s odes, the question of the
existence of cither of these documents at the period when the quotation was made
would be practically scttled. . ‘ ‘

1t is not often possible to arrive at evidence so entirely conclusive as this. We may
have to travel down the stream of time for a8 whole generation or more before we find
a single trustworthy quotation, and, when we discover one, we may be surprised to see
that it is not accurate, and that it is not referred to the previous author, Still, from
the manner of its introduction, the second authority may reveal the place which the
former writing beld in the opinion of his contemporaries; and it may bhappen that
obvious reasons occur why the authorship of such quotation should not have beeu cited
or appeaied to; and yet such a citation may prove to be of very convincing and impor-
tant character. :

(2) The non-existence of the evidence which we have described as unimpeacbable by
no means establishes the spuriousness or later origin of the document whose date we
wish to verify. The letter to Diognetus, which bas taken its place among the sub+
apostolic literature—a position, we admit, by no means unquestioned-—does not appear
to have been quoted, or copied, or referred to by any ancient writer, nor by apy writer
at all till the sixteenth century. The Second Epistle. of Peter was not mentioned,
nor quoted {rom, nor, so far as we know, translated into any other language until the
beginning of the fourth century; yet it would be the height of hypercriticism, even
among those who doubt its apostolic origin, to refer its production: by e falsarius to
a date later than the second century. Positive evidence of an external kind may no#.be
forthcoming, but this circamstance will not prove the non-existence of the document:
All that can be deduced from such a fact is that the authors of the few and - frag-
mentary treatises which have survived did not in them allude to orquote from the
document we are anxious to identify. o .

(8) Further, we see, at 8 glance,’ that the writers who do quote a more ancient
authority may, when they made their citation, have had no reason for any specifio
mention of the name of the previous writer. If Justin Martyr, e.g,, had called the
attention of the Roman emperors to the obscure names of Matthew, Mark, or John, it
would not have conciliated their regard. The more general title of “ memorials by, the
apostles of Christ and by their companions ”—a phrase peculiarly applicable to our four
Gospels—was much more likely to secure attention from his readers, although it may
fail 10 satisfy the demand of modern criticism and of technical accuracy. o

(4) Again, we may find that some of the quotations are inaccurately made. ; They
may be rather the transfusion into the language of the later writer of .the thought of
the older writer, with only a few verbal coincidences, and yet they may furnish us even
now with powerful evidence of the kind we seelr,

The books were often quoted from memory—a practice stimulated by the difficulty
of makiug accurate citations at any time by the cumbrous form, difficult caligraphy,
and great rarity of the books themselves. Lepgthened passages, suoh as Pa. xxii. and
Isa, Hii., which are quoted ¢n extenso, accurately correspond with the LXX, Version ;
but numerous quotations are made from tho Old Testament with the same vaguences
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as wo [ind attributed to tho citations from the Gospels. It is not possible, on the
ground of this vagueness or inaceuracy, to argue that the apologists never saw or read
tho Greck transiations of the Old Testament. The same indulgence should be afforden
to tho opostolic Fathers and apologists, when they cite the words of Jesus. The devi-
ntions of Justin Martyr’s quotation of the celebrated passage in Matt. xi. 25, etc., hava
been supposed to invalidate tho proof of the pre-existence of St. Matthew’s Clospe!
given theroin (author of *Supernatural Religion ’) ; but the argument has been turned
by Dr. Abbott producing a long series of quotations of the very same passage, from
Irenwus to our own day, and many made by writers who had the Gospel before them
in printed form, and wore perfectly familiar with its apostolic origin, who also have
deviated from the original text and more widely than Justin,

Some of the early writers aro known to have produced numerous books, but the
smallest portion only of some of these is extant. Because a Gospel or Epistle is not
referred to in these fragments, we have no right to conclude that the author was
ignorant of their existence. Suppose, eighteen hundred years hence, a fragment of one
of Ruskin’s volumes of ¢Stones of Venice’ should be all that the most vigilant book-
collector could find of his works ; and if in it no mention was made of Turner or Hunt,
will it therefore become reasonable to say that Turner did not live until two hundred
years after Ruskin? A thousand other illustrations might be given of the unreason of
the modern methods of identilying and disparaging the books of the New Testament.

5) One of the most powerful testimonies to the existence of an ancient document is
the fact that it was translated into a foreign tongue at an ascertainable date. We are,
therefore, justified in placing great confidence on the fact that the Gospels and the
Epistles of Paul are found in the Peschito Syriac and the Old Latin translations of the
New Testament; but even this evidence, if it be negative, is not final. The Apocalypse,
e.g., it not found in this most ancient Syriac Version, Moreover, first-class manuscript
authority for its presence in the canon of the New Testament is lacking; and yet
other positive external evidence of authenticity is so strong that perhaps there is no
portion of the New Testament that stands upon a more irrefragable basis. Our con-
clusion is that the non-mention of a book in the fragments that remain of the literature
of the second century, even in places where one might expect a reference to it from
the nature of the subject-matter, affords no reason for concluding that the book in
question was not.known to the author of the fragment. Other reasons for the omission
can be conjectured, just as satisfactory explanations for the omission of the Apocalypse
from the Syriac canon of the New Testament can be easily advanced.

2. We may now procecd to show that during the last quarter of the second century,
we have indubitable proof of the existence of four Gospels, distinguished from all other
narratives of the life and sayings of our Lord Jesus Christ; and that the four Gospels
thus selected were regarded in every part of the Roman empire with peculiar reverence,
and were quoted and appealed to with the same frequency as they have been in every
decade from that day to this. There is no discussion now as to the substantial identity
of the documents thus 'signalized with our four Gospels, attributed to or described as
being according to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.

Granting for the moment that the previous references to these documents are less
explicit, it is expedient to look at the nature, quality, and fulness of the evidence
which we possess for the fourfold character of this wonderful nairative at the date in
question. In earlier times the entire substance of the apostolic teaching on this subject
was called 70 ebayyéhios—* the Gospel,” and this word was used somewhat vaguely by
both Christian and heretical writers, as deseriptive of the good message or acceptable
speculation which they were offering to their readers. Thus the followers of Basileides
are said by Hippolytus (¢ Ref. Hewr.,” vii. 27) to have had a *gospel ” which was # ra»
Umeprooplwy yvivous, “ the knowledge of supramundane things,” and, though a Gnostic
speculation, it was dignified by this great name. The same name was subsequently
by Theophilus applied to the four separate Gospels; and from that date we begin to
Liear, not only of 5 ebayyéaior, but & edayyéhia.

(1) The first and greatest authority is Inmwzus, Bishop of Lyons, in Gaul, who lived
between A.p. 140 and 202, and who probably wrote his great and important treatiso
between A.p. 180 and 190, of whom also, with other fragments, is presexved by Euse-
bius (‘ Hist, Eccl., v. 20) a letter written by him to one Florinus, who, towards
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the close of the second century, was a presbyter in Rome, and was in danger of
lapsing intc the Valentinian heresy concerning the unity of God. The letter records
the early experience of Irenmus and his youthful recollections of Polycarp, the disciple
of St. John, and the griel that Polycarp would have felt if he had known the heretical
tendencies of Florinus. .

“These doctrines,” says he, * O Florinus, to say the least, are not of a sound under-
standing, These doctrines are inconsistent with the Church, and calculated to thrust
those that follow them into the greatest impiety. These doctrines, not even the heretics
out of the Church ever attempted to assert. These doctrines were never delivered to
thee by the presbyters before us, those who also were the immediato disciples of the
apostles. For I saw thee when I was yet a boy in the Lower Asia with Polycarp,
moving in great splendour at court, and endeavouring by all means to gain his esteem.
1 remember the events of those times much better than those of more recent occur-
rence. As the studies of our youth, growing with our minds, unite with them so
firmly that I can tell also the very place where the blessed Polycarp was accustomed to
sit and discourse; and also his entrances, his walks, his manner of life, the form of his
body, his conversations with the people, and his familiar intercourse with Jobn, as he
was accustomed to tell, as also his familiarity with the rest of those that had seen the
Lord. How also he used to relate their discourses, and what things he had heard from
them concerning the Lord. Also concerning his miracles, his doctrine ; all these were
told by Polycarp,in consistency with the Holy Scriptures as he had received them from
the eye-witnesses of the doctrine of salvation. These things, by the mercy of God,
and the opportunity then afforded me, I attentively heard, noting them down, not on
paper, but in my heart ; and these same facts I am always in the habit, by the grace
of God, of recalling faithfully to mind. And I can bear witness in the sight of God
that,*if that blessed apostolic presbyter had heard any such thing as this, he would
have exclaimed, and stopped his ears, and, according to his custom, would have said,
‘0 good God, unto what times hast thou reserved me, that I should tolerate these
things?’ He would have fled from the place in which he had sat or stood hearing
doctrines like these, From his epistles, also, which he wrote to the neighbouring
Churches in order to confirm them, or to some of the brethren in order to admonish or
to exhort them, the same thing may be clearly shown.”

This paints the character of the man, his confidence in what he calls *‘the Scriptures,”
and the exceeding improbability that he should have repeatedly quoted from John’s
Gospel, as his, words which, according to some modern critics, bad only seen the light
very lately, and had no connection whatever with the apostle, who was known and
beloved by his personal friend.

Let it be also observed that Irenmus speaks of the ““two testaments” as proceeding
from ope and the same God. “The argument,” says he, “of a presbyter the disciple of
the apostles” (‘Her.,” iv. 32: * Anti-Nicene Library, ii. 4, 5). And in defending the
view of this presbyter, he quotes unmistakably ch. i. 3 (cf. v. 86. 1, 2). He speaks
(i. 3. 6: ¢ Anti-Nicene Library,’i. 15) of the writings of the evangelists and apostles
being perverted, as well as tbose of the prophets, to their own ends.

In the commencement of iii. 1 we find a special enumeration of the four Gospels,
which are attributed to the respective authors. Frequent allusions are made to the
Gospel of John by name, and a mystic reason is given for there being * four Gospels,”
neither more nor less. And some account follows of the special use which the heretics
had made of tbese Gospels, revealing therefore, not only their wide diffusion in the
Churches, but their influence beyond the limits of the Churches, and proving that they
must have held a position of high significance and authority to be appealed to by
friend and foe. This occurs about A.n. 180—190, and some of these references look
back over a period of twenty to thirty years at least. The quotations from t_he four
Gospels made by Irenzus fill eleven closely printed folio pages in Massuet's edition of
his works, and amount to no fewer than five hundred, one hundred of these being
taken from the Fourth Gospel (see index of ‘Anti-Nicene Library:’ ¢ Works of
Tiena:us,” ii. pp. 193—197). . .

(2) While Irenaus thus proves for us the wide diffusion of these four Gospels in the
western division of the empire, we have an equally extemsive circulation of these
documents in the Fast; for THEOPBILUS, Bishop of Antioch before o.p, 170 (and who



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN, xxi

PR

died bofore the end of the century), writing to a heathen, Autolycus, declares that in
the prophets and in the G?spcls the same thiqgs were advanced, and that ail alike was
gpoken under the inspiration of the one Spint.of God. Among these testimonies he
quotces, [rom John’s Gospel and under that designation, ch. i, I, also Matt. v. 38 and
other passages of the New Testament. He is said to have written commentaries on
tho (Qospols—a circumstance which proves the estimation in which they were held.

(3) CLEMENT or ALEXANDRIA, the teacher of Origen and Hippolytus, the head of the
catechetical school from A.p, 189, was a presbyter whose knowledge of philosophy and
literature, though somewhat superficial and discursive, was without guestion varied.
He was & litteraleur rather than a theologian. He held in reverence other Christian
writings as well a8 the New Testament, and thus his evidence as to the character and
nature of the New Testament books is weakened; but his testimony as to the number
of the evangelists is weighty, and the use he made of their narratives explicit. o
gives to the four Gospels the same authority that he attributed to the Law and prophets.
He contrasts the teaching of the ¢ Gospel of the IEgyptians’ with that of “the four
Gospels, which,” he says, * were handed down to us.” Eusebius preserves (* Hist. Eccl.;
vi, 14) an important passage, in which Clement declares that Peter was the virtual
author of St. Marl’s Gospel, and that “ John wrote a spiritual Gospel, divinely moved
by the Holy Spirit, on observing that the things obvious to the senses had been clearly
set forth in the earlier Gospels.” There are between four and five hundred quotations
made by him from the four Gospels.

(4) To Irenmus in Gaul, Theophilus in Syria, Clement in Eastern Alfrica, must be added
TERTULLIAN, who spent the greater part of his literary life in Carthage. Towards the
close of tha second century Tertullian revealed an intimate acquaintance with the four
Gospels. His testimony is important, because there is not a chapter in the Gospels of
Matthew, Luke, and John from which he does not quote. In his work ‘Adv.
Marcionem * (iv. 2) he says, *“ Among the apostles, John and Matthew form the faith
within us; among the companions of the apostles, Luke and Mark renovate it.”
Evangelists and apostles are placed by him on the same platform with the prophets and
apostles, The Gospels are said by him to be read in the assemblies (* Apol.,’ 39).

The testimony of Tertullian is indirectly of greater importance than that of Irensus
or of Clement, in the following way. Tertullian contested the philosophical position of
the great heresiarch Marcion. The assault against Marcion brought to light the fact
that that writer had, as Tertullian thought, iniquitously mutilated the Third Gospel,
with the view of making it confirm his views with respect to the Person of the Lord,
the opposition between the new covenant and the Old Testament, and even between the
God of Moses and of the prophets and of the Father who was manifested in Jesus Christ.

Some writers, at one time Baur and Ritschl, took advantage of this representation
to hazard the theory that Tertullian was in the wrong ; that Marcion had not mutilated
the Third Gospel, but had edited the earliest form of an evangelical narrative ; and that
our Third Gospel is an enlargement and development of thbis primaval document.
Volkmar, one of the most distinguished of the Tiibingen critics, took up the defence of
the patristic writers in this respect, and convinced even Baur and Ritschl that their
argument was false. The author of ‘Supernatural Religion,” in his first edition,
recturned to the subject, and reasserted the Tiibingen hypothesis, with the view of
depreciating the antiquity and originality of the Gospel of Luke. Dr. Sanday, in his
admirable work ¢The Gospels in the Second Century,’ met this writer on his own
ground. He showed that the Gospel of Luke contains three hundred and nine verses
not found in Marcion’s Gospel. If these three hundred and nine verses were the
work of some later hand, they would reveal striking differences from the style of the
remaining portion of the work which Marcion had preserved; but it is capable of
proof, according to Dr. Sanday, that these three hundred and nine verses contain no
fewer than a hundred and eighty-five peculiarities of the style which characterizes the
residuary Gospel, and two hundred and twenty-four words or phrases specially familiar
to the writer of these main portions of the work. Dr. Sanday discusses every one of
the omissions, and shows that there was sufficient reason for Marcion to-have been
anxious to expunge them. He shows that it is possible that some of the alterations or
deviations of Marcion's Grospel from that of the canonical Luke may have been due to
8 differonce of text; for they have been confirmed by some of the oldest manuscripts,
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This circumstance revoals the fact that divergences of text arose bLefore cither the
Syriac or Old Latin Version was made, and we are thrown slill further back to o period
long before the time of Marcion for the original autograph from which these two
families of texts must genealogically have descended. Tertullian, thevefore, is witness
unconsciously to the great antiquity of a document which in a particular form of codex
must have been long honoured and widely diffused before the date of Marcion. Now, 1t
is generally agreed that Marcion diffused his sentiments between A.p. 139 and 142,
The author of *Supernatural Religion’ has acknowledged that, in this argument, Dr.
Sanday has refuted his own hypothesis; and so we may consider the question as
finally settled. The examination goes very far towards demonstrating the authenticity
of the Third Gospel. Godet (‘Introduction to John’s Gospel,’ i. 221) makes it appear
eminently probable that Marcion was acquainted with the Gospel of John.

3. Further testimonies are borne to the existence of the four Gospels by the writings
of JusTIx the Martyr. These writings, consisting of the ‘ Dialogue with Trypho® and
the two ¢ Apologies,” according to the best ciitics must have been written between
A.D. 145 and 148, the latter year being that of his martyrdom. ‘

The narratives and teachings in the four Gospels, and especially in the first and
third, are frequently cited by Justin, He professes to have appealed to the % Memorials
composed by the apostles and their followers,” without mentioning their names—
names, however, which would have carried no weight either with bigoted Jews, Greek
philosophers, or Roman emperors. In ¢Apol.’ i. 66, he refers to those memorials
“which are called Gospels.” Opponents are eager to evade the force of this reference
by saying that the parenthetical clause is a gloss foisted into the text from the margin.
This is not impossible, but we know that Marcion had already called the narrative
which he published “a Gospel,” or “the Gospel.” The expression, “memoirs by
apostles,” is used eight times. Four times, * memoirs” or *“memorabilia ” (droprnpo-
velpara); once (‘ Apol.,’i. 66), “memoirs made by the apostles” (¢ xarerral ebayyéria);
once (‘ Dial.,’ 103), “ memoirs composed by apostles of Christ and those who followed
them,” when quoting Luke; and once from “ Peter’s memoirs,” when quoting & fact
only mentioned in the Second Gospel. He uses the expression, “the apostles wrote”
(*Dial.,” 88), when speaking of an incident mentioned by all four; and (‘ Apol.,’ i. 67)
ke refers to the “ memoirs by the apostles” as of equal value with ‘the writings of ‘the
prophets. The anthor of ¢ Supernatural Religion® says this description cannot apply
to the four Gospels, because only two professed to be written by apostles, whereas the
term “the apostles ” ought to have meant the twelve! ‘ )

Now, the references which Justin makes do in a few places add interesting and
picturesque details to the narratives of the synoptists; such, eg., as that the Magi
came from Arabia ; that a fire was kindled in Jordan at the baptism of Christ; that
in a cave at Bethlehem Christ was born; and that as a carpenter he made ploughs and
yokes. Some sayings not recorded in our canonical Gospels are cited by Justin; but
the great proportion of these quotations or references correspond in a remarkable way
with the narrative of the four Gospels, and record matters peculiar to all four of them,
The story told by Justin was substantially identical with that of the Gospels, both a8
to the great character portrayed, the miraculous accompaniments of his ministry, the
sorrow and mystery of his death, the incidents of his trial, which he characteristically
confirms by appealing to the ¢ Acta Poptii Pilati.” He refers to the last Supper, to the
fulfilment of the prophecy contained in the twenty-second psalm, to. the nails and
spear, to the sneers of his murderers, and to the cry, “ My God, my God, why hast thou
forsaken me?” He refers to the resurrection on the third day being a first day.of a
week, to kis ascension, and the institution of baptism in the Name of the Father of all,
and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit. '

Now, Dr. Sanday, admitting for the sake of argument that Justin may have had
before him some digest or harmonistic document which he used as well as the original
Gospels, makes it extremely probable that such a document, if it existed, must have
been one framed out of the original Gospels, and not that from which they can have
been supposed to have been fashioned., The alterations, deviations, and additions
are of the secondary and derivative, not of the primary and germinant, kind, The
author of ¢ Supernatural Religion’ points to the ‘Goapel according to the Hebrews’
a2 the primitive source of these quotations, but unfortunately for the theory, it is
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known that this Qospel did not contain passages which were undoubtedly in Justin’s
authorities.

There is, in fact, nothing in Justin's quotations from the *memoirs” which is not
pubstantially contained in the canonical Gospels, and the deviations are only such as
can bo paraileled by the later writers who did indubitably quote {rom the four Gospels
as we now have them.

It is beyond credibility that, seeing that Irenzus must have been in “early
manhood when Justin was making such abundant use of the “memorabilia by the
aposlles and their fullowers,” that these books could have perished, and in the brief
period that elapsed before Irenus wrote his ¢ Refutation of Ileresies,’ the four Gospels
could have becn manipulated into existence, and should have entirely displaced the
earlier documents., Already, Justin tells us, these memoirs were read in churches at
their solemn festivals, and yet, according to our opponents, they must have been ousted
Yetween the date of Justin and that of Irenzus, and four other documents have gained
universal acceptance from Lyons to Alexandria, from Antioch to Carthage. The author
of * Supernatural Religion’ thinks this possible, because the first epistle of Clement,
and the epistle of Barnabas, were also read at first in some churches, and that these
“ memoirs” -of Justin may in lilke manner bave ceased to retain the high position to
which he refers. But there is no proof whatever of such or similar importance ever
having been ceded to these booles, and the mode in which they are cited is profuundly
different.!

We are bound to inquire whether, in addition to our Gospels, Justin also used some
document like them, which may have formed the basis of one or more of the canonical
Gospels. .

Vt’)hether that were the case or not, the following incidents are recorded by Justin,
and we know of no other authority for them but Matthew’s Gospel: (1) Joseph’s
suspicion of Mary; (2) the name of Jesus; (3) the visit of the Magi; (4) the
massacre at Bethlehem ; (5) the descent into Ligypt; (6) the order of the temptations;
§7 ) six passages from the sermon on the mount, as given in Matthew only; (8) ch. xxiii.

5,24 ; (9) the sign of the Prophet Jonas; (10) the triumphant entry with the colt ;
gli) the calumnious report of the Jews (ch. xxviii. 12—15); and (12) the baptismal

ormula.

' Very few details are peculiar to Mark. Some of these, however, Justin refers to;
e.g. (1) the name of “ Boanerges;" (2) the near approach to a statement (Mark vi.
3) that Christ followed the trade of a carpenter; and (3) ch. ix. 21, that he healed
those who were diseased from their birth (cf. also John ix.).

The peculiarities of Luke are also quoted by Justin; eg. (1) the coming of Gabriel
to Mary; (2) that John the Baptist’s mother was Elisabeth; (3) the ccnsus under
Oyrenius; (4) that Jesus was thirty years old when he Legan his ministry; (5) that
on his trial he was sent from Pilate to Herod; (6) special passages are quoted [rom the
commission given to the seventy disciples; (7) references occur to the Lord’s Supper, and
!;heLagl?ny in the garden, and to the' Reswtection and Ascensior, in a form only lound
in Lulke.

“While these quotations do strongly sustain the thesis that Justin made use of tho
synoptic Gospels, yet, on the other hand, he appears to have studied the genealogy of
Mary rather than of Joseph, This may have arisen from his better nnderstanding of
the gencalogies, and his knowledge of the high probability that they arve both of them
genealogies of Mary as well as Joseph ; 2 or it may have been his conjecture touching the
genedlogy in Luke. "Tt is also clear, from another reference, that he knew that Joseph
was of the tribe of Judah. He speaks of a cave near Bethlehem, where Jesus was born.
But this cave was referred to by Origen at a period when we know that the synoptic
Gospels wete in universal estimation (" Con. Cels.,’i. 51). And ten times over he speaks
of the Magi as having come from Aiabia rather than from the East. He says all the
children of Bethlehem were slain, He declares that, at the baptism of Jesus, “a fire
was kindled in the Jordan,” and that a voice was heard from heaven, “ Thou art my
Son ; this day have I begotten thee,” Now, it should be remembered that an addition

¥ ¢ Authorship of the Fourth Gospel,’ by Dr. Ezra Abbott, pp. 27, 28.
* Lord A. Hervey on ¢ Genealogies of our Lord.’
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to the Old Latin translation, in one of its best manuscripls of Matt. iil. 16 (@, Codex
Vercellensis), has a passage almost identical. Nor does this stand alone; for Codex
D of Luke iii. 22 gives &yd chuepor yeyérmra ae for &v gol ebddunaoa, togather with a, b,
¢, J, L. Moreover, they are quoted by Lactantius, Hilary, and even Augustine.
WWhether or not Justin originated the error, we cannot tell; but it is saying too much
to make it & rcason for holding that he had not seen the Gospels of Matthew, John,
or Luke. Twice Justin refers to the * Acts of Pontius Pilate.” He quotes two sayings
not found in the synoptists. These are interesling, and may be paralleled by a few
others, some of which are manifestly apocryphal. The references to the ¢ Acta Pontii
Pilati’ are supposed, with reason, to have arisen from the assumption that publie
documents must have contained such records, whether he had ever seen them or not.

Now, if these explanations are insufficient, and granting the possibility of his use of
some other narrative, it becomes very difficult to say what this can have been. The
most probable is the ¢ Gospel according to the Hebrews,” which, nevertheless, is known
to have omitted certain most important passages, with which it is certain that Justin
was familiar. The ¢ Gospel of James’ states the narrative of the Magi differently, in a
manner far less in harmony with the synoptic narrative.

The best way to come to something like a determination of the meaning of Justin’s
deviations from the evangelic narratives is to observe the degree of accuracy with which
he quotes from the Pentateuch and the Old Testament generally. The following table
has been made out by Dr. Sanday :—

Exact, Slightly variant. Marked divergeace.
Pentateuch ... . 18 vee 19 11
Psalms ... 16 (nine whole psalms) 2 3
Isaiah eee 25 (ch. lii,, liii.) 12 16
Other great prophets ... 3 4 11
Minor prophets, ete. ... 2 - 7 - 13
64 44 54

In the Gospels Justin has made ten exact quotations, twenty-five variant, and
thirty-two divergent. The quotations from the Old Testament, reduced to the same
standard of comparison, would give ten exact, seven variant, nine divergent. This
shows a higher range of variation in the Gospels, and reveals the fact that he was not
so familiar with the latter as with the former, that he took more liberty with his text,
and that he scarcely regarded them in the same category as the older and venerable
Scripture, It is also not impossible that he made use, along with them, of some other
documents, which by the time of Irenus were no longer extant. The positive evidence
that he did quote from Matthew’s Gospel is very strong in cases where he introduces
not merely the words of Jesus, but the comment of the evangelist, as in Matt. xvii,
11—13. Justin quoted, moreover, the fpsissima verba of Luke, where these differ from
Matthew and Mark.

It has been argued by the author of ¢ Supernatural Religion * that similar deviations
from the eynoptic text are found in the Clementine Homilies and in Justin, suggesting
that the origin of the double quotation is some other authority rather than that of the
canonical Gospels; but the peculiarity to be noted is this—that several of these quota~
tions are given in two forms by the Clementines and Justin, and they * alternately
adhere to the canonical text when they differ from each other.”

One curious fact is that many of the texts of Justin correspond with what are proved
to be corrupted Western texts, such as we find afterwards embodied in Codex Bezm
and the Old Latin Version. No critic of any school would base his text on these
authorities, but it is certain that they represent a much older text than the age of the
codices themselves, and that they point back to a period of corruption of text in the
midst of which Justin lived and laboured. That simple fact suggests a much more
remote period when such paraphrastic modifications were made. Dr. Sanday inclines
to the jdea that, if Justin used any other authority than our Gospels, he made use of 8,
harmony that was then existing.

Let it be also noted that Justin makes sundry quotations from the LXX.; in doing
¥ he occasionally deviated from it, and, moreover, in the deviation followed the leading
of the Gospels. Thus Zech, ix, 9 is twice cited inaccurately. Sometimes lhe blended
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three prophetic passages together, and mixed them up with remarks of his own; once
he quoted Zechariah professedly, but the passage is really his own composition, founded
on words and thoughts derived from Zechariah, Isaiah, and Jocl. The only quotation
from Plato is from the ‘ Timeeus,’ and consists of words which, though attributed by
Plato to Timmus, are cited by Justin as the words of Socrates, and are, moreover,
strangely modified. Honce the words that Justin quoted from the Gospels cannot, on
any show of [airness, be put down to any other source, simply on the ground of the
variation from the text of our Gospels (Norton, ¢ Genuineness of the Gospels,’ vol. i,
note E, pp. 306—330 ; Mangold and Bleek, ¢ Einleitung,’ p. 270).

A further proof that Justin was not aiming at verbal accuracy is that he has not
infrequently quoted the same passage more than once with characteristic variations.

The fact that Justin is not more explicit than we have found him to be concerning
the documentary sources of his information, is parallel with the circumstance that
Tertullian, who knew and said so much in his controversial works about the four
Gospels, yet, when writiog his ¢ Apologia’ or his ¢ Ad Nationes,” makes no distinct
reference to them whatever; and that Cyprian, in writing in the third century to
Demetrian, a heathen, does not once name either the Gospels or evangelists. The same
remark may be made about Arnobius, and the very same kind of objection taken to the
modification of Gospel narrative by Justin may be brought against Lactantius towards
the end of the third century (¢ Div. Ins.)’ v. 3).

Now, if we suppose the existence of even a modified text of the Gospels, and a harmony
of the Gospels, to have been in his hand, there can be no reasonable doubt that these
Gospels were in existence long before his day—an argument confirmed by the pheno-
mena of the Gospel of Marcion. The bearing of this argument upon the Fourth
Gospel, even if no quotation from it could be found at any earlier period, is remarkable.
‘When Irengus, Theophylact, Clemens Alex., and Tertullian wrote, there is no manner
of doubt that the four Gospels were in current use, and held a lofty position in the
estimation of the Churches of Gaul, Alexandria, Antioch, and Carthage. Now, the
Gospel of John is so different in form, scene, and subject-matter from the first three
Gospels, that, if it had been fashioned in the interim between Justin and Irenzus,
surely some trace would have been left behind of the difficulty of its reception. Unless
it had stood on the highest authority of tradition and long usage, it would never have
borne the assault to which it would have been exposed. It must have been believed to
be apostolic in its origin, and the trustworthy report of apostolic memorials, or it
would never have been accepted as genuine. The oft-quoted discrepance of style and
chronology, etc., therefore becomes a powerful argument to show that the Fourth
Gospel must be much older than Justin.

IV. TBE Seeoirio EXTERNAL EvIDENCE For THE EARLY EXISTENCE oF THE
FourRTH GOSPEL.

1. Testimony of Justin Martyr to the Fourth Gospel. I shall, therefore, proceed
with the proof that Justin was acquainted with, and cited, the Fourth Gospel, as well
as the other three.

(1) One of the most remarkable quotations is from ch, iii, 8—5; to which Justin
refers thus (‘ Apol.,’ i. 61)—

.Ka.)h 7&pd 8 Xpterds elmev. “Av un dwvayevwndijre, of u) eloeNdijre s Ty Bacelay Tav
obpavdv. “Ort 8¢ ral &5dvarov els Tds ufiTpas TGY Texovady Tobs Ewul yeyvwulvous édufival
pavepdy wioly doriv.

Let this be compared with the Gospel—

"A;ll'ékpfﬂn 8 'Inoobs, xal elwev adry, "Auhy, dulw Aéyo oo, "Edv ufh tis yervnly Evolbey,
ob vaa:'at i3¢iy THv Baorirelay Tob €eob. Aéyer mpds adbrdy & Nucddnuos' mas Sivarw Evbpwros
vevrnlivar yépwy &yv; ph Sbvatar els iy koMav Ths unTpds adTob Sebrepoy elreAdely, Kal
yevynOivar ;

Many efforts have been made to resist the force of this remarkable coincidence.
Schwegler imagined tlat Justin had the passage Matt. xviii. 3 in his eye, which, how-
ever, does not sustain the central point of the comparison between the first and second
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birth. He also calls attention to the Clementine ¢ Homilies,” xi. 26, where some of the
same deviations from the Fourth Gospel may be seen, with sundry additions. Baur
(‘Kanon. Evang.,’ 852) supposed the Clementine author drew it from {ho ¢ Gospel to
the Hebrews.” So also Zeller. The author of *Supernatural Religion ’ supposes tha
author of the Fourth Gospel to have made up his conversation with Nicodemus, partly
from this citation of Christ’s words. Now, as Mangold observes, it is more probable
that the author of the Clementines took his deviations from Justin, and that Justin had
the Gospel before him. Let the deviations be considered.

In John's Gospel the question of Nicodemus is not introduced seriously, and receives
the solemn rebuke of our Lord. In Justin the remark is clumsily and uselessly intro-
duced, as though it were an important argument of his own, and shows the partial
remembrance, the shadow of the inquiry of Nicodemus imperfectly understood and
carelessly used. The difference between eis 7as pfirpas 8y Texovody and es v xoAlay,
etc., is thus easily explained. :

Again, we are told that when Justin introduces a passage with 8 Xpiords elrev, ho
meant to be verbally accurate. It is perfectly true that the Christiun Fathers aod
Christian writers of note, even down to our day, introduce the substance of our Lord’s
words rather than the ¢psissima verba, with similar formul® of quotation. '

But the divergences themselves are noteworthy. Instead of édv uff Tis yevynfff &vedey,
Justin has transformed the statement imto & ud &vayervndire, i.e. the second person
plural in direct address, in place of the prononn with the third person singular; but in
explanation it must be remembered that in ver. 7 our Lord has himself used the second
person plural ; and seeing that Matt. xviii. 3 was also, as Scholten observed, probably in
his memory, the alteration or mixing of the two passages is explained. In confirmation
of which, Clemens Alex., ¢ Strom.,’ iii. 18, does the very same thing; and not only early
Christian writers, but Jeremy Taylor, and doubtless scores of modern writers and
preachers, have done the same. _

The change from dvwder to &vayermbijre is objected to, but without reason. Sufficient
authority can be brought to show that &rwer is used for “again * or “anew,” as well
as “from above,” and that the idea of mew birth was associated with baptism. The
word is ambiguous even in the opinion of those Fathers who give it. the sense of “* from.
above,” and even Nicodemus, by his deirepor, suggests the same interpretation. But
that Justin need not be thought to have had any other authority than the Fourth
Gospel for this passage is evident from the fact that the following writers are’known
thus to have translated the words which they certainly quoted from: it: Irenaus
(‘Frag.; 85), Athanasius (‘De Incarn.,’ 14), Basil, Ephrem Syrus, Chrysostom (on 1
Cor. xv. 29), Cyril Alex. (on John iii. 5), and several manuscripts of the Vulgate, =

The variation of * cannot see ” into “ by no means enter ” is partly an echo or repre-
sentation of the ver. 5 ob dtvara elgerdeiv. Dr. Ezra Abbott bas examined quofations
made of this verse by forty-two authors, and found no fewer than sixty-nine examples
of similar deviations from strict accuracy. Interchanges of “kingdom of God” and
“kingdom of heaven ” are found in all periods of Christian literature. All the devia-
tions of Justin are frequently repeated in later authors, at periods when the Fourth
Guspel was undeniably accepted as Holy Scripture. It is well-nigh beyond belief, in
spite of the variations, that Justin had not before him ch. iii. . .

(2) Even Hilgenfeld and Keim think that Justin must be quoting (* Dial.,’ 88) from
ch. i. 20, 23 (cf. ch. iii. 28), where the Baptist is said to haye described Aimself as “ not
the Christ, but ¢wsy Boawrros.” The synoptists quote  Isaish’s prophecy as fulfilled in
John. Justin learned from the Fourth Gospel that the source of this reference was
the consciousness of the Baptist. . oo

(3) In “ Apol,’ i. 63, Justin says that the Jews are.* upbraided by Christ himeelf, as
knowing neither the Father nor the Son.” It is scarcely credible that he had not before
him ch. viii. 19 and xvi. 8. .

(4) “Dial,’ c. 49, and “ Apol,,’ i. 22: Justin says that Christ healed those who were
én ~yeveriis ampobs, which lLas its most natural explanation in a reference to ch. ix. A
gimilar passage or phrase (mnpds, not TvpAds) is found in * Apost. Coust.,” v.7, § 17, where
there i8 certain reference to ch. iz,

(6) “ Apol., i. 13: Christ was eis Tobro yevsnoévra, with the els Todro yeyévynuar of
ch. xviii. 37. ’
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(6) *Dial.}! 66, with ch. viii. 28, 29.

() *Apol,’ i. 66: “We were tanght that the bread and wine wero the flesh and
blood of that Jesus who was made flesh.” We can scarcely believe that Justin had not
scen ch. i. 14 and vi. 51—66.

(8) * Apol., i. 60, and “Dial.,’ 91 ¢ he refers to the brazen serpent as typical of the
Crucifixion—a comparison found in ch. iii. 14.

(9) In tho one place where he uses the expression, “the aposties have written,” he
says it of Jesus “coming up from the water, and the Holy Spirit as a dove alighting
upon'him® (cf. Matt. iii. 16; ch. i. 32, 33).

(10) But the decided proof to most minds of Justin’s familiarity with the Fourth
Gospel is that he has received and expanded the doctrine of the Logos, as found in the
prologue of that Gospel.

Thus (* Apol., i. 23) he writes, “ Jesus Christ is in the proper sense the only Son
begotten of God, being his Word (Adyos) and firstborn Power.” “He created and
ordained all things through him™ (ii, 6; cf. i. 63 and ii. 13); also 8 Adyos 85 Tiva
Tpomoy caproroinbels Evbpwmos yéyovey (1. 5 ; ii. 6), “Avbpwmos yevépevos is a phrase descrip-
tive of the Adyos in a great variety of passages. The use of Adyos in the same sense as in
the prologue is not denied by any one. Take ‘Dial.,’ 105: “I have previously shown
that he was the only Son of the Ifather of all things, his Logos and Power, born of him-
self, and alterwards made man (&v8pwros yevduevos 8id Tijs wapfévov) of the Virgin, as we
havelearned from the memoirs.” Volkmar has yielded to the evidence derived from this
quotation, though Hilgenfeld thinks that the clause, “as we have learned,” refers only
to the previous part of the sentence; and then adopts the speculation that the author
of the Ifourth Gospel, so immeasurably superior to Justin, had absolutely quoted from
him. Surely “the prologue of John is the primordial revelation of the Logosin its imme-
diate majesty, the writings of Justin are the first attempts at a rational analysis of the
contents of the revelation.” The opponents of the Johannine authorship have tried to
account for it by supposing that Justin derived his ideas of the Incarnation and “man-~
becoming ” of the Logos, who created -all things, from other sources.

" Now, Theophilus, Irenaus, Clemens Alex., and Tertullian held the same or similar
ideas and commented upon them at length, and made no secret whatever of having drawn
their ideas from the Fourth Gospel. Why should not Justin be allowed to have done
the same? *In Dial,,’ c. 48, he is enlarging on the pre-existence of Christ as being God
and being born of a virgin, and indicates to Trypho his view on this subject as having
been one “ taught by himself.” It cannot be said that he could have learned this from
the synoptists. Whether true or not, it is in the Gospel of John alone that Justin
could have found this teaching described as Christ’s own. Tt is true that in the Book
of Proverbs, in the Wisdom of Solomon, and in Tcclesiasticus there is a lofty description
of Wisdom as the creative energy of God, hardly though approximatively personified,
and poetically drawn as an agency or form of Divine energy and counsel ; but there is
no hint of this Wisdom having become man. She does ¢ sweetly order all things,” and
is “ &madynopa of the everlasting light,” but nothing could be less like the tcaching of
gjedOld Testament than that tbis Wisdom was born of a virgin, and was the Christ of

od.

The discussion of the relation of Philo to the author of the Fourth Gospel will be
considered in sect. VIL. 2. We have here simply to consider the question—Did Justin
derive his Logos-doctrine from Philo, with the assistance of the additional idea that
Jdesus Christ was an incarnation of the Logos, without authoritative help from John’s
Gospel ? or did he borrow it and develop it directly from the Fourth Gospel? Albrecht
Thoma (‘ Die Genesis des Johannes-Evang.,’ etc., p. 82¢) has inaintained the first hypo-
thesis; though he does not deny that Justin may have seen the Gospel, he suggests
that he treated it with the same indifference that he manifested to Paul’s writings.

. Philo speaks of Adyos as “reason:” *The reason which is diffused among all beings
in common.” He treats the Aéyos as the attribute of the Divine Being, or a mode of
bhis activity. He calls it *Apxdyyedos, 'Apxiepeds, Tids, Mpwréyovos abrob Adyos, Aebrepos
©cds.  He was eclectic in his 1otion and nomenclature—that which as a Jew he called
angels, as 8 Stoio ho called causes, as a Platonist ideas, as a popular writer for Greeks
he called deemons, in one place he called d8dvaror Adyor. Moreover, Philo never identified
the Adyos with the Messianic idea, of which he says very little. 'The term Aéyos in
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Philo scarcely preserves the ambiguity which it has in lato and other Greek writers.
It has the meaning of “reason,” or Adyes evdidferos, rather than * word,” or Adyos mpo-
¢opucds, and when Philo referred to the creative “ Word,” he used the other term pfua,
or even a combination of the two, the Adyos-phua,

In Philo, the God who acts by the Adyos is absolutely removed from all contact with
the world, and thus is profoundly differcnt from the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ
as displayed in the Fourth Gospel, and, more than this, the bare idea of incarnation is
abliorrent to the Philonian metaphysics.

The notions of God that Justin entertained are of the most supersensuous kind. He
is unspeakable and unnamable, but he is almighty ; he is ¢ the Father of all” (* Dial.,’
108); “the Maker of the whole” (ibid., ¢. 60); he is the providential Ruler of all
(* Apol.,’ i. 15. 8), “ merciful and gracious.”

Scveral critics have drawn a series of contrasts between the positions of Philo, Justin,
and “John,” and particularly emphasized as Justin’s doctrine the origination, constitu-~
tion, and begetting of the Logos in time, or at the creation of the world, rather than as a
ersonal coexistent Deity “ with God ” before all worlds. The Logos (in Justin) is said to
be a **second God ”—** God because from God ( Verbum Deus, quia ex Deo).” He is directly
subordinate to the supreme Deity, because derived. He 1s povoyerhis and wpwrdroxos,
and after the manifestation in man, after he was made man (yéyover Evgpwnds), and
that then he is called yérimpa.  Also emphasis is laid upon the fact that, instead of the
peculiar Johannine phrase, & Adyos adpf éyévero, Justin uses &»Bpamos instead of adpg,
and caprorombels instead of odpl e¢yévero. However the idea of the incarnation of the
Logos may have arisen, the mode of its expression is very closely allied, if not identical,
in both writers. If Justin had been more alive to the teaching of Paul (whose letters
must have been in general circulation long before Justin wrote), he might neither have
shrunk from Paul’s use of agdpf in the sense of #vfpwmos, nor called attention to the
subordination of the Divine nature of Christ. However, the Gospel of John and the
Apocalypse alike lay emphasis upon the subordination of the Son, and seeing that the
Son is the Only Begotten of the Father, and in the bosom of the Father before his
incarnation, AOTOX and TIOX are terms which, in the evangelist’s mind essay to set
forth the same immanent, eternal, and active relation of an hypostasis that is essen-
tially one with God, though derived from him, ¥urthermore, it is open to question
whether Justin did designate the Logos as yémmnua in ¢ime. The passage to which
many critics, anxious to shut off the influence of the Fourth Gospel from Justin refer, is
“Dial. cnm Trypho,’ 62: “But this offspring (yévwnua) which was put forth from the
Father was with the Father before all created things (mévrwy 7@y mompdrwv).” The
« offspring ” was not an < attribute” of God, and Justin seeks to show that this Logos
was the Person to whom God spake, saying, “Let us make man” (see ‘ Apol.,’ ii. c.
6). * His Son, who alone is properly called Son, the Logos, being with God and being
begotten before his works, when in the beginning he created and set in order all things
through him, is called Christ.” Confused in expression, and capable of different inter--
oretations, this passage identifies the Son with the Logos, and discerns the Logos as
actively accomplishing the creation of all things., He avows partially an agreement
with Plato on these very lines in the ¢ Address to the Greeks,’ but the deviation {rom
the great affirmations of John’s prologue, in favour of Philo, cannot be proved. i

Dr. Davidson seeks to show that Justin’s Christ is a portrait drawn from the synop-

tist narrative or tradition ; e.g. that Justin appears to regard our Lord’s public ministry

as lasting one year; that he represents Jesus as apprehended on the day of the Pass-
over; that he does not adduce passages from the prologue in proof of Christ’s pre-
existence; and ignores the miracles of the Fourth Gospel, the sending of the Paraclete,
and the great saying, “ A new commandment,” etc. These observations are well worth

pondering, but we might as well go through the whole Gospel with a similar string of
omissions. Take a similar cnse: Because a writer of the present day quotes a poem
of the commencement of the century, but does not refer to or appears in ignorance of
many other of the same poet’s productions, we are not, therefore, justified in concluding

that the quotations that he doss not make are proof of the non-existence of the said

poetry at that date. The question here does not turn on the accurate or scholarly use of
the Fourth Gospel by Justin, but on the simple fact that he had seen it or read any

portion of it.
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Dr. Abbott (City of London School), in two articles in the Modern Review, 1882,
endeavours lo minimize the effect of the quotations on which we have commented, by
omphasizing their verbal disagreement with the text of John ; and. following the line
of Dr. Davideon and A. Thoma, he shows that there are places in Justin’s argument
where, if the martyr had believed in the authoritative value of John’a Gospel, he would
have cited it as far more apposite than the passage from the prophets of the Old Testa-
ment, or from the synoptists that he does cite. It is very remarkable that Justin
should not have quoted this Gospel when endeavouring to prove the pre-existence of
Christ; but we cannot say what a writer of the second century would think most con-
vincing, and the argument ¢ silentio is very perilous.

2. In addition to this testimony, let us review the confirmatory evidence which
undeniably establishes the existence of the Fourth Gospel between Justin and Irenzus.

(1) HeraoLEoN, We have spoken at length of Iren®us, whose evidence establishes
the reverence paid to the Gospel when he wrote his chief work, A.p. 180, but in this
work (‘Adv. Her.) ii. 4) he speaks of one, Heracleon, a Gnostic, whose doctrines of
ons is combined with that of Ptolemaus (cf. Hippolytus, ‘ Ref. Her.,” vi. 35 and 29).
Heracleon must have lived, then, before Irenzus. He was a disciple of Valentinus,
the great poet and genius of the Gnostic schools. Now, if that fact can be established
—and nothing seems clearer—then John’s Gospel must have been in wide circulation,
and held in extraordinary reverence by persons both within and outside the Church;
for it can be shown that Heracleon actually wrote a complete commentary on John’s
Gospel, to which Origen set himself to reply in later times. “Ah, great God!” says
Volkmar, *if between A.p. 125 and 1556 a commentary was composed on John’s
Gospel, such as that of which Origen has preserved considerable extracts, what yet
remains to be discussed ? It is very certain that it is all over with the critical thesis
of the composition of the Fourth Gospel in the middle of the second century.”

(2) TariaN., Tatian, a disciple of Justin, between a.p. 166 and 170, wrote his
¢ Discourse to the Grecks,” and & work the name of which is preserved by Eusebius,
T Awresodpwr—a * patchwork,” or “ combination,” or perhaps * harmony,” of “ four
Gospels.” What four Gospels were they ? Eusebius does not say, but he calls them
“the Gospels,” and that is sufficient. Eusebius, ¢ Hist. Eccl.,” iv. 29: “ Tatian put
together, I know not how, a sort of patchwork or combination of the Gospels, and called
jt the DiaTessamoN,! which is current with some,” The author of ‘Supernatural
Religion’ argues from this, unadvisedly, that Eusebius had never seen the document.

That one of them was the fourth is probable, because in the *Discourse to the
Greeks ’ we find a quotation from ch. i. 3, 5 and iv. 24. The exact words are, Kal roi7o
dorw Epa Td eipnpévoy, ‘H oxorie 7d ¢ds ob keTarauBdver.  Altogether tco remarkable to
be explained away.

Further, Theodoret (* Har. Fab.,' i. 20) tells us this “ harmony ™ was a defective per-
formance, omitting the genealogies, denying the reality of the body of Christ, and that
he was Son of David according to the flesh. He says that he found (about A.p. 420)
two hundred copies of this work in his churches in his small diocese of Cyrus, in Syria,
and that the faithful did not discern the mischievous character of the compilation, and
that he, Theodoret, substituted for them copies of the four Gospels. [This simple fact
shows to what an enormous extent copies of the Gospels may have been diffused
throughout the Christian world, and is used by Norton (loc. cit., c. 1) to defend his
caleulation that not fewer than sixty thousand copies of the Gospcls must have existed
in the fifth century.]

Victor of Capua, in the sixth century, speaks of Tatian's work as a 5:¢ mévre instead
of a it regodpwy, But surely Eusehius of the fourth century and Theodoret of the fifth
century are rather better authorities than Vietor. A Syrian writer, Bar-Salibi, in the

! Dr. Salmon (‘ Introduction to the Now Testament,’ p. 98) has quoted en interesting
eommunicetion from Professor Mahaffy, illustrating the meaning of the word 5iz Teaadpwy.
There were, says he, three combinations of notes in musio which were regarded as concords :
31 wacdy, the whole ootave; 5id wéyre, the first and fifth ; and 5:d Tecodpwy, the first and
fourth ; all the rest of the intervals were discords. This he explains soientifically as correct,
although our modern methods of tuning instruments havo created o harmony between thirds

88 woll. The term Jiaresodpwr may have been incorrectly used when transferred from
musio to literature, to denote a harmony of four.
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tvelfth century, says that Kphrem Syrus wrote a commentary on Tatian's harmony,
and that it began with ch. i. 1.

So startling a fact has been vehemently repudiated by tho epponents of the Fourth
Gospel, and certainly the testimony appears late and dubions; but ses hero Lightfoot's
(article in Contemporary Review, 1877) argument in defence of Bar-Salibl. Confirma-
tion of this testimony really became available in 1836, though unnoticed by Western
scholars; for in that year it was found that an Armenian Version of Ephiém’s Com-
mentary actually existed, and the Mechitarist Fathers in Venice published it. In
1876 Mmsinger translated this into Latin, and Dr. Ezra Abbott called attention to it
in 1880. Dr. Zahn has published au elaborate dissertation on the subject. With this
stimulus, Dr. Wace gave an interesting account and analysis of this commentary
(Eapositor, 1882), and of Dr. Zahn’s theories concerning it. Zahn thiuks that the
AwTecodpor was itsell written ¢n Syriac, that the commentary consisted of a scries of
homilics upon a harmony which in the Syriac Churches, in the fourth century, assumed
the place of the Gospels in the Greek Churches, This commentary reveals the text
upon which it was based, and we find that it corresponds with Victor of Capua’s state-
ment, though the latter had restored some passages which, according to Theodoret,
Tatian had omitted. This remarkable document begins, as Bar-Salibi had said, with
ch. i. 1, etc., and contains numerous passages from the Gospel, even of ch. xxi., and
bases its chronology upon that of John rather than on that of the synoptics.

The only question is—Have we any reason for doubting that the harmony ou which
Ephrem Syrus commented was Tatian’s, as Bar-Salibi asserted ? Might it have been
a harmony made by Ammonius of Alexandria? Against this the strong reason
appears that Ammonius’s harmony made Matthew’s Gospel the basis, whereas there is
no hint of this in Ephrem’s commentary. If we can rely upon the existence of the
“harmony ” of Tatian (a disciple of Justin), and that the Fourth Gospel was an
essential element of the Awrecodpwr, the debate as to Justin’s guotations is closed. .

(3) TrE MuraToRIaN I'maeMENT.! Muratori, in 1740 (* Antiquitates Italicee Medii
Zvi, vol. iil.), published a manuscript at that time in the Ambrosian Library of Milan,
formerly in the monastery of Bobbio, in order to prove the inaccuracy of early copyists ;
but he and others at once saw that the fragment was of importance in determining
the canon of the New Testament. The manuscript begins abruptly, and is broken off
in the middle of a sentence; it is written in corrupt Latin, which is probably a poor
translation of an original work in Greek. The writer says that “ Hermas:has very
recently, and in our days, written the * Shepherd,” while Pius, his brother, was Bishop
of Rome.” Pius died about the middle of the second century, his episcopate extending
from A.D. 142 to 147, end if &0, the composition of the unknown author can scarcely be
put later than a.p. 160 or 170. Tregelles says, “Its evidence is none the less trust-
worthy from its being a blundering and illiterate transeript of a rough and rustic trans-
lation of a Greek original.> With him, Mangold and Hilgenfeld agree. It is ona of
the first attempts we possess to frame a canon or list of books of the New Testament.
We have to make sundry conjectures which may turn out to be false, with reference,
e.g., to the Epistle to the Hebrews ; but its testimony as to the existence of the Gospels
is important, seeing that it mentions forged epistles in order to denounce them, and
discriminates between the value of the ‘Shepherd’ of Hermas and the sacred books,
Everything in our present question depends on the date. If “nuperrime temporibus
nostris ” be taken in their ordinary sense, it cannot be dated much after the death of Pius,
and all the other references tally with this. Desperate hypotheses have been made to
avoid the inconvenient force-of the testimony. Some have suggested that the passage
which involves the date is an interpolation. Of course that cannot be disproved. The
mere fact of mutilation does not in the least suggest interpolation; nor is there any
appearance of its being & gloss. It is questionable whether any mention of Matthew and
Mark was made in the original document, because that portion of the manuscript is
mutilated ; but, as far as our present contention is concerned, that is unimportant. What

! < Canonieity,’ by A. H. Charteris, D.D., where the original form and the emended text
are scen, pp. 3—8; ‘Canon of the New Testament,” by Westcott, p. 557, ete.; ¢ DBible in
the Church, Ly Westcott, p. 113, ete.; Lightfoot, Contemporary Review, (_)ctober, 1875;
Holtzmann, ¢Lehrbuch der Einleitung in das N. T.’ p. 143; Reuss, * History of New
Testament,’ § 310,
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ig said with referenco to Luke and John is as follows. It is noticenblo that the way in
which Luke 1s introduced shows that it was regarded by the writer as tho Third Gospel,

# Tho third book of the Gospel is that according to Luke. Luke, that physician,
alter the ascension of Christ, when Paul has taken him (secundum or secum) as his
sncond [or, * helper,’ as one studious, anxious for the truth or right ?], wrote to the best
of his judgment (ew opinione, equivalent to xadis &¥ofev ajrg, Luke i. 3), nor, never-
{hcless, had he himself seen the Lord in the flesh—and this same, so far as he was able
to ascertain, and o he began to speak from the birth of John.”

There are no new facts to be gathered from this; but it is clear that the writer is
speaking of what was known, in the Church, as the Third Gospel, and thus throws the
composition of the work much further back, confirming all that we have said about the
indepondent proof of the precedence of the Third Gospel to that of Marcion, Then
tho document proceeds—

“Of the fourth of the Gospels (the author) was John, one of the disciples” (Z.e. to
distinguish him from Jolin the Baptist, to whom he had just made reference). “[He
wrote it] at the request of his fellow-disciples and bishops, to whom he said, * Fast
with me from to-day until the third day, and whatsocever shall have bcen revealed to
any one, we will tell you.’ On the same night it was revealed to Andrew, (one) of the
apostles, that, aided by the revision of all (recognoscentibus cunctis), John should
describe all things in his own name (on his own authority); and so, though varivus
principles ‘are taught in each of the Gospels, it makes no difference to the faith of
believers, since in all of them all things are declared by one ruling Spirit, concerning the
nativity, concerning the passion, the resurrection [of Christ], the conversation with his
disciples, and his double (gemino) advent. First he was contemned in his humility,
then, sécondly, illustrious in royal power, which will occur (quod futurum est). What
wonder is it, thern, that John so constantly should bring it forth, even in his Epistles,
and mentioning details, should say as from himself alone, * What we have scen with
our eyes, and heard with our ears, and our hands have handled, these things have we
written to you’ ? For so he professes that he was not only an eye-witness, but also a
hearer, and, moreover, a writer in order (seréptorem . . . per ordinem, an historian) of
all the wonderful things of our Lord.”

Because of the air of legend that the writer of this fragment has thrown round the
composition of the Gospel, some of our recent critics, discount its value; but the very
fact that Andrew and the other apostles should conjoinedly have been supposed to testify
to the truth of John'a communications, throws the date of the composition of what
was then a well-known work into a remote past. The statement, moreover, cor-
responds with the concluding words of the Gospel itsclf.

The value of this document is that it makes it impossible for us to suppose that
Justin could have bad any other document before him than that which we thus show
very shortly after Justin’s death to have been called *“ the Fourth Gospel,” and is declared
to be written by an eye-witness, etc., and by the author of the Epistle which bears his
name.

Holtzmann contends mainly that the principle on which books are approved or con-
demned throughout this archaic fragment is their acceptauce by what was then
becoming recognized as the Apostolic Catholic Church. Davidson suggests that the
account of the origin of the Fourth Gospel shows that its *“ apostolicity ” was still open
to grave doubt.

It ought to be hero stated that Dr, Salmon is disposed to attribute the authorship of
this document to Caius, Presbyter of Rome about a.p. 200, and therefore, valuable as
it would still be, it would have no bearing on the quotations of Justin, Reuss, however,
in 1884 (l:b. cit.), repudiates the authorship of Caius.

(4) Papras! These testimonies of Papias concern more closely the frst two synoptic
Gospels, though they are not without interest in their bearing on the Fourth Gospel.

Tirst, who was he? and what records throw light upon the date of his episcopate or
death, or the value of his testimonies or his silences ?

! Articlo by Archdeacon Farrar, Erpositor, November, 1851, very important, cousidering
the cxtraordinary use made by Keim (‘Life of Jesus of Nuozara,’ i. 207, Eng. trans.), of the
referonces of Papias to one who is supposed to be John the presbyter; Contemporary Review,
Bishop Lightfoot, vol. xxvi.; Dr. Solmon, ¢ Introductien to the New Testament,” p. 100, ete.
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Eusebius (* Hist. Ecol.,’ iii. 36) says, * While Polycarp was in Asia, and was Bisho
of Smyrna, Papias was well known as Bishop of the Church in Hierapolis, a man we
skilled in all manner of learning, and well acquainted with *the Scriptures.'” In
iii. 39 Eusebius again speaks of him as e¢dpa ouinpds &y Tdv vody, as being intellectually
small or weak. Theso apparently contradictory passages are not difficult to reconcile,
Eusebius was a strenuous ante-millenarian, but Papias, according to certain extracts
given by the historian from bis last work, entitled * An Exposition (or Expositions) of
the Oracles of our Lord,’ recorded some extreme chiliastic views based on the literal
interpretation of some apocryphal sayings of Christ. These were enough to justify
Eusebius's view of his intellect, while at the same time ho might, after seeing the care
displayed in his ¢ Expositions,” and the reputation he had won, have admitted his learn~
ing. Drs. Dryasdust and Syntax may be even at the present day small men. It
would be a most wonderful event if these ¢ Expositions® of Papias were discovered, as
he was undoubtedly a link between the apostles and their immediate followers, and
Irenmus. Now, Irenmus (‘ Adv. Her.’ v. 33. 4) speaks of him as a man of the olden time,
and a hearer (dxovarhs) of John and Polycarp. Later tradition makes Irensus a “ hearer ”
of Papias, as well as Polycarp ; and it is more than probable that Irenaus, when in Lao-
dicea, saw and conversed with the old man at Hierapolis, We do not know for certain
when he died. The accounts differ as to the date of his martyrdom, and that of Poly-
carp, between 155-6 and 165-7. There can be little doubt that, if he were an “ancient
man ” when Irenzus saw bim, he must have lived between the last quarter of the first
and the first two quarters of the second century—between A.D. 70 and 150, Moreover,
Eusebius himself, in an earlier work, the ¢Chronicon,” does not scruple to say that
Papias was a hearer of John the apostle '—a statement undouhtedly confirmed by
Irenaus ( Adv. Heer.’ v. 33). The special and wonderful event which be recorded as
having learned from the daughters of Philip the apostle (Eusebius, ¢ Hist. Eccl.,! iii,
39), shows that he must have lived contemporaneously with those who had known the
apostles and their immediate associates and followers,

One very important fragment of bis last work is preserved by Eusebius (iii. 39 or
40), which has abundant bearing on the authenticity of Matthew and Mark’s Gospel,
and also inferentially on that of the Fourth Gospel. The quotation is made by Euse-
bius from the fourth book of Papias’s ¢ Expositions,” on the authority of Irenmus that
Papias wrote five books. Eusebius adds that Papias, in the preface to these books,
does not claim to be a hearer or eye-witness of the holy apostles, but received the doc-
trines of the faith from their intimate friends.

“1 shall not hesitate or scruple for your advantage to set down, side by side with my
interpretations, whatsoever things I at any time well (or rightly) learned or rightly or
well recorded or remembered, solemnly affirming (B:iaBeBaiovuévos) the truth about
them. For I was in the habit of taking delight (not as the many) in those saying
(Aéyovow) many things, but in those teaching the truth, nor in those who remembered
the teaching of strangers, but in those who remembered the commandments which
were given by the Lord to our faith, and in those that proceeded wepaywouévais from
the truth itself (cf. ch. xiv. 6, “I am the Truth”). DBut also if at any time any one
chanced to come who had been a follower of (wapproAovdnkds; cf. Luke i. 3) the elders,
I used to inquire about the discourses (or words) of the elders,! what Andrew and
what Peter said, elrev, or what Philip or what Thomas or James, or what John or
Matthew, or any one of the disciples (uafnriv) raid, and what Aristion and the eld'er John,
the disciples of the Lord, say (Aéyovos). For I did not account myself so much indebted
to what comes from books as to that which comes from the living and abiding voice.”

Eusebius then calls attention to the double reference to the elder John, and concludes
from it that “ Aristion and the elder Jobhn” were living in Papias’s day, and that he,
“the elder,” was the probable author of the Apocalypse. He confirms this supposition
by the statement that some assert that there were {wo who bore this name; that there
were “two tombs in Ephesus, and that both are called John’s even to this day.”

! Eusebius, ‘Chronicon ad Olymp.,’ 220: 'lwdvwny Tiv @coAdyov xal &mbororov Elpnraios
ol BAAo: ioTopoios apaucivas 7§ Ply Ews Tov xpbvav Tpaiavet' ped 8y Mawnlas ‘lepamworlrys
xal MoAlkapwos Zulpyns exloxomos dxoveral abrob tyvaplorro.

2 It is highly important to notice whom he meant by “ the elders,” because Eusebiug
mndervalues this testimony, and contradicte the statements of Irensus.
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Now, this “ older John ” is supposed by some to be the author of the Second and
Third Fpistles of John. Keim has urged, in his *Jesus of Nazara,’ that this second John
is author of the Gospel, the John alone known to Papias or to Polycarp; and he denics
that John, son of Zebedes, was ever at Ephesus at all.

Tusebius further dilates on his literal millenarianism, and treats him as the mistaken
author of theso foolish opinions, thinking that Irenseus was led astray in this direction
by the antiquity of the man, Keim has no right to follow Eusebius in a dogmatic
agsortion that Papias knew nothing of the elders themselves; for his first assertion is
that he had learned and remembered much of their instructions. It is very noteworthy
that he calls Peter, Thomas, Andrew, Johp, and Matthew, ‘“elders;” and, though he
mentions a John over again as *the elder John” with Aristion as “disciples of the
Lord,” it is by no means certain that he is referring to another person at all. ft is
foteresting to observe that he first refers to second-hand information derived from the

roup of elders, and then, as though Aristion and the elder John were still living, he
adds, ““ what they say.” If John the apostle lived till Trajan’s time, this is perfectly
comprehensible; and the passage is a very powerful confirmation of the hypothesis so
well maintained by Archdeacon Farrar, that the Presbyter John is a mere invention of
Tusebius, who is, after all, the only source of the tradition worth any consideration, and
that e based his opinion on the loose story of the two tombs of John in Ephesus,

The testimony which Papias gave as to the synoptic narratives has been discussed
and argued from, as though it were a detailed treatise ; and two solitary phrases which
he used have afforded matter for enormous debate. (a) He says that “ Matthew com-
posed 7& Adyia in the Hebrew dialect, and each one interpreted them as he was able.”
From this sentence it has been concluded that Matthew merely edited * discourses” of
our Lord, and that this Hebrew work is the foundation of our canonical “ Matthew,”
and different from it. It is, however, clear from New Testament usage of the word
that we have no right to limit the Adya to the discourses. The word is used for
“oracles,” whether ¢ sayings” or narratives (Rom. iii. 2; Heb. v. 12; 2 Clem. 13), and
may be regarded as nearly equivalent to our modern usage of the word “ gospel.”
Papias, in this brief sentence, does not say that Matthew had not written his Greek
form of the Gospel, but, as Charteris says, “It may be fairly argued that now the
tinie for haphazard translations was passed.”® () He gives, on the authority of “the
elder John”—and this is profoundly impressive if the elder John be none other than
the venerable apostle—the well-known story of Mark being the interpreter of Peter. Ho
comments, therefore, on the anthority of Mark’s work, its accuracy, and his scrupulous
attention to the facts. There is, however, one word in this passaze on which much
controversy has been spent—od uévror Tdter—* not indeed in order; he wrote the things
that wore said and done by our Lord.” It has been urged that Mark’s Gospel is the
most chrenological in order of the three synoptic narratives. Judging by the
various harmonies that have been made, the order of Mark is that which is more often
adhered to by Matthew and Luke, and moreover their respective adhesions to Mark’s
“order,” when they differ from one another, are far more numerous than their com-
bined deviations from Mark. That may be true. But does Papias mean by il
“chronological order”? All those who are anxious to separate the canonical Matthew
and Mark from the documents to which Papias refers hold that it does. Even Dr.
Sanday here seems to yield to the pressure, and to agree with the author of ¢ Supernatural
Religion.! But consult Ebrard’s ¢ Gospel History,” where he endeavours to set forth
the sequencey of Mark’s narrative, and shows that he is guided by the resolve to exhibit
in a series of tableaux the leading momenta of the life of Christ. Even if Mark’s suc-
cession of events best explains the differences in arrangement seen in Matthew and
Luke, it does not follow that he has placed the details of his narrative any more than
they have in true chronological sequence.

The supposition that this testimony about Mark came from the  elder John,” who is
none other than the son of Zebedee, and who alone approaches a full exhibition of
chronological ovtline, will throw light on the od pévror Tdter, As compared with the
Fourth Gospel, which we caunot suppose Papias did not know, Mark’s might well bear
this character.

It John the elder be the author of the Second and Third Epistles, we cannot doubt

! Alex Roberts’s ¢ Disoussions on the Gospels,” p. 3S8.
JOHN,
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that they are by the same author as that of the First Epistle, from which, Busebius also
rtates, Papias quoted, giving another reason for the identification of the two Johns.
Though Eusebius is really the author of the tradition of the two Johns, yet he
does not hesitate to say (‘ Chronicon,’ loc. ¢it.) that Papias had been a hcarer of John
the apostle, in accordance with the already-quoted testimony of Irenmus to tho same
effect. The other testimonies to the suppesed existence of the presbyter vanish on
approach. The hypothesis that John the presbyter was the author of the Apocalypse,
and none other than the exile of Patmos, and who could with authority address the
seven Churches of Asia, is incompatible with John the apostle’s residence in Asia alto-
gether, and so recklessly sets aside a wide and cogent tradition.

The greatest puzzle in connection with the passage is the mention of Aristion in the
same breath with the elder John. Of this name we clsewhere find no other trace.

Renan and others have adopted different conjectures to get rid of the reference to
these two men as disciples of the Lord. Godet makes the suggestion that the “ two
other disciples” mentioned in ch. xxi. may be Aristion and Presbyter John. Dr.
Farrar and Krenkel independently make the supposition that Aristion conceals some
well-known name; and since Polycrates said that at this time John and Philip were
the two * great lights of Asia,” it is not impossible that Aristion is the name by which
Papias was accustomed to speak of him. “What Papias meant to say was that, long
before he wrote his book, it had been his habit to gather all he could about the state-
ments of the apostles, whom he calls ‘elders,’ and among them the statements of John,
from those who had seen the elders; and tbat he also took notes of the living * oracles,’
furnished to him directly by Aristion (who was well known to Papias’s readers), and
even—which is the reason why he keeps the name to the last as being the fact which
he most wished to emphasize—by ‘Joln the elder;’ the same John, & wdwv, the only
John of whom any one knew anything, who so long survived his brother apostles, and
to whoee tndirect testimony Papias has just referred” (Farrar, Expositor, vol. ii. 2n
series, p. 343, etc.). -

Although, in the exceedingly brief extant fragments of Papias, no quotation is made
from John’s Gospel, yet it is stated by Eusebius that Papias quoted (as Polycarp did)
from the First Epistle, and likewise from Peter’s Epistle, which makes it probable that
he was referring to John’s Gospel and Epistle, just as he referred to Mark’s Gospel and
Peter’s Epistle.

Before leaving Papias, it is incumbent to notice that Irenzus (v. 36) gives an
explanation of ch. xiv. 1, “In my Father's house are many mansions,” as one given by
the presbyters of Asia Minor, in the number of which Papias occupied a chief place.

The so-called silence of Eusebius concerning the testimonies of more ancient writers
than himself to the existence of the Gospels has a curious bearing on this subject (see
Lightfoot, Contemporary Beview, vol. xxvi.). It all turns on the principle adopted by
Eusebius in these references. Thus, ‘Hist. Eccl,,’ iii. 3, “He wishes to point out what
ecclesiastical writers made use of the disputed books, and of which of them, then some
(rwd) of the things which have been said about the duoroyovpévor, and all that has been
said about those which are not s0.” He did not for a moment aim at a complete
inventory of all that was said by the earlier writers about the 6,14?)\0'yuu;.l.elval. That was
taken for granted; e.g. he says nothing about Irenzus’s and Ongep's quotations from
Jokn. Nobody doubted the Fourth Gospel in the time of Eusebius. The fact that
Papias quoted the First Epistle of John and the First Epistle of Peter is to the point ;
and the very fact that Eusebius does not refer to citations made by Papias from the
Gospel of John goes far to prove that Eusebius knew that Papias quoted it largely.

The conclusions we draw are that his personal acquaintance with John and Poly-
carp gives extraordinary importance to the testimony w_hich 'Irenaaus .bears‘to -the
Gospel as well as to him, and connects the apostolic period with that in which the
quotations from and admissions of John’s Gospel are abundant, indubitable, and univer-
sally conceded. . .

8. The testimony of the aposToLic FaTEERS. (1) PoLYoaRP. Another avidence of high
antiquity is given in the solemn quotation from the First Epistle of J qhn in Polycarp’s
Epist. to Phil,, c. vil. The evidence for the identification of authorship of the Epistle
and Gospel is as strong as any internal evidence can be (see sect, V1L 5. 53) d). Dr, David-
son has strenuously disputed it by calling attention to differences of doctrine between
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them, which are in fact mic'roscopic. But the transfusion of 1 John iv. 2, 3 into the
following passage is convincing to many sceptical minds: “ For cvery one who does
not confoss that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is antichrist; and whosoever does
not confless the testimony of the cross is of the devil” 'This becomes more striking
from the fact that in c. vi. Polycarp is roferring to the apostles who preached the
gospel to us. A L

Volkmar suggests that Polycarp’s epistle to the Philippians may have been in the hands
of the writer of the First Iipistle of John. But it should not be forgotten that Papias,
a companion of Polycarp, made use of the First Epistle (according to Eusebius), which
renders it cminently improbable that the Epistle of John was written after the time
of Polycarp and Papias. The superiority and independence of the First Epistle of John
aro conspicuous throughout.

Polycarp’s letter shows that it must have been written after Ignatius left him, and
belore the news of his martyrdom reached him at Smyrna. It has been said, if Poly-
carp quoted the First Epistle, why should he not have quoted the Gospel? One might
as well ask why he did not, in the short letter, quote 1 Corinthians, or Job, or Jeremiab,
or Dauniel, or the ‘Phedo’! The authenticity of Polycarp’s letter is placed beyond
dispute by Lightfoot (article, Confemporary Review, 1877, and ©Apostolic Fathers,’
part ii. vol. L and vol. iii.), and the fact that this letter is interfused and saturated with
Pauline thought is in itself a standing contradiction of the theory of the existence of
hostile parties within the bosom of the apostolic company. The one ground on which
Polycarp’s epistle has been questioned is that it sustains the authenticity of the Ignatian
letters, which had been referred to a forger of the close of the century ; but if the Igna-
tian Epistles are proved to be authentic, the one stumbling-block has been taken away.
This Zahn and Lightfoot have done so much to accomplish.

(2) CLEvENs RoMaNUS AND BanrnaBas. It is more than possible that the epistle
of Clement of Rome was written before the Fourth Gospel, therefore we do not expect
to find traces of the presence of that Gospel in this epistle. The same may possibly be
true of the epistle of “ Barnabas.” The antiquity of the latter has been accepted by
some critics because they find in it no trace of the Fourth Gospel. Volkmar, Riggenbach
(and cf. Dr. Milligan’s art. * Barnabas:” ¢ Dictionary of Christian Biography ’). Keim
has, however, strongly maintained the presence of the Johannine thonght throughout
the epistle, and contends' that the root-ideas of the epistle cannot be found either in
the Epistle to the Hebrews or in Paul’s Epistles, but only in the Fourth Gospel. If so,
we are driven back to.the very commencement of the second, or the close of the first,
century for such recognition of the Fourth Gospel. Keim thinkas there is specific
reference to the building of the temple in the reign of Hadrian, about the year a.p. 120,
at latest A.p. 130.

If the cpistle were genuine, it must have been written as early as between A.D. 70
and 79, as many seem to think, and the presence of what Keim regards as Johannine
thought can scarcely have been derived directly from the Gospel. The thoughts may
have been conveyed, as they were probably to Paul, by the teaching of John himself,
which, by the study of the Epistles of Paul, can be shown to have been widely diffused
in the first century. Thoma finds almost every idea of the Fourth Gospel already
embodied in the Pauline Epistles (see ¢ Barnabas,’ cc. 5. 7. 11. 12).

(3) TeE SeepaERD OF HERMAS.! This curious document belongs to the middle of the
second century, between A.p. 140 and 150. The earliest date is thought by Charteris to
be A.D. 138, as we find that Christians are being judicially condemned to the wild beasts.
This cannot have Leen the case before the reign of Hadrian. "L'here are few, if any,
references to the New Testament. Clemens Alex. and Origen frequently quote it,
without regarding it as canonical, The ‘Muratorian Fragment ’ says, “ The Pastor was
written nuperrime in Rome, by Hermas, while Bishop Pius, his brother, was in the
chair of the Church of the city of Rome.” There are many who believe that they
trace the presence of the Johannine idea of the pre-existence of the Son of God, the
identification of the GATE with the Son of God, and that those who are to be saved
must enter by it into the kingdom (* Simil.,,’ ix. 12). Sanday regards this as a very

. ! Hilgenfeld, ‘Novum Testamentum extrn Canonem;® Donaldson, “ Apostolic Fathers™
l_nl‘igiistory of Clristian Literature and Doctrine;’ Keim, ¢ Geschichte Jesu von Nazara.
1 143,
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problematical reference, though not impossible (p. 274; see also Westcott on the
Canon, p. 211; and ‘Introduction to the Gospel,’ xxxii.). Davidson does not admit any
resemblance.

(4) The so-called SEconD ErrsTLE oF CLEMENT. The recent discovery of Brycnnios
(see Bishop Lightfoot’s edition, ¢ Apostolic Fathers,’ vol. i.) proves this document to
be the “ancient homily of an unknown author, about the year A.p. 140 at the
latest, but it betrays no positive acquaintance with the writings of either Paul or John,
yet there are interesting traces of the Gospel. That in e. xvii. is very precarious, and
turns simply on @¥ s, “ Thou wast he;” but reminds Lightfoot of John viii. 24 and
xiii, 19. But in o. ix, there is a stronger reference, * If Christ the Lord who saved
us, being first Spil‘it-, then became flesh (éyevéro o'dpt), and so called us; in like manner
ic this flesh we shall receive our reward; let us therefore love one another.,” This
reminds us of John i. 14 and of the spirit of the valedictory discourse (sce also c. iii.).
*We through him have known the Father of truth” (cf. John i. 18 xiv. 9).

(5) The ErisTLEs oF IeNATIOS. Of course, the vast question of the authenticity of the
Ignatian Episties cannot here be exawined further than to say that, alter the
publication of the Syriac translation (edited by Cureton), criticism for a while settled
into the conviction that the three epistles—to the Romans, to Polycarp,and Ephesians,
of which we possess in Syriac apparently the shortest version—are the sole portions
which represent the authentic correspondence of the martyred Father on his way from
Antioch to Rome; that the Vossian shorter Greek form of the seven epistles are, like
the still longer form of the thirteen epistles which long went under the same name,
spurious additions to the original text. Many of the Tiibingen critics, however, rejected
even the Curetonian Syriac, as well as both the shorter and longer forms of the Greek
epistles. But since Zahn’s work, ‘Ignatius von Antiochien,’ Lightfoot’s article on
“The Ignatian Letters,” Contemporary Review (1877), and the exhaustive treatment of
the authenticity of the middle form of the epistles, by Bishop Lightfoot, ¢ Apostolic
Fathers,’ vol. ii., it i8 becoming more clear to candid minds that the Syriac translation
is nothing but an extract from the seven epistles for purposes of edification, that a
complete Syrian text existed in the fourth century, and that it had been translated
into the Armenian language from the Syriac in the sixth century. Petermann
published (1849) this Armenian version, corresponding with the three Curetonian, but
containing sll seven Vossian, and even the six spurious ones as well. It would be
wrong to place absolute dependence upon these seven, or even the three in their
shortest form, because it is more than probable that even they have been manipulated
in the direction of an ecclesiastical system, certainly profoundly dissimilar from that in
Clement of Rome, or the pastoral Epistles of St. Paul. Dr. Lightfoot shows that the
Martyr recognizes and enforces the distinction between presbyter and bishop in Asia
minor, but reveals the fact that, both in the Philippian and the Roman Church, the
distinction on which he elsewhere insists so much had not established itself. Still, they
are immensely valuable in every way, if they represent the thought of a writer who
cannot have been martyred later than a.p. 116 in Trajan’s time, and must have been
contemporary with the aged apostle himself. :

There are many references and quotations of the kind that, though loosely made in
those days, reveal the antecedent existence of the Gospel. I choose the more remark-
able—that to ‘Magnesians,’ c. 8, 2: “There is one God, who manifested himself
through *Inaois Xpsords, his Son, who is his Aéyos, proceeding from Ziyf "—a term showing
how Gnosticism had already made its appearance—* who in all respects was well pleasing
to him that sent him ” (ch. viil. 29). Volumes have been written on this one word
Zrph occurring in the Ignatian Letters. The old and common text is, ¢ One, God who
has manifested himself by Jesus Christ, his Son, who is his [eternal] Word, [not]
proceeding from [Zry#] silence, and who in all things pleased him who sent him.”
This has the appearance of a reply to the Valentinian speculation with reference to
“gilence ® as the source of the Logos, and hence has been regarded as proof of the late
origin of the whole epistle. It has been definitely proved that the mysterious term is
much older than Valentinus, and was much used in the first century. Bishop Lightfoot
has endeavoured to establish a different form of the text, as given above, and appears
to solve the difficulty by showing that the veritable Ignatius had a certain leaning
to some of the pre-Valentinian speculations, which were sufficiently rife. QOn ejther,
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hypothesis of text, the reference to the'Fourth Gospel is very marked, and could not,
ns the asuthor of *Supernatural Religion’ urges, have been derived from tho theosophy
of Philo.

In the ¢ Epistlo to the Romans,’ ¢. vii. 2 (in both Curetonian and Vossian texts),
“The living water (B8wp 8 (@v), speaking within me, says within me, ¢ Come to the
Father.! 1 desire the Bread of (od, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ . . . and I desire
the Drink of God, his blood, which is incorruptible love.” The ordinary Greek reads,
“incorruptible love and eternal life (&évvaos (wh),” instead of (wh aldwios, the common
phrase in Jobn, Lightfoot omits the last clause. Still, the resemblance to ch. vi. 55,
nnd 32, 33, 68, and to ch. iv. 14, are conspicuous. The letter to ‘Philadelphians,’ c. vii. 1:
«If any should wish me to go astray, . . . but the Spirit does not go astray, being from
God, for he knows whence he cometh and whither he goeth, and searches out (condemns,
ndyxer) secret things.” The unusual use of #pxerat and émdyes, found in ch. iii. 8, is found
twelve times in the Gospel and once in the Epistle, and thus has become a commonplace
in the mind of the writer, who is far less original in the employment of it than was the
evangelist. Ignatius’s use of it is a deduction from the words of Christ: “ We know not
the way of the Spirit, but the Spirit himself knows his own movements.”

Hilgenfeld, who places the composition of these letters in A.p. 166, says, “ The whole
theology of the letters of Ignatius rests on the Gospel.” If the seven epistles are the
genuine work of Ignatius himself, then we have proof of the existence of the Gospel
from the year A.p. 110, if not earlier.

(6) The Letter to DiogNETUS. Much dependence cannot be placed on the references
contained in this beautiful fragment, simply for the reason that we know nothing for
certain as to its date, At one time it was supposed to be from Justin’s pen, and was
published with his works. The manuscript which contained it was burnt in the siege of
Strasburg, 1869, It is just possible that Stephens wrote it, and this theory has been
maintained by some. Reuss places it at A.p. 135; Nitzsch, between A.p. 110 and 125 ;
Westcott gives A.D, 117 as its date; Ewald places it between A.p. 120 and 130 ; Bunsen,
in his ¢ Hippolytus and his Age’ a.p. 135; Davidson and Hilgenfeld, a much later
date, between A.p. 160 and 180.

Granting it to have been an early document, which cannot be disproved, then the
testimonies of acquaintance with the Gospel are unequivocal. “ Christians dwell in
the world, though they are not of the world "—the remarkable phrase, o« cigl 8¢ éx 700
#éouov, c. vi. (cf, John xvii. 14); “ For God loved the men for whom he made the world, to
whom he has subjected all things in the world . . . to whom he sent his only begotten
Son, to whom he promised the kingdom in heaven, and will give to those that loved
him,” ¢. x. (cf. c. vii. and e¢. xi., for further reminiscences, as well as remarkable resem-
blance to 1 John iv. 19 in ¢. x.).

(7) The Awaxh 1év Awdéxa ’Amosroriv. The early period when this remarkable
document was probably written precludes any reference to the Fourth Gospel ; yet we
breathe throughout the references to the Eucharist, the spirit of the Gospel. God is
addressed as “ Holy Father” (cf. ch. xvii. 11); the “ Holy Vine of David ” may point to
ch. xv. 1. The reference to the “ Holy Name” which is said to *tabernacle ” in the
faithful, whereby “immortality is made known;” “eternal life,” connected with
the spiritual food and drink imparted, and with the knowledge of God; remind us of
ch. vi. and xvii. 3. Much of the spirit of the injunction had its origin in a community
perfectly familiar with Johannine teaching such as we have it in the Gospel (see
British Quarterly Review, clxii. pp. 367, 368).

V. FURTHER TESTIMONIES FROM OUTSIDE THE CHURCH AND FROM APOCRYPHAL AND
PSEUDEPIGRAPHIO LITERATURE.

In some respeots these testimonies are of even greater weight than those which
proceed from Christian writers, because they show that the documents had acquired in

! Lightfoot is disposed to believe that the right reading is preserved in the interpolator’s
toxt, arAdpevoy for kal Aarobw. If this be the case, we have undoubted reference to
oh. iv. 14. From this passage and the preceding passage (vers. 10, 11) the expression, £8wp
(&» &ANduevo 1, took prominent place in the disoussions of the second century, of which ample
proof is given.
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the Christian Church a character of considerable importance when thus used and
quoted as authorities for ideas which the writers did not hold.

We will commence with those which establish this far-reaching influence in the close
of the second century, and then move backwards.

1. Ceusus. We are brought into contact with this writer by means of Origen’s reply
to his assault on Christianity. ‘This was designated Aévyos*AAy4s. Keim bas proved
(1873), in his restoration of the work of Celsus from the great treatise of Origen, that it
was written about a.b. 178. Keim has made it probable that the fiiend of Lucian,
supposed by Origen to be an Epicurecav, and with whom Origen identificd him, may have
bteon the man, and that bis Epicurcanism is of very doubtful character. Vollkmar
and the author of * Supernatural Religion ’ try to establish a later date than this; but the
great bulk of critics think the date is earlier rather than later than that fixed upon by
Keim. It is unquestionable that Celsus, whoever he was, was intimately acquainted
with the four Gospels, and recognized them as common authorities for the doctrines of
the faith which he despised.l

Origen, ¢ Contra Celsum,’ i. 50, shows that Celsus accuses the Christians of belioving
that “ the Son of God is come down from heaven” (ef. ch. iii. 81; viii, 23). I, 67, he
quotes from Celsus : “ Thou hast made no manifestation to us, although they challenged
thee in the temple to exhibit some unmistakable sign that thou wert Son of God"”
(cf. ch. il 18; x. 24; Matt. xxi. 23). I. 70 implies that Celsus objectéd to Christ, that
the body of a God could not be thirsting at the well of Jacob, or eating broiled fish and
honeycomb (cf. ch. iv. and xx.). II. 31, he refers to the charge that Christians were
guilty of sophisticating reasoning in saying that * the Son of God is the Logos himself,”
and “when we declare that the Logos is Son of God, we present not pure and holy
Logos, but a degraded man punished by scourging and crucifixion.” II. 36, Celsus
referred to the ichor flowing in the veins of the Crucified (cf. ch. xix. 34, 35). II. 49,
the apparent quotation of ¢p@s xal &Affeia from the Fourth Gospel. Now, that a heathen
opponent should have made use of these citations from the I'ourth Gospel in A.p. 178
shows how widely it must have been diffused before his day. ’

2. TesTAMENT OF THE XIL PaTrisrcHS. Written by a Jewish Christian, who puts
into the mouth of the sons of Jacob the pious advice which these patriarchs might
with most singularly gifted prevision have given to the Christiaiis who were neverthe-
less proud of their ancestral faith and race. Tertullian and Origen refer to this work.
(Sinker has edited the document_ with many discussions, ‘ Anti-Nicene Library ;’
cf. Hilgenfeld, ¢ Nov. Test., Extra Canonem.’) The work, in Godet’s judgment, was
written before the second destruction of Jerusalem, therefore before A.p. 130. In this
document the Messiah is spoken of as * Light of the world,” “ Saviour,”-* Son of God,”
«Qnly Son,” “ Lamb of God,” “ God come in the flesh,” “The Spirit gives witness to
the truth ;* all of which phrases reveal Johannine thought. .

3. The CLEMENTINE Homrires. The work of Dr. Sanday, frequently referred to,
gives a most exhaustive ireatment of the bearing of the text of the Clementine homilies
of the pseudo-Clement, on the previous existence of the four Gospels. Secing that we
have only 2 Latin translation of the ¢ Recognitions,’ no dependence can be placed upon
their testimony; but if the “ Homilies’ were the original work, which was expanded
into the form of the Recognitions,’ and which is the opinion of Ewald, Reuss, Licke,
and many others, we are in possession of a document of the middle of the second céntury,
written by a Judzo-Christian, who reveals acquaintance with the four Gospels. - “ There
are no material differences from our Gospels” in these quotations. Some are exact,
gome are variant, some are merely allusive, some are combinations from all three.
They contain passages, moreover, which are peculiar to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Jobn,
and some proving acquaintance with our canonical Gospel.

For a long time it was said that the Clementines contained no reference to the
of John. This Hilgenfeld maintajned to 1850; but ch. x. 8, 9, and 27, are
unmistakably referred to in ¢ Hom, Clem.,” iii. 52 : *On this account the true Prophet
said, ‘I am the Gate of life; he that entereth by me, entereth eloépxeras into life;’ and
again, ‘ My sheep hear my voice.’” ¢Hom.,’ 2i. 26: “ Thus hath the Prophet sworn
to us, saying, ‘ Except ye be born again of or in living water, into the Name of the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ye shall in no wise eoter the kingdom of heaven.’”

} Bee Friude, in Fraeer’s Magazine, February, 1878,
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But Dressol, in 1863, having discovered tho manuscript of ‘Hom.! xix., not
previously known to exist, published it. In this is contained the remarkable quotation
(xix. 22): “1t is for this roasom also that our Lord replied to those who questioned
him concerning the man blind mnpsé from his birth, who reccived his sizht, and who
nsked him whether Lhis man sinned, or his parents, that he was born blind (Tvpnrés),
onswered, Neither did this man sin nor his parents, but that by him the power of God
should be made menifest, curing the sins of ignorance.” Hilgenfeld yielded to this
evidence. 'Those who hold out against it are compelled to admit that (save from this
quotation) thero is nothing to bring the homilics Jater than A.p. 160.

"L he opponents of the Fourth Gospel are urgent in drawing attention to the strongly
expressed divergence between the Clementine homilies and the Gospel. If this be so,
these Ebionites from whom the homilies procceded would never have quoted from a
work of an opposite school, if it were of modern origin, or if there had been any
colourable reason for repudiating its apostolicity. This quotation, therefore, together
with Justin’s, Tatian’s, and the other evidence adduced, renders the date assigned
by Baur for the composition of the Fourth Gospel, viz. a.D. 160—170, entireiy
incredible.

4. MonTaNUs and Montanism. Montanus, the leader of this sect, made his appear-
ance in Phrygia about A.D. 140, and he based his theory on the prophecy of a Paraclete,
and on the promised gift of the Holy Spirit as a perpetual and supernatural presence and
prophetic energy in the Church, No intelligible explanation can be put upon the adoption
of the terms, Logos, Paracletos, Numphios, which (Theodoret says) Montanus claimed
for himself, but his own misuse of an acknowledged source of authoritative tradition
and doctrine. Montanism, as a reaction into disciplinary forms and millennarian views,
was not called forth by this Gospel, which nowhere sustains it; but, as Keim says,
““Montanism derived its ideas from the surroundiug Church, which was or might be
under the influence of the Fourth Gospel.” Then coupling this fact with the
undoubted quotations and allusions, it brings the composition back to at least before
A.D. 120—140, during which time it must have been well known in the Church.

5. MarcioN. Marcion, as we have stated in earlier remarks, has now been definitively
proved to have mutilated for his purposes the Third Gospel, and to have endeavoured
to establish his doctrine of Christian dualism by representing the demiurge as hostile
to the supreme God, and the Lord Jesus to have had no part in him or his worl, as
one essentially lostile to “ matter,” and to Jews who were the very work and agents of
the demiurge. How could he have found, even with abundant mutilation, anything to
satisfy him in the I'ourth Gospel, where the humanity of Jesus, his body and its
characteristics, are so abundantly insisted upon ?

It is very perploxing that scholars like Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Davidson should
think that John's Gospel would have been more suitable than Luke’s if it had been in
existence. The doctrine of the Incarnation, of the weariness of Christ, of the flesh of
Christ, his proof of the sameness of the body that had risen with that which had been

-crucified, the marriage-feast, etc.,—all have led great critics like Bleek, Weisziicker,
Luthardt, Godet, and others, to take a very different view.

That Marcion was acquainted with the Fourth Gospel, and rejected it, is distinetly sail
and argyed upon by Tertullian (Adv. Marcion, iv. 3), who recites Marcion's use of
Gal. ii. to justify his rejection of the authority of the apostles, and to justify his
repudiation “ of the Gospels published in the name of apostles, and also of apostolical
men.” “James, Cephas, and John” are the apostles or apostolical men whom
Marcion knew to be authors of Gospels. In the ¢ De Carne Christi,’ ¢. iii., Tertullian
says, when simply arguing against the Gnosticism of Marcion, “If thou hadst not
rejected the writings opposed to thy system, the Gospel of John would be there to
convince thes.” The inference that Marcion, who reached Rome A.p. 140, knew and
rejected John’s Gospel, strongly confirms its wide diffusion in the period already referred
to, viz. A.D. 120—~-140.

. 6. VALENTINUS and the Valentinians. The philosophy of Valentinus, the most
interesting and pootic of all the Gnostic systems, cannot here be expounded. Much
light has been thrown upon it by Irenmus, who was positively induced to write the
great work ngainst heresies by his knowledge of this system, and of the two parties
into which his discifles, Ptolemacus and Heracleon, drifted. Morcover, Hippolylus, in



xl INTRODUCTION TO

the ‘Refutation of all Ileresies,’ now generally attributed to him, has given much
additional information.

It is admitted that onr knowledge of Valentinus and of his disciples comes to us
second hand, but we find a decisive proof that Irenmus wrote his work against heresies
not later than A.D. 182, perhaps earlier, and this by a number of coincident references.!
Irenmus describes the writing and system of Valentinus and his two followers,
Ptolemeeus and Heracleon, who are generally mentioned together. Now, Irenmus says
*““that the Valentinians (* Adv. Her.,’ iii. 11, 7) avail themselves in the most complete

aanner of the Gospel according to John to demonstrate their syzygies (pair of a:ons).”
rensus also asserts that they made use of the Scriptures, twisting them to their own
purpose (iii. 12. 12), In numerous passages they are shown to have quoted tho
synoptists, and (i. 8. 5) he quotes at length numerous passages from ch. i, 1—18,
which were tartured to sustain their peculiar system of emanation, with other references to
their similar use of Paul’s Epistles to the Colossians, Romans, Corinthians, and Galatians,

Moreover, Tertullian (whose evidence Davidson puts on one side, because, says he,
““that father knew very little about Valentinus”) says that Valentinus made use of
‘ the whole instrument "—the entire collection of sacred books (‘ De Pres. Heret.,’ c. 38).

We have already seen above that Irensus does mention Ptolemssus and Heracleon
by name, as two of these disciples of Valentinus, and there can he no reasonable doubt
that, in bis extant writings, the former quotes the synoptic Gospels fully and repeatedly.
Epiphanius has preserved an epistle of Ptolemaus to Flora (Epipbanius, ¢Har.,'
xxxiii.), in which Matt. xil 25; xix. 6, 8; xv.5—8; v. 17, 38, 39, are undoubtedly
imbedded, revealing intimate acquaintance with peculiar characteristic phraseology of
the First GospelL Moreover, in the same letter occurs an unmistakable quotation irom
ch.i. 8. Clemens of Alex. (‘Strom.,” iv. 9) declares that Heracleon was personally
known to Valentinus himself (yvwpluos), which would throw his date back to at
least o.p. 160; for Valentinus came to Rome to proclaim his peculiar philosophy about
A.D. 140,and he died in Cyprus, 4o.0.160; {.e. Eusebius says, Valentinus came to Rome
in the time of Hyginus, between A.p. 136 and 140. Now, this fellow-disciple with
Piolemaus, viz. Heracleon, actually wrote a commentary upon John’s Gospel, from
which Origen makes large quotations. So that we are thrown back to the date of
A.D. 160—170, and possibly earlier, when a heretic treats the Fourth Gospel with so
much respect as to regard it as of high Christian authority. Notwithstanding this
evidence, Dr. Davidson does not allow that Valentinus himself made use of the Gospel,
and suggests that it may have been produced a little before Heracleon’s time, and that
he found it useful for his specific purpose. Here, however, as if to refute the speculation,
we find, in the ¢ Refutation of all Heresies,’ by Hippolytus (vi. 35 [30, Eng. trans.]),
“ All the prophets, therefore, and the Law spoke by means of (émd) the demiurge, a
foolish god, ke says (referring to Valentinus himself). On this account (¢ns0), he says,
saith the Saviour, *All that came before me were thieves and robbers.” A similar
method is adopted by Hippolytus (viii. 10) in quoting, on the authority of Valentious,
John iii. 5, 6. So also (ix. 12), ch. xiv, 11; and the phrase, & dpxdv Tob roouod TolTou
in vi. 52,

There is, perhaps, a little vagueness as to whether Hippolytus, in _the sixth book,
is referring to Valentinus or to his followers; but when Valentuauss whole system
bristles with references to Adyos, Marfp, ®ds, Zwh, "AAnfela, Movoyérns, Iapaxhiros, a3
elements in his philosophic system, we are convinced of one or two things—either that
the Fourth Gospel was based on Valentinus, or that the latter made use of this Scripture,
as of the rest, in defence of his system. Putting the simple, na.tuml, biblical use of
these terms in John's prologue and elsewhere against the artificial cumbrous use of
them in Valentinus, with all the other evidence of the high value put upon the Gospel
at this time, it becomes as nearly certain as is possible in such regions that Valentinus
Limself was familiar with the Fourth Gospel. ~This, then, throws tpe existence of the
Gospel back to the very beginning of the second century. In this conclusion both
Bleck and Keim, as well as Bunsen, agree.

1 The death of Eleutherus, in a.p. 190, after the appearance of Theodolion’s translation
of the 0ld Testament, which we are told by Epiphanijus came out in the reign of Commodus
(a.D. 180—190), and which is dated in the ¢ Paschal Chron.” A.D. 184, during the consulate
of Marcellus and (Elian, ie one of the dota.
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Hilgenfeld (‘ Das Evangelinm und die Briefe Johannis nach ihrem Lehrbegriff
dargestellt : 1849) seeks by a most elaborate process to trace the subject-matter of the
prologue and the Logos-idgn, that of God and redemption, to the Gnostic speculations,
especially those of Vn.l.entm}xs. Thorma (lqc. cit.,, p. 822) admits that the use of the
Gospel by Valentinus i8 neither chronologically nor dogmatically impossible, though
it is indemonstrable.

7. Basitiprs and the Basilideans. We now approach another name of still more
importance; for if Dasilides can be shown to have quoted or used the Gospel, it is
morally certain it was not produced after the time of Valentinus. For, according to the
statements of Jerome (‘De Viris Ill.,” ¢. xxi.), he must have died after a.p. 132.
Eusebius places his activity under Hadrian (a.p. 117—138). Hippolytus (‘ Ref, Her.,’
vii. 8, Eng. trans.): * Basilides and Isidorus, the true sons and disciples of Basilides,
say that Matthias communicated to them secret discourses, which, being speciaily
instructed, he heard from the Saviour.” Whether the two heresiarchs lied or not
about Matthias, they could hardly have laid such a claim if their date of birth and
age had rendered this incredible or impossible. Epiphanius (‘ Her.,” xxiii. 1—7; xxiv. 1)
tells us that Basilides was teaching in Antioch before he went to Alexandria, and
at Alexandria he was the predecessor of Valentinus.

Now, if Basilides made use of the Fourth Gospel, we are thrown back to the very
first years of the second century as the latest period when it could have been written.

The question of questions is whether Hippolytus, in discnssing his philosophy and
quoting his quotations, had the great work of Basilides before him, and referred to
Basilides himself or to some later Basilidean. If we take his general method into
account, that he contrasts the system of Basilides with the school of Valentinus, and
that when he refers to a school he uses the term ¢asiv, or xar’ adrobs, or Aéyovai, and
when he refers to a man or to a book he uses the singular ¢#st, we can hardly enter-
tain a reasonable doubt that Hippelytus was quoting (fofidem verbis) the method in
which Basilides defended his views, Let the whole (bk. vil. 22 [8, Eng. trans.])
passage be read in which Hippolytus represents Basilides quoting from the Gospels :
‘“He was the true Light that lighteth every man coming into the world.” High
authorities and great critics concar in the belief, if not the moral certainty, that this is
the case (see Sanday, /2b. ¢it., pp. 298, etc.). See also ch. iL 4 of the Gospel in bk. vii. 27
(15, Eng. trans.); Matthew Arnold, ¢ God and the Bible,” p. 268, concludes that Basilides
lhad before him (A.p. 125) the Fourth Gospel ; Mangold’s edition of ¢ Bleek’s Einleitung,’
265. It is true that, in the midst of the passage, Hippolytus does use the term Aéyous:
obroi, although in the former part of it he does make special reference by name to
Basilides himself; aud, as if going back to him, after a momentary digression. Thus
he suggests the fact that he had the work of Basilides open before him (art. on
‘ Basilides ” in Smith’s ‘ Dictionary of Christian Biography*).

8. OpmITES, or Naaseni. Baur admits that the sect calling themselves by this
name were amongst the earliest of the Gnostics ( Das Chr. und die Chr. Kirche der
ersten Jahbrh.,’ p. 192). Irenzus (i. 29. 1 and 31. 3) speaks of them as predecessors
of the school of Valentinus, its “ fathers and mothers;” and Hippolytus (vi. 6) even
names * Simon Magus®’ among their offshoots. They were subdivided, according to bim,
into several groups—Perat®, Cainites, Sethians, Justinians. They all, in their violent
hostility to the God of the Old Testament, reverenced the serpent; hence their title,
cither from the Hebrew ¥n), nackask, a serpent, or from the Greek 8¢is. The serpent
was regarded by them as the author of intelligence and of emancipation to enslaved
man. Consequently, “the seed of the serpent” from Cain to Judas received homage
from them. Intense dualists, charging evil of all kinds upon man’s corporeal frame,
they sought in “intelligence” (yr@os) deliverance {rom evil. Now, the New Testament
affords strong evidence of the existencs of these sectaries and Gnostic speculations in
the first century. If we can accept the authenticity of the pastoral Epistles, there is
abundant proof of such a tendency, against which those Epistles are & warning. So
strong is the protest contained in them against “endless genealogies,” against the evil
inherent in things created by God, against a “ yvious falsely so called,” that many have
endeavoured to drag the pastoral Epistles down to the time of Marcion, in order to
account for these references. Other Epistles of St. Paul, also contested on the same
ground, such as the Epistle to the Colossians, are equally explicit (ii. 18) (see Light-
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foot’s ‘ Comm. on Coloss.”). The first reply to such a proceeding is simply this—that
the germs of Gnostic cvil lay in the religious speculations of the first century, and were
derived from Orientul sources. Moreover, satisfactory external evidence for these
pastoral Epistles, at much earlier date than A.p. 150, is forthcoming. They are proof
of the coexistence of the perilous dualism in the first century, The genuineness of
the Ignatian letters would establish beyond contradiction the much earlier date of the
pastoral Epistles.

But further, unmistakable proof is found in the Apocalypse (ii. 24) of the use
of Gmostic phraseology by the teachers in Thyatira. Their knowledge of * the depths
of Satan,” and of other mysteries of evil, is sternly repudiated by the Lord ; and St. Paul
is believed by Godet to have encountered the same hostile spirit in Corinth. When
Paul hints that some “dn the Spirit™ actually dared to ““call Jesus accursed,” he is
in all probability referring to those who separated *the Christ” from Jesus, believing that
the former was an emanation from God who came down to earth, and that the human life
of Jesus was united to him by the loosest vinculum; that the Christ could neither be
incarnate, suffer, nor die, nor be raised again. The existence of such a party, who called
themselves the “ Christ * party, who repudiated Jesus Christ, who denied the resurrection
of Christ, though they might have allowed the death or resuscitation of Jesus, does
inuch to explain the allusions in the two undoubted Epistles to Corinthians (see 2 Cor.
xi. 8, 4; 1 Cor. xii. 8). This hypothesis is confirmed by the stitement of Epiphanius
that 1 Corinthians was written against the error of Cerinthus. Now, it becomes almost
certain, from the statement of Polycarp (recorded by Irenzus, iii. 3. 4), that in the
later years of John and Cerinthus, these two men came into contact at Ephesus;
consequently, the errors of Cerinthus, who held views akin to the Ophites, may have
infected the Church at Corinth. Therefore the concurring testimony of Paul’s Epistles,
of the Apocalypse, of Irenseus, and of Epiphanius, shows the existence of the evil towards
the end of the first century, even so early as A.p. 56—68. And such a view aids the
reception of the pastoral Epistles as well as the Corinthian Episties. But great additional
light is thrown upon the subject by the writings of Hippolytus (‘ Ref. Her.,’ bk. v.).
He described at great length the views of these Ophites or their subordinate sects, and
regarded them as the earliest of the Gnostics, and he also reports the uses they made
of testimonies from the four Gospels. The quotations made by them from the Fourth
Gospel (so far s this question of date is concerned) are of very explicit character.
Thus ch, iii. 6; i. 8, 4; ii. 1-——11; with strong references to ch. vi. 53. Ch. viii. 21;
xiii. 88; x. 9; iv. 21; ix. 1, were cited by them. Hippolytus, moreover, gives extracts
from the books of the Peratz, in which John's Gospel is frequently quoted. We can-
not say positively when the books were written, but we have seen reasons for believing
that there is much in the New Testament to justify belief that the statements of
Hippolytus and Irenzns are correct when they assign to them great antiquity. It is
highly probable that they were among the earliest to try and twist to their own
purpose the sacred words of the Fourth Gospel.

9. Conclusion. Our conclusion is that the Fourth Gospel is quoted by heretics and
Christian philosophers, by apostolic Fathers and early apologists, by pseudo-epigraphic
writers and historians, by the harmonist and commentator, in one stream from the
close of the first century to the close of the second, when we find it classed without
any hesitation by Irenzus, Athenagoras, and Theophylact as John's Gospel. It is used
by the Clementine homilists, the most extreme form of Jewish Christianity; and by
Gnostics, who went so far in their antagonism to Judaism as to call themseives by the
most opprobrious names in Jewish history. The apologies and dialogue of Justin
reveal its presence, as the original of a vast amount of independent speculation. The
cxiernal evidence, therefore, is as strong as for that of the synoptists—a fact which
Keim admits. It is immeasurably greater than for half of the well-known classical
compositions. So far as its existence is concerned, there can be no manner of question,
nor for its wide diffusion, nor for the general respect in which it must have been held.
There is not the smallest trace of the friction or excitement which its production in
the middle of the second century would have produced.

We conclude thie part of the subject with the cxternal testimony of its closing
verses, which correspond with the narrative preserved in the Muratorian Canon, No
manuscripts have Leen found without these verses, and, as they use the present tense



TIIE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST, JOHN. aliii

paprvpiv, In contradistinction with the ypdyas, a very strong'evidence is supplied that they
aro tho appendix of the Ephesian presl;yters before the death of the venerable writer,
aflirming their authorship and their nuthenticity. Moreover, as Luthardt observes, the
heading in oll the manuscripts, Kard "lwdvyny, rests upon the tradition that accompanied
the document from the first.

VI. Tne CaxoxtoiTy or TBE FounTH Gosprr.

By this we mean the proof that it takes its place, with the other Gospels and the
most authentic Epistles, in the oldest collections of sacred books, in the earliest versions
of them into other languages, and the most celebrated and earliest-known manuscripts
of the New Testament, and sacred lists of the earliest councils which treated of the
question. The whole of this evidence is not forthcoming for the Apocalypse, nor for
all the gencral Epistles. The Fourth Gospel, however, is contained (1) in the Peshito
Syriacof the second century, which is destitute of the Apocalypse, of the Epistles of Jude,
2 Peter, and 2 and 3 John; (2) in the Old Latin, which translation, though prepared
in the second century, does not contain the Epistle to the Hebrews, nor 2 Peter, nor
(?) James ; (3) in the Muratorian Canon ; (4) in the Canon of Origen (a.p. 184—233) ; (3)
in the Canon of Eusebius, who regarded the Epistles of James, of Jude, 2 Pcter, 2 and 3
John, as disputed, and the Apocalypse as spurious; (6) in Codex Vaticanus (B) and
Codex Sinaiticus (¥) of the fourth century; (7) in the Canon of Athanasius; and (3)
in the Canon of the Councils of Laodicea (a.p. 364), the Third Council of Carthaze
(a.p. 397), and the Canons of Epiphanius, Jerome, Augustine, and Chrysostom.

These facts do not, per se, establish authenticity or greater positive antiquity for the
document than their own dates; yet they reveal an amount of widespread belief and
reverence on the part of learned and by no means credulous writers, by bodies of men,
by Churches diffused over Asia, Europe, and Africa, from Mesopotamia to Gaul, from
Alexandria and Antioch to Smyrna and Rome. It is difficult to conceive such a
combination of facts as compatible with the late origin of the document, by some
utterly unknown and untrustworthy pseudepigrapher. Other questions, sometimes
associated with the external evidence, seem to me better discussed when we have made
further inquiries into the phenomena of the authorship.

* Having, then, made it highly probable, if not a demonstrable fact, that this Fourth
Gospel was known, quoted, and accepted as an authority for the facts and teachings of
the new faith, and having shown that it is difficult, if not impossible, to put its origina-
tion later than the commencement of the second century, we proceed to investigate—

I
VIL TeE INTERNAL EVIDENCE OF ITS AUTLORSHIP.

1. The author must have been a Jew. Great effort is made by many writers to prove
that, whoever wrote it, he could not have been a Jew, but must have been some Chnstian
Gentile of marked hostility to the Jews and their race, and that the author displays an
ignorance or indifference to the sacred people incompatible, of course, with his being the
Apostle John, the son of Zebedee. This impression is created by calling attention to
a few peculiarities of the Gospel, which seem to point in that direction, but which are
abundantly counterbalanced by other most important characteristics of the document.

In proof of the position, (1) Dr. Davidson (ii. 427) calls attention to the contrast
between the Old Testament doctrine of the creation of all things out of nothing, and
the statement of the Fourth Gospel that all things were formed by the Word from pre-
existent malerials. How that can be possibly reconciled with ch. i. 3 it is diflicnls to
see. Other statements follow, comparing the richer, riper, teaching of the Fourth
Gospel with the Old Testament doctrine of Hades, of judgment. It is argued that no
Jew could have spoken of eternal life on this side the grave, and that the revolution of
thought thus indicated carries the authorship beyond the limits of Judaism. In reply,
wo call attention t) the distinct references to  judgment ” and “ the resurrection of the
dead ” in ch. v. 39, as well as to the teaching of the Apostle Paul touching the cssential
nature of eternal life.- Moreover, the argument of our opponents here precludes the
possibility that the horizon of this Jew should have been enlarged by his contact with,
to say the least, the greatest Teacher that the world had ever known. Was not St.
Paul a Jew, “a Hebrew of Hebrews™?
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(2) The author of the Fourth Gospel is charged with ignorance of topographical facts
which 8 Jew would never have displayed. The ignorance of enlighteneﬁ linglishmen,
in the days of school boards and large maps and ordnance surveys, about geographical
facts is no proof that they are not Englishmen; and ten thousand similar illustrations
might be given of far more weight from well-known writers. DBut what are these signs
of ignoratce ? “ Bethany beyond Jordan ” (ch. i. 28). The modern and approved revision
of the toxt. Thiswas a place of which Origen was ignorant in his day, a fact which probably
explains the alteration into Bethabara,  the house of the ford,” in lieu of Bethany,  the
house of the boat.” Different etymologies are given of the word * Bethany,” as “ house
of dates,” etc., which may have suited the well-known Bethany (see notes on ch. i. 28).
It is clear that the author was not confounding it with Bethany ncar Jerusalem, by
the very pbrase,  Bethany beyond Jordan,” and by his close and exact statement as to
the distance of the well-known Bethany from Jerusalem (ch. xi. 18). We find in the
gospel narrative two Antiochs, two Bethsaidas, two Camsareas: why should there not
have been two little villages called Betbany? Ch. ix. 7, *“ Siloam, which is by inter-
pretation, Sent,” is another reference which is supposed to prove the author’s ignorance,
The latest investigations show that, even to the present day, can be traced the link of
connection betwecen the waters of Siloam and the Fountain of the Virgin. That the
evangelist should have seen some typical meaning in the very name is essentially Jewish.
Now, against these supposed flaws may be set his accurate statements about * the pool
of Bethesda and the five porches” (ch. v. 2). Again, the Ephraim near the wilderness (ch.
xi. 54) is ideotified with Ophrah (1 Sam. xiii. 17); the “ Anon near to Salim,” of ch. iii.
23 is identified by the modern explorers. * The brook Xedron ” (ch. xviii.1). The Pre-
torium is accurately referred to in ch. xviii. 28; the * Gabbatha ” of ch. xix.13 is given
in the Aramaic form, as of one acquainted with the place before the fall of the city.
Besides this, the Sychar of John iv. 5, which cannot be identified with Shechem, though
it was once thought to be a mere corruption of the name. It turns out that this
““ Sychar ” has been identified conclusively with a village still standing under the name
of ’Askar, which reveals traces of great antiquity (‘ Report of the Palest. Expl. Fund,’
1877, p. 149; and 1876, p. 197). Add to this a pumber of minute topographical
touches, more abundant than in most books of the New Testament : * Solomon’s porch ”
(ch. x. 23); “the treasury in the temple™ (ch. viii. 20); the scenery of the sea ot
Galilee, of Tiberias ; and, as Westcott admirably indicates, the decoration of the temple
Ly the great golden vine which adorned its exterior (see note, ch, xiv. 31; xv. 1—T).

(8) The apparent antipathy of the writer to * the Jews,” who are said always to be
spoken of as hostile, and as people from whom the writer regarded himself as separated ;
e.9.“ The purifying of the Jews ” (ch.ii. 6) ; * The Jews’ Passover ” (ch. ii. 13) ; “ A feast
of the Jews” (ch. v.1; vi 4); “The mannerof the Jews is to bury ” (ch. xix. 40). Bwt
these expressions are nothing more than what a narrator, writing for Gentiles, would be
sure to adopt, when giving them information, and there is no opprobrium involved in any
of them. ‘I'he words were written down many years after the events occurred, and when
the Jewish people were scattered, and had proclaimed themselves bitterly hostile to the
faith. There are, however, other passages where “the Jews ” are referred to as distinct
from the & &xAos of Galilans, and in opposition to the Lord. This is a terrible fact in
their history ; but other and countervailing statements should be pondered. The writer
studiously calls attention to the division of opinion among these Jews, and to certain
remarkable exceptions, such as Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathza (ch. iii. 1; vii. 50).
Ho speaks of the Jewsas Christ’s own people, a8 of 101, “ who received him not ” except
in part. There was always “a division among them.” As a nation, they rejected
their Lord; as individuals, they received him (ch. di. 28, woAAol émlorevoay; iii. 2,
ofbauey, etc.; iii. 26, xdvres Epxorrar wpds abréy; iv. 1, Jesus made more disciples in
Judeea than Jehn did; iv. 22, 44 vwornpla is from the Jews.” The true interpretation of
ch. iv. 48—45 is that Jesus considered the land of Judza to be par excellence * his own
country.”

Tlgywhole parrative in John v. shows a bitter enmity to Jesus when he a.ss.ume'd
an independence of Pharisaic interpretation of the sabbatic law; but the narrative is
interpenetrated throughout with Jewish ideas of the sabbath, of the Scriptures, a:nd of
Moses. In ch. vii. the next visit to Jerusalem is characterized by the resuscitation of
their malice, and reveals “ the fear of the Jews;” but it showsalso the knowledge of the
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minutim of the Jewish law of circumcision (ver. 23), and the current notion concerning
the Biaomopa riv ‘EAMvwy, Moreover, the result of the solemn debate is that *“many
believed on him” (vers. 81, 41, 46). The seventh and eighth chapters reveal the
author’s intimate acquaintance with the ceremonial of the lights and the pouring of
water in the Feast of Tabernacles. In ch. viii. 81 he speaks expressly of *the Jews
which believed on him ;” and it is not at all incompatible with their position that they
should have ignored right through their history that they had been really in bondage
to any man, a8 Abraham’s seed. In ch. x. 19—21 a division among them is expressiy
noticed (cf. ch. x. 42; xi. 4, 48—xii. 11).

The Pharisees are the mouthpieces of the purely Jewish feeling of bigoted attach-
ment to the Law, which they had monopolized, and which the evangelist and our Lord
spoke of as “ their Law,” ¢ your Law,” but which Pharisees had misunderstood and per-
verted. The priests and Sadducees were his opponents as organs of sacerdotal power
and political influence; and both these tendencies, sometimes in opposition, occasion-
ally in unhallowed agreement, are represented with a delicacy and accuracy of treatment
such as no one but a genuine Palestinian Jew could have effected. Moreover, by the
term * the Jews,” the writer evidently connotes the ruling party, the chief authorities
in Jerusalem, as contrasted with the Galilzan multitudes.

One reference of a precisely similar usage is found in the peculiarly Jewish Gospel of
Matthew (xxviii. 15), showing that this mode of speaking of * the Jews” was not con-
fined to the Fourth Gospel (see also Luke xxiii. 51, and numerous expressions in the
Pauline Epistles: 2 Cor. xi. 24 ; Gal.ii. 14; 1 Thess. ii. 14 and also Rev. ii. 9 and iii.
9; Gal. i. 13, 14; Titus i. 14). Numerous treatises have discussed this use of the word
“the Jews” (A. Alry, ‘Jésus et les Juifs dans le 4* Evang.,’ Str., 1866; cf. Reuss,
¢ Hist. of the Sacred Scriptures,’ p. 221, Eng. trans.).

Another supposed indication of the fact of the writer’s ignorance of Jewish customs
is that Annas is spoken of as dpxiepeds (“high priest ), while Caiaphas, his son-in-law,
is also repeatedly called such at the same time (ch. xi. 49; xviii. 13, 19, 22, 24). Itis
said that the evangelist thought of Annas and Caiaphas as performing the functions
alternately every year, seeing that *“¢hat same year ” is an explanatory addition to the
name of Caiaphas. This cannot be the solution of the supposed difficulty ; because, the
“game year” in which Caiaphas prophesied involuntarily the expiatory death of Christ,
he represents Annas as the high priest. The fourth evangelist is not the only writer
who suggests the same supposed inaccuracy. In Luke 1ii. 2 the two are spoken of
together as high priests, and in Acts iv. 6 Annas is again spoken of as high priest.
Dr. Davidson says it will not do to suppose that he retained the official title after he had
been deposed, because Ishmael, Eleazar, and Simon, his relatives, who held the office
between Annas and Caiaphas, would also have retained the same title. But we cannot
prove that they did not. They are never referred to by the evangelist John or Luke.
Moreover, a vast difference is obvious between the old man who was the legal high
priest, aud whose influence was great, though not officially recognized by the Roman
government. Caiaphas was the mau from whom alone Pilate would have received the
official charge ; and therefore, as John says, Annas sent Jesus bound to Caiaphas, The
synoptists narrate more at length what took place in the court of Caiaphas. Our evan-
gelist, as being known to Annas (ch. xviii, 15, 16), was likely, as an eye-witness, to
have given a more definite account, and one supplementary to the general statement of
the synoptists. The expression, “ that same year,” is best understood of the solemnity
with which John regarded the practical duties of the high priest de facto on the
occasion when the incarnate Word was rejected by his own people. Not only the
Fourth Gospel, but the other three, repeatedly use the expression, of dpxiepeis, of
the most distinguished priests, including the heads of the courses, the president of the
Sanhedrin, ete., in days when the old official title was held in fee {rom the Roman
power. The rigidity of the rule that there should be only one high priest was not
observed even in the reign of David, when Zadok and Abiathar both held the office at
the same time.

(4) Dr. Davidson considers that a similar argnment may be drawn from the fact
that in the Fourth Gospel the Galileans are classed among “ the Jews ” who were hostile
to Jesus, whereas he says that “in the synoptists, the Galileeans are the warm adherents
and friends of Jesus of Nazareth.” Surely he could not sufficiently have borne in mind
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the repeated attempts upon Christ’s lifa at Nazareth and at Capernaum; the fact that
Jesus had not where to lay his head, alone mentioned by the synoptists; that Herod
Antipas of Galilee sought to kill him; that the long conflict with the Pharisees took
place in Galilee, and one which ¢ulminated in the endeavour to take him by force nnd
confine him as a madman (Mark ii., iii.). True, the muliitudes were deeply impressed,
but their fickleness and unspirituality are quite in harmony with the language about
the Galilans attributed by the Fourth Gospel to our Lord.

This negative argument or reply to objections is independent of the fact that
throughout the Gospel there are abundant trases of that thorough!and intimate
acquaintance with Old Testament Scriptures and Hebrew ideas, which only a Jew
would be likely to possess. The entire refcrences of the prologue are based on Old
Testament ideas. His reference to *the Prophet' (ch. i. 21; iv. 25); the zeal for
the sanctity of the temple (ch. ii. 13—20), involving chronological details about the
period occupied in its building; his knowledge of Old Testament history, as in the
reference to the image of the serpent (ch. iii. 14); the subtle ascription to Jesus
by the Baptist of the title of Bridegroom of the true Israel—an idea which pervades.
prophetic Scripture (Jer. ii. 2; Ezek. xvi. 8; Hos. ii. 19, 20); the allusion to the
various feasts, e.g. the Passovers (ch. ii., vi,, xii., xviii.), the unnamed feast (ch. v.), the
Feast of Tabernacles (ch. vii.), the Feast of the Dedication (ch. x. 22); the references
to Moses (ch. v. 45; vii. 22), and to Abraham (ch. viii. 33, 37, 56—58); confirm the
hypothesis. His declaration that ¢ the Scriptures cannot be broken ” (ch. x. 35); that
what is written in the prophets and in the Law is of commanding authority; that the.
Scripture must be fulfilled (ch. xiii. 18; xvii. 12; xv. 25); but pre-eminently. and:
chiefly the repeated quotations from the Old Testament, where the evangelist or our
Lord shows that these quotations, as thus reported, are not dependent upon the LXX,
Westcott has analyzed them carefully (see also Turpie, * Old Testment in the New ).
There are fourteen in all—seven made by the evangelist, five by Jesus, two by others;
and, among thess, four almost verbally agree with the accurate translation of the’
Hebrew by the LXX.; three agree with the Hebrew against the LXX.: ch. xix. 37 (cf.
Rev. i. 7). This quotation from Zechariah, which agrees with a translation found in
Theodotion and Symmachus ; the quotation in ch. vi. 45 of Isa. liv. 13 and in ch. xiii.
18 of P’a. xli. 9 (xlii 10); lastly, one celebrated passage (ch. xii. 40) differs from both
the Hebrew and LXX. where they do in the main agree and are accurately quoted.in
Matthew and Acts; others differ from the Hebrew and LXX. whare these do not agree;
but there is no case where the Fourth Gospel agrees with the LXX. against the Hebrew.

2. The author must have bcen o PALESTINIAN rather than an Alexandrine Jew. The’
above remarks go far to prove that theauthor of the Fourth Gospel was a Hebrew, and a
Palestinian Jew. But there is another argument, which has been made much of, in"
disproof of this position, and which must be examined with some detail. Tt has often
been said that the author was an Alezandrine Jew, if a Jew at all, familiar with the
cxegetic and philosophical arguments of Philo-Judeus and his compeers, and that
we owe this marvellous document to the culture and Hellenic influences of early
Neoplatonism rather than to the teaching of the Old Testament and the veritable
tradition of the discourse of Jesus of Nazareth. This kind of remark is taken up and
endorsed by men like J. Stuart Mill}' The more or less active dependence of the
evangelist upon the Alexandrine school is asserted with more or less of confidence even
by Liicke, Bleek, Baur, and others. Keim (‘Life of Jesus of Nazara) Eng. trans,
vol. i. pp. 152, 167) admits the great originality of the author, who adopted and modified
in many ways the Philonian Logos; and Dr. Davidson says that the “ Incarnation is
alicn to the Philonian conceptions,” and that an * important link between Philonism

! ¢«Three Essays,” p. 254: “ What could be added or intorpolated (into the teaching of
Jesus) by e disciple we may see in the mystical parts of the Gospel of 8t. John—matier
imported from Philo and the Alerandrian Platonists, and put into the mouth of the Saviour,
in long speeches about himself, such as the other Gospels contain not the slightest vestige
of, thongh pretended to heve been delivered on occasions of the deepest interest, when his
principal followers were all present ; most prominently at the Lost Supper. The East was
full of men who could have stolen any quantity of this poor stuff, ns the multitudinous
Oriental sects of Gnostics did.” The passage is a melancholy instance of the utter caroless-
nees of Mr. MilL
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and the Logos theory of the Fourth Gospel is missing ”-—a link which he finds in the
Epistle to the Hebrows and in some of Paul's Episties. Luthardt and Godet boldly
repudiate tho influence of the purely Alexandrine school upon the Fourth Gospel.l

‘We must admit that there is a peculiar phraseology adopted by the author of tha
Fourth Gospel which demands some explanation, and which, to [dissever altogether
“ oot and branch " from the Alexandrian school of theosophy and biblical interpreta-
tion, is unrensonablo and unnecessary. Luthardt and Weiss, H6leman, De Pressensé,
and many others have carried their sense of divergence between the two writers to an
extreme. Thus Luthardt says, “John would have written altogether the same, if
neither Plato nor Philo had - ever discussed the Logos, or said one word on the subject.”
De Pressensé “ knows not, in the history of human thought, contradictions more flagrant
than exist between their doctrines, That which is with St. John a capital truth would
be to the Jew of Alexandria appalling blasphemy.” These views are styled by Keim
« puerilities and prejudices of which advancing science can talte no note.”

The peculiar Johannine expressions to which reference has been made are first and
foremost “ Logos,” then Life, Truth, Light, the Paraclete, the Archon, the Pleroma, the
Only Begotten (both mpwrdroxos and povoyeviis)—terms which, though not all of them
exclusively peculiar to the Fourth Gospel, are interrelated there, and appear there as part
of a system of thought descriptive of the Divine Being and his operations in the universe
and his manifestation of himself to the world. Now, numerous writers boldly assert
that “ the fourth evangelist was a Christian disciple of Philo” (Reville, Revue de Deux
Mondes, May, 1866, p. 107), and the modern assault on the Fourth Gospel has drawn
out a multitude of interesting verbal parallels with the phraseology of Philo. We do
find there & @elos Adyos, 6 Adyos @eod, Who is spolen of also as eixdv ©eob, as wpwrdyovos,
firstborn Son, even the dpxiepets, dvfpwmos @cod, the agency by which the world was
created, and the like. A very natural conclusion at first sight is to imagine the
philosophy of the treatises Ilepl XepouSip and Iep) Koouomofas to be the source, the imme-
diate forerunner, of the language of the Fourth Gospel, and thus to relegate the author,
if not into the second century (for which, however, there would be no necessity), yet
away {from Palestine to Alexandria or Ephesus for his spiritual instruction. We must
remind our readers of the plausibility of this view arising from the fact that Philo the
Jew had endeavoured, with considerable eclectic force and some learned trifling, to blend
into an organic unity the Platonic theory of ideas and knowledge, the Stoic ethics, and
the Hebrew revelation, to make the Pentateuch teach or sustain the Hellenic specula-
tions, As Thoma says, “The substance of Philo’s system is the Jewish religion and
the Greek philosophy, which may be blended as oil and water are, but only apparently
so, for, superficially mixed, they flow separately side by side.” Philo used the phraseo-
logy of his philosephic school to allegorize, and so interpret, the ancient records of the
faith, Just as Stoics had affected to find thedr teaching embodied in the poems of Homer,
he had used this high-flown technicality to explain the various events in patriarchal
history. Moreover, the same kind of place which Paul and the author of the Epistle
to the Hebrews had assigned to “ Christ,” to *“ the Son,” he had, at about the same time
ond date, ascribed to the “Divine Logos.” Thus the *Rock in the wilderness,”
the “Bread from heaven,” are explained by Philo as manifestations of the *Logos.”
Again, phrases corresponding with that in Heb. i, 1, 2 had been adopted by Philo, and

! Bee, on the subject, Professor Jowett’s ¢ Essay on St. Paul and Philo ;* Hutton’s Essay,
‘Historical Problems of the Fourth Gospel ;* Dorner on ¢ History of Doctrine of the Person
of Christ,’ vol. i.; Cenon Westeott, ¢ Introduction to the Study of the Gospels’ and Intro-
duction to ‘ Commentary ;* Pye Smith, ¢ Scripture Testimony,’ vol. ii.; Jules Simon, ¢ Ecole
d’Alexandrie;’ Gfrérer, ‘Das Jahrh. des Heils.;’ and also ¢ Philo und das Jud. Alex.
Theosophie;* Soulier, * La Dootrine du Logos chez Philon d’Alexandrie’ (1876); Cewmsar
Morgan, D.D., ¢ An Investigation of the Trinity of Plato and of Philo-Judmus’ (1795 ; new
edit.,, 1853); Liddon (Bampton Lccture) on the Divinity of our Lord; ¢Philonian
Doctrine;’ Jordan Bucher, ¢ Des Apostels Johannes Lehre vom Logos’ (1856); Albrecht
Thoma, ‘Die Genesis des Johannis Evangeliums’ (1885), pp. 32—62; Hilgenfeld, ¢ Das
Evangelium und die Briefo Johannis nach ilirem Lehrbegriff dargestellt’ (1849); Carl
Biegfried, ¢ Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des nlten ‘Testaments on sich selbst und nach
seinem geschichtlichen Einfluss betractet’ (1875); Uelerweg, ¢ History of Philosophy,” Eng.
trans.; ¢The Jewish-Alexandrian Philosophy,’ vol. i. pp. 222; Bigg, ¢ Christian Platonisis
of Alexandria® (Bampton Lecture, 1886), pp. 7—26.
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by the authors of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus, to denote either the “ Logos,” or the
“ Tternal Wisdom.” Wherein, then, lies the difficulty ? and why should we hesitato to
scknowledge the Philonian origin for the Johannine phraseology and doctrinal system ?
On the follewing grounds :—

(1) Writers who urge it appear to ignore the twofold connotation of the term ** Logos.”
Strangely enough, the term was used to denote the “reason” of a proceeding,
and “the method” or imstrument by which such “reason” could be conveyed or
carried into effect. It is used for the self-consciousness, for tho rationality, of a per=
son, and for the “word,” the account, the process, of revelation by whioh a person
may carry his ratiocination into effect. One and the same term is used in Greek to
denote the * reason ” and the “ word ” of both God and man. The question arises—
Which of these two divergent usages is that which Philo-Judxus and the Neoplatonio
school generally adopted, and which do we find in the Fourth Gospel? We believe
that it can be shown conclusively that the Logos of Philo corresponds with the arche-
typal reason ; and the Logos of John is the eternal self-manifestation, the creative energy
the Divine personal nature, that was the Source of both life and light in man, and has
been at length embodied, incarnated, manifested, in humanity, full of grace and truth,

(2) Notice shouid especially be taken of the full Personality of the Word in the
Tourth Gasre!—a conception towards which the language of Wisdom touching cogia,
and the language of the Epistle to the Hebrews touching the eternal Son, and the
language of St. Paul in Corinthians and Colossians, had prepared the way. * The
Word made flesh ” is identical with the Son in the bosom of the Father, who hath
declared him to the world. On the contrary, the Logos of Philo is not an hypostasis at
all; in a vast number of passages Philo’s Logos is identified with the xdaouos vonTwds,
the intelligible world, the Divine plan of the great Architect, the idea after which the
world was created or evolved. When the Logos is called the eixdv of God, it is in the
sense in which the power of God is shadowed forth in the creation of the world. The
Logos between the cherubim (‘De Cherubim,’ p. 112) is the * plan,” the “design,” by
which God acted in the creation and government of the world. * By his Logos, God
Ypxovra xal dyafdy elvas, 16 both Governor and Good.” His designs concerning the several
parts of his creation are called his Adyor; by these was fashioned that incorporeal and
archetypal world, composed of invisible Zdeas, which is in fact his Adyes. Sometimes
passages are quoted to show that Philo did approximate to the notion of a Divine
Personality corresponding with the angel of the Lord, as when he said that the angel
who met Hagar and brought her back to Sarah was the Logos (‘ De Cherubim,’ p. 108).
But if his exposition be examined, it will be seen that by ¢ Hagar ” he did not mean
the woman Hagar, or refer to an historic event in patriarchal history, typical or other-
wise, but meant Auman arts and science, and that in her departing from Sarah he saw
their severance from the true virtne. She, 7.c. science, was brought back by the Divine
Logos to her true allegiance. In like manner, though he says that Balaam was withstood
by the Logos, on examination (ibid,, ii. 4) Balaam is not the prophet of that name, but ia
“a foolish people riding on the ass of merchandise or agricultural pursuits, longing for a
sword, a power of reason, to smite the failing beast of burden, and drawing forth its
complaint more audibly than any voice, and revealing the Divine plan of life.” All the
historical characters are nothing more nor less than emblematic virtues, and the sum of
the parratives becomes simply some phase of religious or metaphysical dogmatism.
Again, it is the “archangel,” the firstborn Logos, who throws “ horse and rider into the
sea.” But what do these terms denote ? The rider is the mind; the horse represents
the passions engaged in unholy warfare with true virtue,

Philo never makes any reference whatever to the Messiah, or identifies bim with the
Logos. The notion of incarnation would have been abhorrent to him. Hence we see
the most astonishing distinction between the use Philo made of this Platonic phrase in
his attempt todeanthropomorphize the Old 1'estament references to God or the ministers
in his revelation, and the use which the fourth evangelist made of the same term.
With him the Logos becomes the historic Revelation of God, the Agency by which light
Lias been given to men, and which at length, after ages of recorded activity, * cams ¢nto
the world” In that flesh which the Logos became, and upon which Philonian meta-

hysics poured scorn, St. John says, “ we saw his glory, the glory ag of the Quly
Eegotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.”
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(8) While somo striling superficial, metaphorical resemblances can be traced between
Philo and the Fourth Gospel, it must not bo forgotten that similar parallels are drawn
between Philo and other books of the New Testament; and Sicgfiied (Z:b. cit.) has
Jaboured with patient scholarship to trace the influence of Philo and of the Alexzan-
drine gnosis, not only on St. Paul and St. James, but on the Tarzums. If he makes
this good, he has abolished the inference that others have drawn [rom the presence of
Philonian imagery and idcas in the Fourth Gospel, viz. that its author could not have been
a Palestinian Jew. It may bo well to draw attention to a few of thes: corresyondences.
Some are a8 vague, at least, as those which are fastened upon St. John, and some of them
aro far more explicit. Thus when St. Paul speaks of xAnporduos @cob, he is supposed to
be thinking of Philo (* Quis rerum div. her.,’ 14), who speaks of the just as being xAnpo-
véuot Oclwy &yabov. *'I'he first and second Adam” of 1 Cor. xv. 45, ctc., points to
‘Leg. Alleg.,’ i. 12. Siegfried imagines a common source for both in the * Midrasch.’
The PAémoper b doéwrpov of 1 Cor. xiii. 12 13 compared (‘De Decalog., 21) with
8:& karéwrpov of Philo ; and many more expressions are cited by himself and by Loesner
(*Observationes ad Novum Testamentum e Philone:’ 1777) to demonstrate Paul’s
indebtedness to Philo. He finds also a similar influence exerted on the Petrine Epistles.
Siegfried makes much use of Schneckenburger’s (* Annotatio ad Epistolum Jacobi : * 1832)
geries of parallels between James and Philo. These are remarkable enough; e.g. the
antithesis between pvrapd and Aaumpd éo6fs in Jas. ii. 2 is found in ¢ De Joseph,” p. 541,
D.; *“The spark which kindles a great fire ” (Jas. iii. 5) with ¢ De Migr. Abrah.,’ 407,
A.; the taming of wild beasts (Jas. iii. 7) with ¢ De Opif. Mundi,’ 19, 20; “ The hus-
bandman who waits for the precious fruits” with ¢Leg. Alleg.,’ ii. p. 103; “ God as
Father of lights” (Jas. i. 17) with Philo’s n7y3) 7é» alebnrar &erépwr (*De Op. Mundi,’ p. 6).
And whereas James speaks of “ every good giving and every perfect gift as coming from
above,” etc., it is supposed that Philo’s language (‘De Sacr. Abel et Caini,’ p. 138),
AdrAnpor kal mavTeAels al Tob dyewfiTov Swpeal ma3rar, Inay have suggested it. Jas.i. 14 is
compared with Philo’s “In ourselves are all the treasures of evil things.” The idea
that the virtues are all begotten in us by God finds its parallel in ¢ De Cherubim,’ p. 13,
“Who is he that soweth good things in our souls, but the Father of all, the unbegotten
God, who generateth all things?” The praise of the wisdom that is from above is
compared with sopla dvwfer duBpnbeica &n’ obpavot (‘ De Profug.,” 57).

The same kind of traces of relationship are found in the synoptic Gospels; e.g. Matt.
V. 6 reminds of (‘De Profug,’ 25) *“Those who hunger and thirst afier goodness
(xaroxkayadlas).”

The positive hints of similar relation between the Fourth Gospel and Phio, when
the nomenclature or the emphasis laid on the use of the words Aéyos, (ufly ¢ds, is
excluded, are not more numerous than those found between the Judao-Christian com-
position attributed to James and the writings of Philo. Some of them are, howerer,
deeper than mere phraseology. With ch. v. 19, “ The Son can do nothing of himself,”
etc., may be compared with (‘ De Conf. Ling.,” 14) “ The Logos, gazing on archetypal
patterns, imitating the ways of the Father, fashioned the forms thereof.” Ch. vi.
50, 61 corresponds in some measure with ¢ Quis rerum div. her.,” 15—a passage where
“the Divine Logos is the heavenly food of the God-loving soul.” Ch. xiv. 23, “ We
will talke up our abode with him,” with (* De Poster. Cain.,’ 35) ¢ The Divine Logus
dwells within those in whom the life of the soul is honoured.” Passages of this kind
are numerous, and they do reveal a very wide diffusion, even in the Palestinian schools,
of a style of expression common to the Alexandrine and Christian writers.

Such connection between the two phraseologies is admitted by Liicke, De Wette,
Meyer, Lange, Delitzach, and Alford. Delitzsch (* Bib. Psych.,’ p. 178) says, ¢ It is an
un@eniable fact that the Johannine Logos doctrine stands in a certain relation to the
Philonian. The apostolic representation doos not utterly discard the ideal forms
elready elaborated by Alexandrianism, but charges them with the material significance
embodied in the historical fulfilment.” Nevertheless, it is important to observe that
many other terrns and phrases of Greek life and thought are thus invested with
8 perfectly mew significance, and transfigured until they convey entirely new ideas,
5110]1{ a8 dydny, wio7is, Sicaiogivn, (wh, 0dvaros. The Platonic word Adyes was peculiarly
serviceable, because it was capable of very diverse meanings, and was distinguished sas
Abyos &bidberos, the Logos inherent in God, corresponding with the reason in marr, and

JOHN, s
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denoting the innermost * Essence of God ;” and Adyos wpopopinds, the Logos fssuing from
God, as “ word spoken,” to reveal thought and manifest activity. ' Philo liad Bpoken
mainly of the former under tho attributes @efos and tho like ; and he is speaking still of
the former when he calls Adyos the  eldest Son of the Fatlier,” “ His Ifirst-Degotten,”
‘the Imace of God,” “the Angel,” * the Archangel,”  the Demiurge,” “the archotypal
Light,” ‘“the Hich Priest,” “the sccond God,” the xéouos vonTieds. Ths Apostle Paul
clnimed f>r Christ that he was the Wisdom and the Power of God, the Giver of light,
the Creator of all things, God Dblessed for ever. All the promises of God ‘were seen to
be “ Yea and Amen in him.” The Epistle to the liebrews declares that Lo was “the
Effulgence of the Divine glory, the express Image of his substance,” *the High Priost of
our profession.” Surely no word in the Greek language was so advantageous to oxpress
and blend the fulness of the Divine nature and the mission of the Lord Christ: Hence
we can see many explanations of the Johannine phrasevlogy without having any
recourse to the hasty conclusion that the fourth evangélist was an Alexandring philo-
sopher. We see further that the language and-the terminology “which had been adopted:
by the Greek philosophic Jews was circulating in the East and-in the various specu-
lative schools of early Gnosticism ; and, so far from being adopted by the-writérs of thb
New Testament, it was interpenetrated by a profoundly different :philosophy; by a*'pér<
fectly hostile system of cthics, and utilized in its higher senses; in its new and' poteint
conrotation, to set forth the Divine nature of Onewho was “ manifest in-the'flesh,” ‘and
as such was ¢ justified in the Spirit, secen of angels, preached ‘among the nations, believed
on in the world, received up into glory.” R R R
The entire method in which the fourth evangelist treats the Old Testament differs
from that of Philo. St. John is not struggling to eviscerate the Bible histories'of theit
healthy anthropomorphism. He is'not translating the language of ancient-history into
the terms of Platonic philosophy. Moses, Jacob, and Abraham <were' to'- hiin - historic
men. The well of Jacob, the temple of-Solomon; the'rite of circumcision, were reférred
to as well-known things, without any mythic or mystic significance. The-ancient Werd
was searched for true rather than recondite meanings. The two writers differ ofo calo
in the attitude they severally sustain towards the'Old Testament. Their conceptions of
the supreme God, of the Absolute, the Infinite and Eternal 'One, differ profoundly.
Philo exaggerated the abstraction of Plato or Aristotle, and emphasized the most subtle
and transcendent expressions of the Old Testament, in order to adumbrate ‘the inde-
finable and shadow forth the eternal. Numberless passages may be quoted to show
how God is above all thought and praise, superior to reason, and incapable-of expression’
by perfection or attribute; how he is ungraspable, unthinlkable, unknowable, unutter-
able; his essence is an eternal secret; dazzling, unapproachable light is the robe of
his spiritual essence, etc. To pass from these hyperbolical expressioris—which are’
akin to Hindu pantheism or modern idealism—into the vocabulury and atmosphere of
the Fourth Gospel, 8 new world is entered. If the writer were a pupil of Philo,-ha-was
a very audacious one, and profited very little by his master’s teaching. - The Joliannine
teaching of the “ Father ” explodes the whole Philonian metaphysics: Phi_lo did, however,
heap upon the Logos, whom be regarded as the bridge between the Infinite Unapproach-
able One and the world, every kind of glowing and splendid epithet. He called the Logos
the Light and the Life, the Prophet and Interpreter of the archetypal Light, the Pr?n-"
ciple of “ wisdom,” Source of law, “the royal Way of true philosophy,” the Grourd
of virtue, “the Way which leads to God,” the Captain of the vessel of the soul, the
Inper Voice of conscience, Accuser and Judge, as well as the Shepherd. -Thoma (foc.
¢it.) has accumulated these traits with immense skill and great eloquence; but. th.e por-
traiture, as a vorbild of the Fourth Gospel, vanishes when ‘wo find ’!:hat all this is but
the tropical phrase for the discipline through which souls -are passing to the rest of a-
true philosophy. ool - U
The Old Testament itself is the real source of the two meanings of Logos, and, apart
even from the later teaching of the rabbis, furnished both to Paul and John the material
on which their intellectual phrascology and theological system were built- wp.: . - -1
(a) The grand sgent of the Lord in the creation of ibhe world 'is’in Gen. i._ 'throu@i%
out represented as spoken word. The coming forth of light and 1%1‘0, of ‘sun and stars,
of man bimself, is preceded by the assertion, */ And God sald.” - 'This had’ sd dceply



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOIIN. li

entered into tho mind of Israel that tho psalmist (Ps. xxxiii. 6) says, “ By the word of
tho Lord were the heavens made,” where tho LXX. uses the word Adyos for the Hebrew
sa7. In Pa. cxlvil. 16, *“The word of the Lord runneth very swiftly,” is one of the
torms uscd to deseribe the creative and providential government of God (cf. Isa. 1v. 11).

The Targums, which represent the Palestinian teaching of tho Jewish schools in
their translations and paraphrases of the Old Testament, even the oldest and most
Prccious of them, that of Onrkelos, substitute for ** God ” the periphrasis of his * Word.”
Thoy used continually the terms “ Debura” and “Memra.” Thus, *“the Word of tho
Lord” was with Ishmael in the wilderness (Gen. xxi. 20). Jacob made a covenant
that ¢ the Word of the Lord should be his God” (Gen. xxviii. 21). In multitudes of
instances “tho Word ” is substituted by these Aramaic translators for the direct
representation of God’s presenco or activity. They hoped thereby in some degree to
bridge the otherwise boundless distance between the Eternal One and the creatures of
his hand. They sought, on the basis of Divine revelation, to maintain the communica-
tion between God and man, while striving to uphold the Divine majesty; and they
sought to avoid by these means the anthropomorphisms which might lead the incau-
tious reader into unworthy conceptions of the glory of the Lord. Siegfried attributes
this usage of the Targums to Philo; but the method of the Targumist differs from that
of Philo.

(5) The entire doctrine of *the angel of the Lord,” which pervades the Old Testa-
ment, indicates, as within the bosom and mystery of the Divine Being, the conception
of certain inherent relations of awful sublimity. The Angel or Messenger of Jekovah
at times is used interchangeably with Jehovah himself, and invested with all his glory.
Gen. xxxii, 24; Exod. xxxiii. 14; Hos. xii. 4; Isa. Ixiii. 9; and Mal. iii. 1, convey the
assurance that the manifestation, the active energy, the covenant-making grace of God
is to be distinguished from the created angel, on the one hand, who is distinguished
from “the Presence,” and from the Eternal Oxm, who, save in and through his
chosen Organ and Agent, *“dwells,” as St. Paul says, *in unapproachable light, whom
no man hath seen or can see.”! The fourth evangelist expressly refers the Adén of
Isa. vi. 1 to the pre-existent Christ, or Logos. Before him the seraphim veil their faces,
and yet his voice is heard, and awful glory confounds his earthborn worshipper. This
conception of the Divine Angel had been utilized by Philo, in his allegoric interpreta-
tion, to represent the operations of the Logos in the region of mental-moral discipline;
but the Fourth Gospel discerns its bearing on the fundamental nature of the Lord Christ.
He who had in various theophanies manilested himself to Abraham and Jacob, to Hagar
and Moses, to Joshua and Manoah, to Isaish and Zechariah, etc., “came into the
world,” “became flesh, and tabernacled amongst us.” The preparation was laid in the
Old Testament, the Alexandrines resolved it into a sacred metaphysic, the apostles into
the agelong witness of the possibility of a concrete historic revelation.

Another parallel line of meditation pervades what bas been called the Chokmal
teaching, or the Old Testament doctrine of ¢ wisdom,” which in Alexandria, but before
the days of Philo, had approached a personification of this great perfection of God, and
reveals its influence on the New Testament writings. We would not say that more
than a personification can be found in Prov. viii.; yet the occurrence of this phraseo-
logy within the bosom of pure Hebrew monotheism, and one which refers to such an
aspect or affirmation of the Divine essence as eternal Wisdom, the Creator, Guide, and
Guardian of all things, and as answering to certain peculiarities of the human con-
sciousness and experience, is clearly an important factor in the creation of those senti-
Inents concerning the Son which we find in the Epistles to the Colossians and Hebrews.
There can be little doubt, e.g., that the author (Heb. i. 1, 2) had in mind the langnage
of the Book of Wisdom, where phrases which the writer of the Epistle claimed to bo
descriptive of the Divine element in the Person of the Lord Jesus Christ, had already
been attributed to- Wisdom. Apart from the theology of this famous passage, it

! Bee dissertation on “ The Angel of the Lord,” in Kurtz, ¢ The Old Coverant,’ Eng. trans,,
vol. i,, where he criticizes his own former view and Hengstcnberg’s, and maintains that all
the ungeloPhnnies are those of s creafed angel. But seo also I. Pyc Snith, ¢ Seripture
Testimony,’ vol. i, ; G. Stoward, * Mediatorial Sovereignty ;* Stanley Leathes, ¢ Witness of
the Old Testament to Christ;’ Liddon’s Bampton Lecture, *The Divinity of our Lord
Jesus Christ,’ Jecture ii., espeoially useful in tracing the Patristic view of the Theophanies,
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establishes a connection between the later books and deutero-canouical books of the Old
Testament and the Christian doctrine of the writer to the Hebrews, which are not only
indepeundent of Thilo, but also of the author of the Fourth Gospel. It becomes probable
that the doctrine, which is supposed by some to be an evolution of the second century,
really preceded that period by some ninety or a hundred years; that it is apparent
throughout Paul's lettors, and especially in his earlicst and most indubitably authentio
Epistles. Where did Paul obtain such notions, il not from the sacred tradition of
those parts of Christ’s teaching which, while not absent from the synoptists (as, eg.,
Matt. xi.), are most abundantly revealed in the langnage of the Fourth Gospel ?  Before
the Gospel was writtep, it is indced almost scientifically demonstrated that some of
the disciples had thus reported and reiterated the teaching of their Lord. * This,” says
the Ephesian presbyter, “is the disciple which testifieth of these things, as well as
wrote these things,” ete. 'We find no difficulty in believing that Nathanael (Bartholo-
mew), Mary of Bethany, Nicodemus and Joseph, Judas (not Iscariot), Thomas and
Philip, and others of bis disciples—why not Peter and Andrew ?—all contributed to
swell that class of record and teaching which we find so fully reported and so wonder-
fully enshrined in the Fourth Gospel.

3. The author was an eye-witness of much that he describes. Having, then, made it
more than evident that the writer was & Jew, and a Jew of Palestine, we proceed, in
the next place, to show that the writer was an eye-witness of that which he describes,
an auditar of the discourses which he records. There is no doubt that he wishes to be
considered an eye-witness ; that he practically claims to have been such, and that a multi-
tude of small details are given, either with a consummate art which almost conceals
itself, or with the simple object of recording what made an indelible impression on his
mind at the time. I am willing to admit that pseudepigraphers do adopt this method.
Historical romancists, even great poets, when treating events well known in tradition,
from Homer to Goethe, and from Walter Scott to living poets and novelists, know that
nothing preserves the illusion of autoptic memoir better than the use of these appa-
rently useless adjuncts of a story. Yet we think that this author, from the supple-
mentary character of his Gospel, and from the numberless additional fragments of
information which he supplies, as well as [rom touches which cannot (as Baur urged) be
due to any theological bias, does unconsciously and unintentionally reveal the eye-witness.

Let us enumerate some of these artless traits of the presence of the writer. The
references to the day and hour when so many of the memorable scenes occurred
(ch. i 29, 85, 43; xiL 1, 12; xiil. 1, ete.; xx. 1; ii. 1; iv. 43, 52; vi. 22; xi. 6, 17);
the hours of the day (ch. i. 39; iil 2; vi. 16; xiii. 30; xviii. 28).

In ch. i 14 the phrase, “ We beheld his glory,” undoubtedly places the writer in the
company of those who had personal and irresistible reasons for believing that he was
the incarnate Adyos of God. This passage, however, derives strong emphasis from
1 John i. 1, where the same writer declares (not, as some German critics have assumed,
what any buliever might claim) that he and others, not only saw with their bodily
eyes, but touched with their hands, the “ Word of life.” The object of the writer of
that Epistle was to bring its readers into a state of fellowship with their own trium-
phant faith in facts and manifestations of such transcendent importance. The writer,
on an occasion of awful and immense significance, viz. the piercing of the side of the
Lord Jesus, declares that a strange “sign” occurred, and, in order to emphasize the
fact, adds (ch. xix. 35), “ And he that hath seen hath borne witness, and his witness is
veritable; and he knoweih that he saith true, that ye also may believe.” The
opponents of the authenticity have found, in the use of éxeivos, some proof that the
wriler is here only quoting a credible witoess, and distinguishing himself from the
disciple whom Jesus loved, and who had gone away from the cross, in his anxiety to
protect the mother of the Lord; but the frequent use of &xeivos olsewhere in referenge
to the subject of the sentence has disposed of this suggestion (ch. ix. 37). It is certain
that either the author quotes what be regarded as perfectly trustworthy testimony of
one still living when he wrote, or refers to his own personal experience in the matter.
The latter, from his style, is far more probable, and the fact that he was accnstomet.i to
regard himgelf in the third person would in this passage make & still more forcible
peparation in thought between himsell as witness and himself as writer. It is in
favour of this that the author uses the perfect rather than the aorist, which last would
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have been far more appropriate if he had been referring to a testimony once for all given
by a third party.

The closing words of the Gospel further solemnly associate the loved disciple with
the author of the Gospel, revealing the very early tradition and the uniform testimony
of the manuscripts to the identification; and there can be no question that by “the
disciple whorn Jesus loved "—a phrase of high significance and of tender and impressive
reminiscence, not of self-confident boasting (as Keim and Weiss say)—the writer
intends to indicate AZmself.

Before proceeding to show the internal evidence for this identification with the son
of Zebedee, we see that the writer professes very intimate acquaintance with the feel-
ings of the disciples thecmsclves—he knows what they thought at the time, and how
they modified their views afterwards (ch. ii. 11, 21, 22; xii. 16). The author’s intimate
relations both with them and the disciples of John (ch. iii. 22); the inmost converse
of Jesus with his fellow-disciples (ch. iv. 1, 2); what they said * one to another” (ch.
iv. 83); the conversation between Jesus, Andrew, and Philip (ch. vi. 5—9); constitute
a series of touches which reveal quiet observalion and deep and subtle intimacy with
their feelings (ch. vi. 17, 22—24, 60—71). His knowledge of the Lord’s own home
appears in ch, vii. 3. Similarly, ch. xi. 3—16 gives a striking proof of his intimacy
with the disciples and his knowledge of their feelings, as contrasted with the silcuce
which he observes about the illness and death of Lazarus, beyond what came in the
form of a message from the sisters (cf. ch. xii. 16 for another interesting proof). It
must be admitted that he also knew what the Pharisees “said among themselves,” and
what “ the people murmured concerning him ;” but there are many sources of informa-
tion open to Lim. Again, in ch. xii. 21—23, in the feet-washing scene (ch. xiiL 1—11),
and in cb. xiv,, xv.,, and xvi., he indicates acquaintance with the special questions that
Peter, Philip, Judas, Thadd=us, Thomas, and “some of his disciples,” asked on that
last memorable night. The author represents himself throughout as intimate with the
disciples, and in the closing scene on the Lake of Tiberias, ho has artlessly represented
manner, tone,and emotion,and has blended the whole intoa living pictureasone who knew.

4. He represents himself as one of the disciples whom Jesus loved. This disciple shown
by constructive evidence lo be John the son of Zebedee. The author appears from the
first to have clung very closely to our Lord. We can scarcely resist the impression that
he was a silent auditor of the conversation with Nicodemus, which obviously took place
in Jerusalem (cf. ch. xix. 27), probably in that nameless disciple’s own house. Again,
while other disciples went to Sychar to buy bread, one seems to have remained with the
Lord, and heard the conversation with the woman of Samaria. The filth chapter con-
tains an account of a visit to Jerusalem, on which the writer, and it would seem few
if any other disciples, accompanied him. We learn that the beloved disciple was known
to the high priest, and had a home in Jerusalem itself. This may have been in some
way associated with the business of Zebedee as a fisherman, and the market for his produce
in Jerusalem at the time of the public national festivals, which required certain visits to
Jerusalem at these periods, and may explain the fact that John alone gives detailec
accounts of the intercourse between our Lord and the Jews at Jerusalem. In ch. vi. we
are once more thrown into the midst of one of the capital scenes and critical moments
of the Galilaan ministry as related by the synoptists; but this writer is minutely
acquainted with the sentiments of tho apostles, the principal parts assigned to specific
individuals, and even the inner mind of the Lord himself (ch. vi. 5, 6, 7—9). In
ver. 17 there is an unconscious and unmistakable touch of the eye-witness : “Jesus was
not yet coms to them.”” The writer had been sent away with the cloven, but expected
that his Lord would come to them. In ch. vi. 60, 66 he onco more uuintentionaliy
reveals his presence, intimacy, and sympathy with the twelve; and while he does not
become their chief spokesman, but attributes this function to Peter, yct Le shares the
sentiment of the group, * Thou art the Christ, Son of the living God . . . thou hast the
words of eternal lifo.” This is itsell one of tho proofs that there is no animus against
Peter, who is spoken of as one of two disciples whom Jesus loved (dpidey, ch. xx. 2).
This is singularly impressive when we find that Peter, throughout the synoptic narra-
tive, stands in such close and affectionate relationship with our Lord. At the Last
Bupper “the disciple (v #ydma 6 'Ingods) whom Jesus loved™ was “reclining (¢v 7¢ KAy
voi *In007) in the bosom of Jesus,” d.c. on his right sile, at the head of the ériclinivm,
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and able to ask a privato question and receive an answer unnoticed by the rest (ol xviil.
23). ““Peter and this other disciple” are both with our Lord in the court of Annas (ch.
xviii. 16). DPeter denies his Master, and, as we learn from tho synoptic narrative, went
out, but *“the other disciple” remained, and, while the discussion before Caiaphas is
omitted by the present writer as having been fully detailed, he scems to have clung so
closely to his Master that much of the converse with DPilate, omitted by the general
tradition, was rescued by him from oblivion. He is, moreover, stationed by the cross
(ch. xix. 25, 26), when he received the solemn commission to guard as a son the sacred
mother of the Lord. In ch. xx.2—10 the “disciple whom Jesus loved ” represents him-
self as believing in the Resurrection, and returning qpbs ¢avrois) with Peter.  The other
most interesting refercnce to this unnamed disciple is in the final scenes of c¢h. xxi.
There he is represented as the first to recognize, and not for the first time, the risen
Lord. The interview with Peter is followed by the question (ver. 21), “ What shall
this man be [or ‘do’]? ™ (o¥ros 8¢ 7{;). The answer is one which led, as the writer
admits, to the report (M-yog “that that disciple should not die.” But he declares that
this was a misinterpretation of the Lord’s words. To this statement there is an appendix
of vast interest. The present tense (& maprvpdv) is used when speaking of the life-
witness of that disciple, and the aorist (6 ypdyas) when referring to his work, and the
first person plural (ofeauer) when announcing a momentous fact about him. “We
know ” that this testimony is (not érnéus, but dAnfs—not “ veritable,” but) * trust-
worthy.” These words show that the verses were written by those who knew the
writer and valued his living words. The testimony unhesitatingly affirms that the
disciple whom Jesus loved was the writer of the Gospel. There is no proof whatever
that this Gospel was ever circulated without this twenty-fourth verse, and consequently
we possess a singularly early vindication, not only of the value of the document, but
of the closely approximate identification of the author-with one of the sons of Zebedee.

The group of the disciples mentioned in ch. xxi. 2 consists of (1) Simon Peter, who
is especially in ihis scene distingnished from the nameless disciple; (2) Thomas; (3)
Nathanael; (4, 5) the two sons of Zebedee; and (6, 7) two other of his disciples, Now,
since Thomas and Nathanael are specially mentioned by name elsewhere, Nathanael is
clearly distinguished from the nameless disciple in ch. i. 85, etc., and Thomas from the
rest of the eleven, so it is certain that neither Peter, Thomas, nor Nathanael could have
been the beloved disciple. One of the “sons of Zebedee,” James, was the first of the
apostles to suffer for his Lord (Acts xii. 1,2). It remains that the epilogue asserts that
he was either John the son of Zebedee or one of two others who are altogether unnamed.
Tt has been conjectured that these may have been Andrew and Philip; but since these
apostles are eleewhere mentioned by pame, it is improbable that they are thus referred
to, and, from being placed last, were far more probably not members of the apostolic
circle at all. It would be quite in harmony with the writer’s manner throughout,
that he sheuld put the two sons of Zebedee last in his enumeration of apostles. Here,
in fact, the synoptic narratives and the Acts come to our aid, for throughout the former
John and James, with Peter, form the innermost group of our Lord’s best-loved dis-
ciples, and, from the beginning to the end, John, son of Zebedee, occupies a’prominent
position, Whither has he disappeared, if the disciple whom Jesus loved be not he? for
if he be not the son of Zebedee, he is not once mentioned in the Fourth Gospel. Again,
Peter and John are the two most prominent figures in the early Church history (Acts
HiiL 1, etc. ; iv. 13; viii. 14; xil. 2, 3; and cf. Acts xv. with Gal. ii, 9), where Peter and
Jobn were still together with James the Lord’s brother, pillars of the mother Church,
Beeing that we know from the synoptic narrative that James and John were brothers,
and from several passages in this Gospel and in the eymoptists that Andrew and
Simon Peter (or Cephas) were brothers, and that the four were fishermen on the Sea of
Galilee, it is next to impossible to refrain from the impression that, when in ch. i. 39,
etc., Andrew, who, mentioned as the brother of Simon, is stated to be one of the two
disciples of John the Baptist who followed Jesus, the other unnamed one was John
the son of Zebedee, It has often been remarked that whereas the other writers speak
of John the FPaptist, using this appellative to distinguish him from other Johns, this
Fourth Gospel never gives the Baptist any other designation than John. He may have
been acquaiuted with the Baptist before he had acquired that well-known title which
technically distinguished him.
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There can be small quostion, and it is admitted by some of the most rationalistic of
writers, that the author wishes it to be supposcd that he was no other and no less than
John the son of Zebedes. The author, whoever he was, by adopling a thin disguise
(which was stripped off in the eatliest evangelical tradition), compels his readers to con-
jecture that Lie was himself the disciple whom Jesus loved; that he was one of the
twelve disciples who had companied with our Lord from his first appearance in Galilee;
that he was an eye-witness of Christ’s greatest deeds, and a creditable rcporter of his
weightiest sayings ; that he was intimately familiar with the circle of our Lord’s friends;
and, in fact, that he was no other than the well-known younger son of Zecbedee and
Salome. If, however, the author were an unknown writer of the second century, he
must have hazarded much by this delicate fabrication. He could neither have been
a disciple nor even a contemporary of Jesus, All the subtle indications of the presence
of the eye-witness must have been deliberately forged, to give weight and authority to
his representation. He, whose entire portraiture is one which is avowedly designed to
promote the realization .of truth and to stimulate a Divine love and to nourish the life
of faith, must;have been aware throughout that he was romancing if not falsifying fact,
creating for the sustenance of a Divine life a series of narratives, discourses, and dis-
cussions which he knew were being originated by his own fertile imagination, and
nothing more. This is so harsh and unworthy an exhibition of mala fides without
apparent motive, that it becomes very difficult to ascribe it to the author of this
wonderful biography. . The enormous contrast between this work and that of the apo-
cryphal Gospels'and Acts forbids, our accepting the hypothesis unless under the pressure
of cogent arguments which demonstrate the non-authenticity of the narrative (see Stanley
Leathes, ¢ Witness of St. John to Christ,” Boyle Lecture for 1870).

" Delfft (“ Grundziige der Entwickelungs-Geschichte der Religion dargestellt,” pp. 266,
etc.: 1883) has propounded an ingenious theory, that ““the disciple whom Jesus loved” may
have been one of tlte unnamed disciples who belonged to the upper classes of Jerusalem,
ap intimate friend of Nicodemus and Joseph, who penetrated the secret and secured the
affection of Jesus, but was not one of the twelve. Delfft supposcs that he was the host
of our Lord in Jerusalem, and peculiarly qualified to deal with the events and discourses
there taking place; not the John of the synoptists or of the Apocalypse, but a veritable
friend and' piographer, whose.pame was probably John—a circumstance which led to
mistaken  identification with the son of Zebedee. This hypothesis, Professor Delffc
thinks, would save the historicity of the narrative, and ride clear of the difficulties
which the supposed differences in the character of the John of the synoptists, the John
of tradition, and the. John of the Apocalypse have created. The only need of the hypo-
thesis,” however, turns on the reality of those supposed difficulties. The formidable
objection to it is-that there is no trace whatever of so immense a force as such a man
would have been, in the early history of the New Testament, the Pauline Epistles, or
the ecclesiastical tradition. :

‘We must on all grounds examine the arguments which are supposed to invalidate the
assumption made by the writer. They are twofuld. They are external end internal
(1) They consist of the indications which other literature is supposed to supply of the
character and life of the presumed author, and which is said to be profoundly different
from the spirit and .character of one who calls himself“the disciple whom Jesus loved.”
(2). They draw a series of contrasts betwecn the contents of the Fourth Gospel and
those of the synoptists, which are sufficiently plausible to arrest attention and provoke
inquiry. "Can the author be referring to the personages and to the events described in
the synoptic narrative? and can the “Jesus” of Matthew be identical with the “Jesus”
of the Fourth (Gospel ?

5. A4 comparison of THE AUTHOR oF THE YourTm GosPEL with the Lints given in
OTHER LITERATURE of the character of John the son of Zebedce.

(1) The “John™ of the synoptists must be compared with the author of the Fourth
Gospel. If we take the synoptic Gospels as our only authorities, wo should conclude
that a man, by name Zebedaios (Mark i. 19, 20), with his wife Salome, had two sous,
James and Jokn ; that they were the associates of two others, Simon and Aadrew, in a
fishing trade upon'the Lake of Gennesareth; and that their home was at the town of
Bothsaida, not far from Capernaum (cf. Mark i. 29; Luke v. 10).

That the name * Salomo” was that of his mother is gathered from Matt, xxvii. 56
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and Mark xv. 40, where the women who hovered round the cross of Jesus ara enume-
rated, and where the name *“Salome” takes the place in Mark which “ the mother ot
Zebedee's children ” occupies in Matthew’s Gospel.  Zebedee is not described as a poor
man, but as possessed of boats, fishing tackle, and hired day labourers (Mark i. 20).
Moreover, Salome (Luke viii. 3; Matt. xxvii. 65) is probably amongst the group ot
women who followed Jesus on some of his journeyings, and who ministered to him and
to the twelve of their subsfance. The whole of this representation is remarkably con-
firmed by the strong reason which the cxegesis of ch. xix. (see Exposition) supplies
that Salome was the sister of the mother of Jesus, and was closely related to the Lord.
We know that considerable profit accrued from the trade of fishing, and there was a
large sale at Jerusalem of the fish taken in the Sea of Galilee for transport thither and
consumption during the principal feasts. Every Israclite, says ‘Baba Kama' (fol. 80. 2,
referred to by Caspari, ¢ Chron. Introduction to Life of Christ,’ Eng. trans., p. 142), had
a right to engage in the fishery of the Lake of Galilee, and leaders in the trade would
certainly be present in Jernsalem more frequently than others (cf. Godet, vol. i. 81;
Liicke, * Komm.,’ p. 2). The mother of James and John was a zealous and enthusiastic
follower of her Lord, and in Matt. xx. 20 she preferred a request, in which we dare not
ray that the two brothers did not sympathize, viz. that they might sit on the right and
left of the King when he should come in his kingdom. It must be admitted that this
revealed certain carnal, carthly views of Messiah’s kingdom, and was expressive of the
fierce and eager patriolism of the times. "The near relationship of Salome, James, and
John to the Lord may have greatly stimulated the desire on her part. That she should
have entertained ideas of a temporal triumph is no more than the mother of Jesus herself
indicated on more than one occasion. But if so, we learn that she was at once rebuked,
and they were shown that the conditions of such honour were readiness to drink the
cup and be baptized with the baptism of the Son of man. They who knew not at this
moment “ what they asked,” learned at once a lesson which must have taught them
(long before the Fourth Gospel could have been written) that which Jesus regarded as
the first place in his kingdom. Moreover, the moment when Salome presented this
request was immediately after Christ’s most solemn announcement of his approaching
death. The rebuke which he administcred to the angry spirit of the remaining ten
disciplee, and his lesson on the royalty of service, breathes the deepest spirit of the
symbolic act which so soon took place, t.e. if ch. xiii. 1, etc., be an authentic narrative,
A woeman who could have acted as Salome did must from the first have exercised &
powerful influence on her sons, and we see that they were, in accordance with Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and Acts, reckoned in the very first rank and innermost circle of the
twelve apostles (Matt. x. 2; Luke vi. 4; Mark iii. 7; Acts 1. 13). *Peter, James,
and John”™ were the favoured three who were admitted to the death-chamber in the
house of Jairus (Mark v. 37; Luke viil. 51), as witnesses of this great sign of his power
over death. 'The same three were taken by the Lord into the cloud of his glory on the
Mountain of Transficuration (Matt. xvii. 1; Luke ix. 28 ; Mark ix. 2), and thus they
received an overwhelming evidence of the majesty of Christ and his relation to the
unseen world aud the heavenly Father. They are selected, with Andrew, to hear the
prophecy of the last things concerning Jerusalem and the kingdom (Mark xiii. 3), and
10 accompany the Lord into the mystery of his deep agony and bloody sweat in the
garden of Gethsemane (Matt. xxvi. 37). So far there is nothing incompatible with a
word written by the author of the Fourth Gospel, though we may reasonably ‘yonder
why be should have omitted these events from his narrative. But there are hints of
character recorded in the synoptic narrative which are more difficult to reconcile with
the spirit of him whom Jesus loved, .
Jesus gave, according to Mark’s Gospel, a name to the two brethren of pecuh?.r
force. He called them * Boanerges,” 4.e. *Sons of Thunder ” (Mark iii. 17), probably in
reference to the zeal, intensity, and fervour of their character, as displayed on sundry
occasions. The cuthusiasm which led them to seek by baptism into death their place
at the right hand of power may be one illustration of the name assigned to them; the
eloquence and fervour of their speech has little historic fact to sustain it, nor is the
supposition sufficiently specific. There must have been something in the character of
James the brother of John which made his cruel martyrdom by Herod Agrippa pleas-
ing to the Jews (Acts xiii. 2); and it is possible that he, as the elder of the two brothers,
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may bave been the more prominent of the two in the request made by Salome, and on
other occasions in which we see a repressed passion, at times, storming forth from the
two brothren. But John himself is described (Mark ix. 38, etc.; Luke ix. 49, ete.) as
sayng to our Lord, as though in sympathy with the solemn and tender words which
Jesus had just uttered, ““ Master, we saw a certain one casting out demons in thy Name;
ond we forbade him, because he followeth not [thee] with us.” The fact may have been
put with a desire for instruction, with a possible, nay, even probable, suspicion, that the
course taken was open to reproof, and we hear that he received the memorable reply,
“Forbid him not; for he who is not against us is on our side.” “ No one who will
exercise power or work a miracle (8vauw) in my Name, will be able shortly [straight-
way] to speal evil of me.” The proceeding was simply the obverse of the passionate
love John felt for his Master—a manifestation which was not altogether absent from his
heart and life, even in his latest days. If the Second and Third Epistles of John are
rightly attributed to him (2 Ipist, 10; 8 Epist. 9—11), then the same kind of burning
indignation manifests itself against those who are disloyal to the Spirit and truth of
Christ. In the case of Diotrephes, we see that the aged apostle’s wrath flames out
against the very thing for which he had received, so many years before, the rebuke of
his Lord ; but there is the tone of the Son of Thunder in the remonstrance.

Anotherremarkable illustration of the name which our Lord bestowed upon John is given
in Luke ix. 54, 55, where the two brothers are roused into indignation by the refu-al of
the Samaritans to receive his Master. *‘ Master,” say James and Johkn, * willest thon
that we call fire to descend from heaven to consume them? And Jesus rebuked them.”
The interesting addition to the text of Luke found in a few manuscripts, and supposed to
be quoted from some traditional source, is on the authority of all the principal uncials and
some sixty cursives, omitted by the modern editors. Here, again, James is mentioned
first, and, so far as we know, was the speaker,and the two brethren are made to feel the
weight of their Lord’s displeasure. Yet even here there is nothing incompatible with
the stormy burst of thunder which is attributed by tradition to the apostle of love in
his treatment of Cerinthus. If John were the veritable recorder of the ministry of
Christ among the hated Samaritans (ch. iv.), it is easy to imagine the sudden rise of
wrath which linked his soul with the Elijah-ministry of his first teacher, and that the
enthusiastic attachment of soul to his Master’s cause should have outrun discretion,
when he became the wilness of the tribal hatred of the Samaritans. Nothing can be
less true, even judging from the Fourth Gospel itself and the First Epistle, than the
popular representation of the apostle’s character, which attributes to him a spurious and
effeminate softness, or a love which had no power to condemn in severe and burping
and even thunderous word that disloyalty and lack of appreciation of his Lord with
which he was confronted. So abundantly does the I'ourth Gospel set itself to unfold
the love of God in Christ Jesus and his work, that our eyes are dazzled Ly the light,
and are not sufficiently alive to the dark shadows and terrible denunciations with
which the Gospel positively sbounds. In no portion of the New Testament is so
formidable a representation made of the wrath of God against sin, or so severe a con-
demnation of the hatred of the world against Christ and his Church (Stanley Leathes,
‘Witness of St. John to Christ,’ lect. v.). The contrast btweeen light and darkness
is one of the themes of the prologue. In the language (ch. iii. 18, 19) of our Lord to
Nicodemus, the awful judgment devolving upon unbelief is set forth ; and (ch. iii. 36)
either John the Baptist, or the apostle as one of his earliest disciples, describes “the
wrath of God abiding” on the unbeliever. Only in the Fourth Gospel (v.29) do we
rcad of “1the resurrection of condemnation ;” and we find the traitor characterized as
“qa devil™ (ch. vi. 70). It is the Fourth Gospel which reports Christ’s own words,
“Ye shall seek me, and shall not find me : and where I am, ye cannot come ” (ch. vii
34); and which represents our Lord saying, * Ye are from beneath; 1 am from above”
(ch. viii, 23) ; “If ye believe not that I am ke, ye shall die in your sins ” (ch. viil, 24);
“Ye are of your father the devil” (ch. viii, 44); “ For judgment 1 am come into this
world,” elc. (ch. ix. 39). The remarkable passage of the writer’s own comment (ch.
xii, 837—43), in language of flaming force(ulness, denounces the unbelief of the people.
Even in the valedictory discourse there is most terrible denunciation of the causeless
hatred of the world (ch. xv. 26; zvi. 1—3), and the intercessory prayer records the
awlul description of the traitor as * the son of perdition” (ch. xvir, 12).
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This considerable list of testimonics 1o the spirit of tho writer, to the suppressed
passion of stormy wrath which burned within him, is more than enough to show that
the “John ” of the synoptists is not in the smallest degree incompatible with the
character of the author of this Fourth Gospel; while the obvious intimacy with our
Lord that he shared with Peter and James does not contradict the term which he
meodestly attributed to himself. The intensity of Jobn's nature was, doubtless, one of
the occasions and ministrants of the Divine love to him, nor is there in the lofty con-
ception he formed of our Lord an inconsiderable explanation of the occasional outbursts
of his wrath. If he even then believed in the incarnation of the eternal li(e and light
and love in his Master, if he was beginning to realize more deeply than the rest, the
awful grandeur of the Personality of Jesus, if he found himself lovinz his Lord with
passionate devotion,—we need not be surprised that he should resent every indication of
treachery or disloyalty. At this early period he had not learned all the lessons of the
compassionate tenderness and infinite sympathy of Jesus with sorrow and death, nor
all the superabundance and superfluity of love which he lavished on different classes,
80 that he might easily have fallen iuto the venial error which was not, as wo have
seen, incompatible with the spirit of the author of the Fourth Gospel. Nay, the
Gospel, by making it appear that the Lord had shown signs of special patience and
kindness towards the Samaritans (ch. iv.), really explains why, at another and later
period, the author should have fancied he did well to be angry, and should have
desiderated the power of the Elijah-like ministry of his first teacher, and been ready to
call down fire upon the Samaritan village. It should be borne in mind that this village
refused to reccive Christ at a moment when, in a condescension which to a Jew was
simply superhuman, the Christ was willing to overlook their national estrangement, and
to offer to them the blessings of his kingdom. Verily this trait of perconal character has
becn greatly exaggerated, if it be made a reason for rejecting a conclusion abundantly
confirmed by other reasons, that the author of the Fourth Gospel was the son of Zebedee.

There are no other solitary references to the Apostle John in the synoptic narrative,
and by themselves they are rather explained than contradicted by the supposition of
the authenticity of the Fourth Gospel.

(2) The < John™ of the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistle to the Galatians, com~
pared with the author of the Fourth Gospel. Those who dispute the authenticity of
the Fourth Gospel maintain that, in the Acts of the Apostles, John occupied a position
in the Church of Jerusalem and among Jewish Christians which, while compatible
with the auntborship of the Apocalypse, contrasts forcibly with the spiritual conception
of the kingdom of God which pervades the Fourth Gospel. Let us give this objection
all possible force, and even emphasize everything that these documents contain.

(a) We learn, then, from Acts i 13 that John was tarrying at Jerusalem, and was a
witness of the Ascension; that, with the mother and brethren of the Lord, who now
fully believed in Christ’s superhuman and sublime claims, and with the rest of the
eleven, he continued in prayer and supplication, in generous mutual love, and in holy
waiting for * the prownise of the Father,” which, said Jesus, “ ye have heard of me "—
waiting for “ the power of the Holy Syirit,” which should come upon them, and make
them vwitnesses of Christ, not only in Judza aud Samaria, but to the end of the world.
So far from this representation being incompatible with the personality and presumed
knowledge of the author of the Fourth Gospel, we think that the valedictory discourse
of Christ, as prescrved by John, is the very best explanation that can be offered of these
strange words. The * promise of the Father,” the ““coming of the Holy Spirit,” the
“return of the Lord,” the greater works, and the world-witness to Christ, are the great
themes of that discourse. Moreover, the very presence of the mother and brethren of
Jesus in the chamber where the eleven met for worship is best explained by the state-
ment of the Fourth Gospel, that John took the widowed and bereaved mother eis 7d 3.

(&) John took part in the election of Matthias, as one of the eleven, and in this
contravenes mo represenfation which he subsequently unconsciously makes of his own
personality. The disciples appealed to the risen and glorified Lord for decision in a
matter of profound interest to thern all (ef. here ch. xiv, .12—1.4). . i

(¢c) The entire proceedings of the Day of Pentecost, in which John, without special
mention of his name, took part, constitute one long fulfilment of expectations which
Lad been excited by the words of Jesus before he suflered. The whole spirit of that
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roprcﬂentntion is that these are some of the greater works which the apostles were
boginning to perform (ch. v. 20), because the Lord is exalted to the glory which he had
with the Father bofore the world was (ch. xvii. 5; xvi. 7). The Iloly Spirit is given
beenuse Jesus is glorified (ch. vii. 39). Peter, the intimate friend of John, is the
spokesman, but his words are a remarkable comment on the last words of the Lord as
reported in the TFourth Gospel. The references which Peter made to the prophecies
of Joel aud of David do but confirm, by quotations from the Scripture, the great cycle
of thought so prominent in c¢h. xii.—xvii, viz. of triumph through death and over
death which is thus become the eloment of the glory of the Clrist, the travail-pang of
death issuing in a new joy and an etcrnal crown, the gift of the Holy Spirit, the bestow-
ment of the free gift of the Spirit on whomsoever the Lord God should call. These pbrases
strikingly clothe in new words the prayer and thought of Jesus, “Thine they were,and thou

avest them me,” and ““ Whosoever hath seen and learned of the Father, cometh unto me.”

(d) John is mentioned by name as accompanying Peter to the temple (Acts iii. 1). The
whole tenor of the discourse of Peter, who is again the spokesman, is in deep harmony
with the extraordinary teaching that both he and John had received on the night cf
the Passion (cf. vers. 15, 16); and the conclusion of the entire transaction after Peter
and John had been arrested and released is “ They were all filled with the Holy Ghost,
and spake the word of God uerd mappnoias.” We rcadily grant that Peter is intent on
impressing the Sanhedrin, priests, and populace with the true Messianic dignity of the
Lord, notwithstanding his death; but John, if he be the author of the Fourth Gospcl,
was none the less impressed with the fulfilment of prophecy in the closing scenes of
our Lord’s life (ch. xii. 88, ete. ; xiii. 18; xix. 24, 36, 37), and in ch. xx. 31 he expressly
says that *“these things are written, that ye may believe that Jesus 4s the Carist, the
Son of God ; and that believing ye may have life in his Name.” The language of Peter
follows the awful events of the Crucifixion and the luminous interpreting fact of the
Resurrection, and is concerned to show their bearing on the world of Judaism and on
the heart of unbelief. In the Gospel, written, moreover, years afterwards, when the
exaltation of the Lord had by the events recorded in the Acts become a grand
commonplace of Christian belief, the author reproduced the spiritual promises and hepes
which the Lord had kindled within them by his valedictory discourse.

(¢) Wherever the twelve apostles are spoken of in the Acts, we may suppose the
Apostle John present, though we catch no word and hear no speech of him. He is, as
in the Fourth Gospel, a silent presence. He allows Peter to speak for him. The San-
bedrin take knowledge of the fwo men, that they had been ¢ with Jesus.” DPoassibly a
tone of Peter’s voice, a flash in his companion’s eye, a word of one, a look of the other,
a common spirit in them both, provoked the comparison. They may, morcover, have
been' remembered and recognized as having been * with Jesus™ on the night of the
Passion and the trial—a fact which is only known to us from John’s own account of the
transactions. In the eighth chapter of the Acts, Peter and John went down to Samaria,
to endorse with their authority the proclamation which the deacon Philip had mads to
the Samaritans; and to be the means of communicating those special gifts of the Holy
Ghost which had been the earliest witness to the presence of the risen and glorified
Lord in his Church, and *“there was great joy in the city.” Few things throw more
light upon that joy, and the rapid success of Philip’s ministry, than the memory of the
visit of the Lord to Samaria, of which the Fourth Gospel retains the record. The
manner in which Peter rebuked Simon the sorcerer is evidently characteristic of him;
and the silent co-operation of John is another trait of that character which was bold in
thought, but which did not hurry into prominence or cause his voice to be heard.

(f) When St. Paul paid his first visit to Jerusalem after his conversion, John was
not presont (Gal. i. 19) there, and therefore cannot be accused of taking part in any of
the natural hesitancy which some of the apostles felt with reference to the reality of
Saul’s conversion ; but when afterwards, Paul, Barnabas, Titus, and others went up from
Antioch to Jerusalem, to discuss the terms of Genltile communion, though (Acts xv.) much
digcussion is reported, and though James thoe brother of our Lord and Simon Peter are
described as setting forth in a liberal spirit the new law of the covenant, and as finally
proposing a compromise to the Gentiles who had beliaved through grace, exonerating
them from the bondage of Jowish customs, John is not mentioned. Again, in charac-
teristio fashion, ho rctires behind the other apostles, though St. Paul (Gal. il 9), in
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referring to the same circumstances, designates *“ James, Cephas, and John,” as those * who
seemed to be pillars ” of the Church : and St. I’aul speaks of their giving tho right hands
of fellowship to himself for an apostolate to the Gentiles, The essence of the Tiibingen
hypothesis is that Paul wrung a dubious and halting assent to his universalism from
the pillar-apostles, and that, by the force of his character and the brilliancy of his
success among the Gentiles, he compelled a temporary truce, which was afterwards
broken. But there is quite enough in the synoptic narrative to show that our Lord
had already laid the foundations of the spiritual Church, and had uttered principles
which would destroy the Levitical Law as a coudition of lifs. Take e.g. Matt, xv.
18—20 and Mark vii. 18—20, where Christ had declared that the heart is the source of
defilement, not the neglect of ceremonial traditions. Take also Mark ii. 28, where ho
claimed to be “ Lord of the sabbath ™ (cf. Matt. xii, 8). There was latent in the cus-
tomary preaching of the twelve apostles what would entirely justify Paul’s emancipa-
tion of the Gentile Church from the Mosaic yoke of ceremony, and explain Paul’s
willingness to submit the matter to the arbitrament of the Jerusalem apostles. After
their wise decision, John again quietly drops out of sight. When Peter is afterwards
to be blamed and withstood at Antioch, it was because some had come thither
from James, who had prompted the severance, and John does not seem to have done
or said anything iuconsistent with the large liberality and spirituality of the first
apostolic decision. ‘“Even Barnabas,” Peter, and James wero carried away, at least
for the moment, by Pharisaic exclusiveness; but there is not an atom of proof that
John was so swept into the current. And this is the last external indication of any kind
that these writings of the New Testament supply touching the personality of the
son of Zebedee—verily a shadowy foundation for any specific indication of character.
It is, therefore, impossible to say that the son of Zebedee may not be identified with
the disciple whom Jesus loved, so far as the author of the Fourth Gospel uncon-
sciously delineated his own portraiture. If the antagonism between Paul and the Jeru-
salem apostles be pressed hypothetically far beyond what the Epistle to the Galatians
warrants, and is introduced as an explanation of a multiplicity of small details in the
other Epistles; if the unwarrantable inference be drawn that the false apostles of the
Scecond Epistle to the Corinthians are the Jerusalem apostles or their immediate repre-
sentatives, and the Ebionitic antagonism to Paul, evinced in the pseudo-Clementine
literature, be the historical fact, and must be traced back to the original relations
between them ;—then a multitude of other consequences follow. Then the Acts of the
Apostles, the Epistles to the Ephesians, Colossians, and Philippians must be also relin-
qaished, and the Gospel of Marcion and the Clementine literature must be substituted
for them. Then tho Epistle of James must be regarded as a late and antagonistic
document in reply to the © vain man ” Paul, and the wide views and Pauline spirit of
the First Epistle of Peter, like the Gospel of Jobn, must be interpreted as late forgeries
in the intercsts of comprehension and peace.

(8) The author of the three Epistles which bear traditionally the name of Jokn,
compared with the author of the Gospel. The evidence of antiquity in [avour of the
identity of authorship of the Gospel and First Epistle, and also separately in attesta-
tion of the Johannine authorship of the Epistle, is sufficient and abundant. This
matter need not be here developed at length. It is necessary to recall the facts that :
(a) The Muratorian Fragment on the Canon makes special mention of the First Epistle
as an appendix to the Gospel, and then refers to “ two Epistles” further on. (b) That
the apostolic Fathers quote it. Polycarp refers to 1 John iv. 8 in his ¢ Epistle to Phil.,’
¢. vii. and iv. 9; ibid,, ¢. viii.; *The Epistle to Diognetus’ refers to or quotes, in ch.
x.,1 John iv. 9 and 1 Jobn i. 1. More important than theso proofls of its exist-
ence is (¢) the quotation by Eusebius (* Hist, Becl., iii. 39) of the teslimony of Papias,
“who used passages from the First Epistle of John” (sce ante). The celebrated
quotation from Polycarp (c. vii.) has been regarded of such immense weight in the
argument, that some of the opponents of the genuineness of the Fourth Gospel have
sought to minimizo its importance by endeavouring either to invalidate the authen-
ticity of the epistle of Polycarp, or to represent the unknown author of tht’) Epistle
as quoting from Polycarp, instead of the reverse (soe Supernatural Re'igion,’ vol. ii.).
The sentence is, Mas yip 65 &y p dpohoys “Ingody Xpiordy &v aapkl eAnAvidvar, &wrlxpm':rds
éorw. This is a striking reference to the Epistle of John. Subsequently, Tertullian
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(*Ad Prax.) o. 15; ¢ Adv. Mare.,’ iii. 8; and in other places), Treneus (¢ Adv. Lo i,
16), Olemens Alox., and Origen repeatedly cite it as the work of the Apostle Johr, as
also Cyprian (‘Ep.,’ 28).

The opposition 1o the universal conviction of the Church eommenced with -Toseph
Scaliger, who doubted the canonical value of the Epistle. Bretschneider and Panlus,
who defended the common origin of the Gospel and First Epistle, yet referred hoth to
the Presbyter John, of whose shadowy existence see above (pp. xxxii., xxxiii.). The later
writers of the Tiibingen school, who would find their whole attempt to reconstruct the
New Testament and to account for the origin of Christianity disappear, if they admitted
the genuineness of either work, account differently for the relation of the two docu-
ments to one another. Some have admitted the identity of authorship; but others,
like Hilgenleld and Dr. Davidson, have laid great stress on the deviations or discre-
pancies between the Gospel and the Epistle. From the difference of style, and the pre-
sumed divergence of doctrinal view, they have endeavoured to obviate the powerful
argument which the identity of anthorship supplies to the genuineness of the Fourth
Gospel. The character of the writer as evinced in the tone of this Epistle, his refer-
ence to “antichrists” and to the “coming of the Lord,” the strong antithesis he
institutes between *“light* and “ darkness,” “the Father” and “the world,” form a
valuable link of connection between the writer of the Fourth Gospel and the John of
the synoplists and the Acts. The verbal coincidences between the Gospel and the First
Epistle are very numerous: ch. xvi. 24 with 1 John i. 4; ch. xv. 18 with 1 John iii.
13; ch. viii. 34, ete., with 1 John iii. 8; ch. i. 18 with 1 John iv, 12. In the last
quotation, and many others, the writer of the prologue and of the Epistle uses identical
language,

It is admitted that the two documents move along the same general lines, and are
concerned with the same class of expressions—* darkness and light,” “knowing and
not knowing God or Christ,” ‘““having sin,” “laying down life for others,” “taking
away sin” (1 John iii. 5 ; ch. i. 29) ; references to the Paraclete (1 John fi. 1; ch. xiv.
16), to ““the only begotten Son” (1 John iv. 9; ch. i. 14, 18; iii. 16, 18), and to
“ mutual love as the commandment of Christ” (1 John iii. 11, 16, 18; ch. xiii. 3%;
xv, 12, 17). The flow of the sentences corresponds to that of the prologue, and
reflects the words of Jesus.

Dr. Lias, in his ¢ Doctrinal System of John,’ has evinced with remarkable ability the
correspondence between the use which St. Paul had made of the teaching of Christ
preserved by tradition and recorded afterwards by John, and the doctrinal use which
this writer bas made in this Epistle of thoughts and words first uttered by the Divine
Lord, In the ideas as Christ uttered them we have the truth in its simplest and most
elementary form; in Paul’s Epistles and John'’s Epistles we have the same thought in
more direct application to the circumstances of the Church and the new currents of
thought which had begun to agitate it. Paul bas elaborated these teachings of Christ
into long arguments, which go back to authoritative and well-understood principles and
facts, and which find no such natural interpretation as that which is supplied by the
sententious teaching which John has preserved for us; e.g. the New Testament Epistles
do all of them build upon and elaborate the antagonism between * the flesh ” and  the
Spirit,” as though it were a settled conclusion based upon a mutually understood
principle. Take Gal. iv. 29; v. 16—22; Rom. vii. ; and viii. 1, 5—17, which all reflect
the teaching of Christ subsequently made public in ch. iii. and vi. In 1 John ii. 16
the émbuula 7ijs caprds is spoken of as ¢x Tob wéouov, and the phrase compresses much
of the Pauline teaching into a sentence (cf. Dr. Pope’s ‘Prelace ’ to Haupt’s ¢ Disserta-~
tion on the First Epistle of John,’ Eng. trans.).

But objection has been talken to the identity of authorship on grounds which, when
stated, have a tendency to refute themselves.

_ (@) Thus it is said that a grave difference reveals itself between the eschatological
ideas of the Gospel and Epistlo; that in the latter the mapovela is anticipated (as it 1s in
the Pauline Epistles), and that a *“ day of judgment” looms in the immediate future,
but that in the Gospel the judgment is regarded as already past, and Christ’s ““second
coming” is resolved into a spiritual mission to the disciples, and that Jesuswill come again,
anly in the power of the Paraclete; further, according to the Gospel, the future and
Present are alike comprehended in the one idea of “eternal life.” But we have to remember,
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on the one hand, that, in the Gospel, our Lord does speak of a last day and of a day of
judgment, when he would personally judge the world (see ch. v. 28, 29 ; vi. 89, 40, 44,
54). And the writer of the Epistle, while he confirms this expectation, declares that
those who believe on the Son of God have “eternal life,” and that “those that have tho
Son of God have life” (1 John v.18). In ii. 28 he assures believers of their boldness and
freedom {from shame at the approaching parousia. The Gospel simply records Christ’s
words as he uttered them, and the Epistle exhibits the jeffect upon two generations of
Christians of the whole of Christ’s teaching as given in the synoptic and Johanuine
Gospels.

(b) Dr. Davidson says that the Gospel knows nothing of “antichrist,” because, accord-
ing to its “ genius,” “the prince of this world is cast out” by the death of Jesus, whilo
“ the Epistle speaks of many antichrists.” This surely is in obvious harmony with
the simple facts of the case for which the Gospel had prepared the way, The antagonism
of darkness to the Logos (ch. i. 3), and the frequent forewarning against calamities;
hatred, and misunderstanding from the world, abound in the valedictory discourse (ch.
xv. 18, ete.; xvi. 1—4).

(¢) The doctrine of the Paraclete, say opponents, is differently conceived in the two.
* Indeed, the Spirit is never called ¢ the Paraclete’ in the Epistle. Christ himself is so
termed (1 Johnii. 1).” ¢ In the Epistle (the Spirit) is less closely identified with Christ.
He witnesses and s truth . . . but is not identified with Christ. He is the anointing
which believers receive from the Holy One,” etc. But the reference to Christ as the
Paraclete is in such subtle harmony with Christ’s promise of * another Paraclete” who
should abide with them for ever, that this is one of the remarkable signs of identity of
authorship; while in ch. xv. 26 the Spirit’s work ¢s described as ‘*a witnessing ”
concerning Christ, On the other hand, 1 John iii. 24, the Mvedua which he (Cbrist)
has given to us is proof that ke Christ .Ltisus abideth t» us; and the xploua drxd Tod
&ylov (1 Jobn il 20, 27) corresponds very closely with the teaching which the Church
Lad received from the words of Jesus with reference to the baptism with the Holy Spirit
and his power of leading disciples into all trath.

(d) It is said, “ High as the epithets (attributed to Christ in the E?istle) are, they
imply a conception of his Person inferior to those used in the Gospel.” They are slightly
different, we admit; but let 1 Jobn i. 1—3 be read, & #» dn’ &piciis, etc:, where the Son
is spoken of in close relation to the Father (sce Haupt on this passage); also 1 John ii.
14, where the & Adyos Tob Oeob & Cuiv péver correponds very closely with Christ’s own
promise, uévew, with his disciples; 1 John ii. 23, “He that denieth the Son hath not the
Father; ” to say nothing of 1 John v. 7, 8. The eternal Word of life incarnate, the
Son of God who had been manifested and come in the flesh to destroy the works of the
devil, the Son, the great exhibition of Divine and eternal love, fills the whole thought
of the writer, and carries into practical form the sublime aphorisms of Christ himself,
while it presupposes throughout the perscnal dignity of the Son of God. Let it be
remembered that the Gospel (with the exception of the prologue) does not with abso-
lute certainty refer to the personal Logos, but has substituted for it *tke Son; and
the final word of Divine inspiration in this Epistle leaves it beyond all doubt that the
summation of apostolic doctrine is this—* We are in him that is true, that is in his
Son Jesus Christ. This is the veritable God, and eternal life.”

(¢) Another argument is derived from the strongly anti-docetic spirit of the Epistle
(which is readily conceded), as contrasted with “the almost docetic character of the
Gospel.” Here, says Dr. Davidson, “ the Adyos in some respects resembled an aon.”
This scarcely harmonizes with the previous objection. Dut not one of the Gospels laid:
such emphasis on the essential humanity of Christ as does the Fourth Gospel; e.g.
his presence at the wedding-feast ; his weariness with his journey ; his participation in
food, even after his resurrection; his anointing the eyes of the blind man with spittle;
his weeping and groaning at the grave of Lazarus. His human heart and relation-
ships are all insisted on. That Christ’s bodily organization was unique belongs to each
of the evangelic narratives, and not more to the Fourth Gospel than to Bt. Luke’s.
His essential Personality is in the Son of God himself.

(f) Baur and Davidson urge a different scceptation of the two references to “ blood
and water ” in the Gospel and Epistle, saying that in ch, xix, 34 symbolio reference
is made to the atoning efficacy of the death of Christ, while in 1 John v. 6 refcrence is
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made to tho two sacraments, and is a less spiritnal interpretation. “If tis one passice
dosignedly rofcrs to tho other, the fact of their different acceptations implies d:fferant
writers.” "U'his is & most entirely gratuitous interpretation of bath passages (Hather),
If there were any symbolical moaning in the portent of the Gospel, the evangelist cocs
not emphasize it, but makes use of it a3 proof of the veritable death of Christ; and,
on tho other hand, the writer of the Epistle does not refer, in the water and blood
wherewith Clrist came, to the sacraments. If ¢ bread” instead of or with “ blood ” had
been mentioned, this suggestion would have been more plausitle. As it stands, it has
referenco to the blood of his atonement which cleanses from all sins, and the water of his
Spirit (the xplopa), the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Spirit, which
has no reference whatever to the ¢ blood and water ” of the gospel narrative. Further-
more, the reference to blood and water did wot (ch. xix. 34), however, accompany
Christ's comsng so much as his going, To impress upon these two passages meanings
that are by no means obvious, and are certainly not expressed by cither writer ; to insist,
moreover, that the writer of the Epistle embodied in veiled form a sacrameutal reference
to an event recorded in the Fourth Gospel, and this for the sake of instituting a con-
trast between them,—does not appear reasonable.

(9) Hilgenfeld urges that the Epistle stands in more intimate relationship with the
0Old Testament Law than the Gospel does ; but his entire argument turns on the defini-
tion of “sin” given in 1 John iii. 4, where it is equated with &voufa, or lawlessness.
It is, however, on the contrary, ccrtain that the writer never uses or makes obvious
reference to véuos, while the Gospel does show the writer’s acquaintance with it and
reverence for it (ch. i. 17; vii. 19, 23).

(%) Dr. Davidson insists that the idea of redemption expressed in the Epistle cor-
rcsponds with the doctrine of the Epistle to the Hebrews rather than with that of the
TFourth Gospel; that whereas the latter speaks of Jesus ‘taking away sin,” and
“giving his flesh for the life of the world,” the Epistle speaks of his ¢ blood cleansing
from all sin” (1 John i. 7), and that he is the iAaouds for the sins of the whole world
(1 John ii. 2; iv. 10). Let it be remembered that the New Testament writers at
different times use different phrases for the atoning ctuality of Christ’s work. The
same argument might show that because St. Paul speaks of Christ being set forth as
inaocThpioy, in Rom, iii. 25, and states that Christ was made xardpz for us, in Gal. iii.
10, 13, he could not have written these two Epistles, which are nevertheless universally
admitted to be his, even by impugners of the Fourth Gospel. St. John, when writing
the Gospel, had the synoptic narrative before him, and, while penning this Epistle, all
tke Epistles of Paul and Peter, and it may be that to the Hebrews was before him,
and he adds those final touches which blend the Pauline doctrine of iAasuds and
Abrpoy with that of the Gospel of love and of sacrificial and vicarious death.

(¢) The distinction between “venial' and “deadly ” sins is urged by many as a
proof that the Epistle was produced in post-apostolic times. The “sin unto death,” it
is said, cannot he the unpardonable sin against the Holy Spirit, because it is not a single
act as that is—a point on which, however, the ablest critics and theologians differ.
Baur finds the explanation of the two classes of sin in the Montanistic doctrine of the
second century, and in Tertullian’s enumeration of mortal sins. Even Hilgenfeld
opposed this interpretation of the difficult passage 1 John v. 16. But the most
satisfuctory explanation is that John clearly saw that there was a kind of apostasy
from Christ and life which precluded hope of amendment, which shut out the possibility
of repentance, and concerning which the Christian could not pray for pardon as in
harmony with the will of God. This view of the irremissibility of some forms of sin is
more than once hinted in the Gospel (iii. 86 ; viii. 84; ix. 39). There is no hint of the
later ecclesiastical doctrine of  venial and deadly sins.”

The loose charges against the Epistle, that it is weaker in scntiment, more monotonous
in style, more charged with unnccessary repetitions, can only be met by detailed
exegesis, The teaching of the apostle is undoubtediy far less wonderful and original
than tho sayings of Jesus recorded by him in the Gospel, and it partakes of the didactic
and theologic characteristics of one who sought to put into words of speculative and
practical bearing the inferences which his lower inspiration drew from the remembered
words of the Master. But all the essential truths concerning God and man and the
Person of Christ and the means of redemption ave repeated,
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Surely the endeavour to separato the authorship of the First Epistle from that of
the Fourth Gospel breaks down at every point. The Epistle is in all probability an
appendix to the Gospel, written at a still morc advanced age than was the greator docuwment,
It has thrown the licht of the life of Christ npon the society which was emerging from
the ruins of the entire Jewish system. It commends the love of God; it opens the
prospeet of eternal life and personal resemblance to the glorified Lord. It brings the
teaching of the night of the Passion from the upper chamber, whero all was strange
oxpectancy, into the expericnce of believers in the acecomplished promises of God; and it
does o with certain striking revelations of personal character which help the identifica-
tion of the disciple whom Jesus loved with the son of Zebedee and the Son of Thunder.
This is conspicuous if the following passages be considered : ch, i. 10; ii. 4, 5—11, 16,
18, 19, 22; 1ii. 4, 6, 8,12, 15; iv. 3; v. 10, 16, 21. In these verses the spirit which
was ready to call fire from heaven upon the unbelieving Samaritans, and which forebade
the miracle-worker to proceed because he followed not the apostles, is undeniably
present; while in every verse of the Epistle there breathes the spirit of close intimacy
with Jesus, and a most vivid appreciation of the last and noblest manifestation of the
cternal love.

Holtzmann, ‘Einleitung’ (1885), g 463, ete., though referring to the points of difference
between the teaching of the two documents, admits the identity of authorship; but
seems undecided as to their relative priority.

This leads us to the Second and Third Epistles of John, so far as they reveal the
character of their author.

There is by no means so gencral an assent either to the apostolic origin of these
Epistles or even to their canonicity, and many advocates of the Johannine authorship
of the Fourth Gospel are not prepared to admit that they proceeded from the author
either of the Gospel or the First Epistle. The brevity of these Epistles may account for
their absence in the Peschito Syriac, and the silence of the apostolic Fathers,—yet on
the other hand, Ephrem Syrus quotes them; and their private character may have
kept them from general circulation as sacred writings,—yet so early as the date of
Clemens Alexandrinus that Father writes, ¢ The Second Epistle of John, which
is written to virgins, is very simple; it was indeed addressed to a certain Babylonian
lady called ZElecta.l” In Strom. ii. p. 264 he speaks of ‘“the greater Epistle,”
showing that he knew of two. Ver. 1l is quoted by Irenreus (‘ Adv. Her.,'i. 16. 3):
« John, the disciple of the Lord, pronounced their condemnation, having counselled them
that salutation should pot be uttered by you to them,” etc.; further he quotes vers. 7
and 8 as part of the First Epistle. So that the Second Epistle was known and
regarded as the Apostle John’s composition towards the close of the second century by
leading Fathers in Alexandria and Gaul. Origen did not speak positively of the
apostolic orizin of the Second and Third Epistles. He says (Eusebius,  Hist. Eccl.,’
vi. 25) that “all do not admit that they are his very own (y»nolovs).” His pupil,
Dionysius of Alexandria, quoted both the Second and Third Epistles as written by
John, in proof that John could not be the author of the Apocalypse (Eusebius, ¢ Hist.
Eccl.,’ vil. 25).

Eusebius himself speals of the Second and Third Epistles as “named after John,
whether that of the evangelist or of some other person of the like name ” (* Hist. Eccl.,’
iii. 25). Thus he reckoned them among the antilegomena somewhat doubtfully. The
Muratorian Canon leaves it doubtful whether the writer meant the Second and Third, or
the First and Second Epistles, as part of Lis canon of orthodox Scripture. They were
rejected by Theodore of Mopsuestia. Theodoret does not mention them. After Euse-
bius their canonicity is unquestioned, though their apostolic origin is still open to doubt.
Jerome (in Lis  De Viris Jllus.,’ 5.v.  Papias,’ 18), referring to the fragment of Papias (pre-
served by Eusebius (* Hist. Eccl.,’ iii. 39), in which John the elder and Aristion are spoken
of as padyral of Christ, recounts the tradition, held by some, that the Second and Third
Epistles were the work of the presbyter, not of the apostle, and in e. ix., ibid., in the
remarks concerning John the apostle, Jerome refers again to the same tradition, and
says that the sepulchre of the presbyter as well as that of John the spostle were
chown in his day at Ephesus, B5till, he adds, “ Some think that the two (memoriz)

! This is found in the * Adumbrationes in Epis. Joannis i P 1011,
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supposed momorinls ware of the one and same John the apostle,” indicating an
obscurity among the guides in the city as to the true resting-place of John the
apostlo. But Jerome had not finally concluded in favour of this mythical Jobn the
presbyter, for ho enumerates sovon Catholic Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Judas
(* Epist. ii. ad Paulinum’). TIn reforring (p. xxxiii.) to the fragment of Papias preserved
by Luscbius, we have scen how much reason there is for doubt as to the interpretation
which Eusebius put upon this passage of Papiag, and also the very small and shadowy
cvidencoe that exists for the tradition that thero was any veritable individual answering
to the misunderstood suggestion of Papias. Of late years Riggenbach (‘ Leben Jesu,’
French trans., pp. 69, 60), Zahn (‘Studien u. Kritiken,” p. 662: 1866), Dr. Milligan
(Journal of Bill. Literature), Dr. Farrar (LZzpositor, November, 1881, and ¢ Early Years
of Christianity,’ vol ii.), have thrown the gravest doubts upon his personality. Never-
theless, Ebrard, in his ‘ Commentary and Introduction to the Epistles of John,” has power-
fully defended his coexistence with St. John in Ephesus, and has referred to the presbyter
the composition of the Second and Third Epistles. He has donc this on the following
grounds: (@) that & mpeaBérepos was a title which John would not have assumed to the
disregard of the other presbyters of the Church; () that the Presbyter John might
hiave done so simply with the view of diseriminating himself from the grand personality
of the aged and venerable apostle; (¢) that Diotrephes would not have been likely to
have prated with malicious words against the last of the apostles, though he might
against a secondary and less dignified person.

A large number of distinguished critics, while holding to the existence of the
Presbyter John, see little or nothing in this argument. Thus Huther, Godet, Ewald,
Liicke, Diisterdieck, Holtzmann, Bishop Alexander (* Speaker’s Commentary ’), maintain
that the two brief Epistles are from the same hand; that the negative and positive
evidence points to the same author as that of the First Epistle and of the Gospel; that
there is the same reticence or verbal silence in them as to the *Church” as an
institution, though the idea pervades the several documents; that the full title  Lord
Jesus Christ” never occurs in any one of them; that there is no definite reference
in either of them to the sacramental system of the early Church ; that the author warns
us in the First Epistle against the danger (a) of denying the true Christ, the danger (3)
of failing in true love to the brethren, the danger (¢) of not observing Christ’s com-
mandments; and finally, that the author adopts a whole vocabulary of expressions
which are peculiar to the other Johannine writings. Thus abridging Bishop Alexander's
note—

2 Ep1sTLE. 3 EPISTLE. GOSFEL. 1 EptsTLE.
'AAnlela, five times | Vers. 3, 4, 8 (twice), | Continuonsly Very frequently
(vers, 1—4) 12
'Eyvordres Thy dAfleiay viii. 32 il 21
(ver. 1)
Tlepimareiv (vers. 4, 6, | Vers, 3, 4 vili. 14, eto.; xi. 9; (1L 6,7; ii. 6 (twice), 11
twice) xii. 33
*Ayéwy... dvrorh (ver.6) Coutinuously v.3
"Avrixpiaros (ver. T) ii. 18, 22; iv. 3
Xapi . . . wemAnpwuérn xv. 11; xvi. 24, etc. |1 4
(ver. 12)

() In theallegation that John would not have called himself *“ the presbyter,” we are
naturally reminded that St. Peter (1 Epist, v. 1) calls himself a ovumpesBérepos, and
that the word must have had in this place a technical meaning. The modest manner
in which James, Peter, and Jude, as well as the author of these Epistles and the
Apocalypse, describe their own functions or official position, undoubtedly contrasts
itself with the repeated insistence on the position of apostlo which characterizes the
Epistles of Paul The age and solitary dignity of St. John would find abundant
cmbodiment in the use of this term, so well known and apprehended throughout the
Greek cities of Asia Minor. If it be John, he simply adopted here, as elsewhere, the
least assuming of the dignities which belonged to him—the governor, referes, teacher,

JOnN,
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or guide, who might on this basis have felt that thero would natarally unfold itself
the office of a bishop, or angel, or apostle, as the case might demand. Luthardt
(*St. John the Author of the Fourth Gospel, p. 132) criticizes very successfully Euscbius's
inferences from the ragment of Papias, and shows that not only does this passage give
tbe title of clder to the apostles, but that Irenmus calls Polycarp paxdpios kal droarorixbs
mpecBirepos, and, writing to Soter, Bishop of Rome, speaks of his predecessors as oi
mpd cov wpeaBirepor,  Let us also add that Papias explicitly calls Audrew, Peter, John,
Philip, and others * elders,” from the report of whose conversation he derived so much
information. (b) The allegation that the Presbyter John, if thers was such a
personage, may also have used such a designation, is certainly possible, though it is
nothing more than conjecture; and (3) that Diotrephes, who loved to have the pre-
eminence, should have prated against the apostle is only akin to the treatment which
the apostles were likely to have received and did receive from their contemporaries.
This is too abundantly clear from the Epistles to the Corinthians and Galatians, and
from the consolations offered by Peter to the victims of angry recrimination.

It is more than probable that Papias discriminated the rcports which reached him
second-hand concerning the several ‘““elders” whom he mentions by name, from the
immense advantage which he also found in listening to the positive teaching of two
disciples, the clder John and Aristion, who were yet living in his own time.
Eusebius most likely was in error in inferring that Papias had spoken of #wo Johns;
and the conclusion to which we incline here is that this fragment simply fastens upon
the Apostle John himself the very title which he assumed in writing these leaflets.

‘What, then, do we gather of the character of their author? There is the same
general limpid and easy concatenation of sentences, each one an aphorism, which
characterizes the other words of the apostle in the prologue and epilogues of the Gospel
and First Epistle. The Epistles breathe the same atmosphere of love, the same
chivalrous regard for the truth, the same loyalty to Jesus Christ, the same willingness
to denounce the spirit of antichrist and error. 'With no honeyed words, but in terrible
carnest, he preaches thie sanctity of truth and the certainty of Divine revelation, and
refuses even the rights of hospitality to one who comes (¥pxera:) summoning the house
of God in the name of antichrist, with alien and unchristian doctrine. The language
thus addressed to Kyria (2 John) and to Gasus with reference to Diotrephes is not
regarded, even by Ebrard, as opposed to the character of the author of the Fourth
Gospel, and, together with the similar outspoken loyalty to Christ seen in the First
Epistle, reveals another but very significant indication of the character of the son of
Zebedee, as vaguely hinted at in the synoptic Gospels (see pp: lv.—lviii.).

The two shorter Epistles appear to us a singularly interesting link of relation between
the anthor of the Gospel and the author of the Apocalypse—between the “disciple
whom Jesus loved ”” and the John of the synoptists.

(4) A comparison between the euthor of the Fourth Gospel and the author of the
Apocalypse. This great question is intimately inwoven with that of the authorship
of the Fourth Gospel. The superficial contrast Letwecen these two documents is so
great that from early times, and on internal grounds, the apostolic authorship of the
Apocalypse has been disputed, and though external testimony is of & powerful and
impressive kind, yet, from a variety of reasons, it was referred to a different author.
Euscbius, from his own anti-chiliasm, Dionysius of Alexandria (A.D. 247), from his
dislike to its material symbolism, and from sundry other critical grounds, disputed its
apostolic autborsbip. Numerous modern critics—Ewald, Credner, De Wette, Liicke,
Neander, Diisterdieck—who have defended the Johannine origin of the'Gospel, have
done so by repudiating the apostolicity of the Apocalypse, and they have rid themselves
from eome of the gravest perplexities in the argument for the former by exaggerating
the contrasts, both in language, style, and matter, between the Gospel and the Revela-
tion. The Presbyter John has been again and again summoned from the differently
interpreted passage of Papias to take the place of tbe'a{.)ostle, and to account for a
certain deficiency of external testimony to its early admission into the New Testament
canon ; while a certain unknown John has been the resort of others.

On the other side, a considerable numkber of those who dispute the Johannine author-
ship of the Fourth Gospel—DBaur, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld, Zeller, Davidson—do so with
the aid of a strong conviction of the apostolic and Johannine authorship of the Apoca-
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lypse. With some extremc writers, the Apocaly|se is the otly cerlainly authentis
document of the New Testament, and it is made use of to demolish the genuinencss of
the Fourth Gospel. It would seem with many to be au entirely accepted principle
that one and the same mind could not at any interval of time, and granting any
diversity of conditions, have produccd what is regarded as the tremendous allegoric
manifesto of the kingdom of God against the world-powers, and what is believed to be
thesacred, tender, mystic, theological romance called the Fourth Gospel. This polemic
has been augmented in intensity, and further complicated with the purpose, and still
more with tho date, of the Apocalyptic vision.

T'hese pages must not be occupied with any attempt to determine the date of the
Apocalypse, which will be amply discussed in its proper place. The arguments for the
early and later dates are alike strong, though very diverse and independent of each
other. It will be admitted on all sides that the external evidence for the later date is
far stronger than that for the earlier, and that the bulk of the evidence for the early
date is, on the other hand, strictly speaking, derived from purely internal considera-
tions, based on the supposition that Jerusalem must be still standing when the visions
were seen, and that certain obscure allusions to Roman emperors, and the interpreta-
tion of the beast and his number, as well as the “false prophet,” have onc particular
application. This is a question of pure exegesis, and will not here be discussed ; but
it is impossible to say that the question is now finally decided. The complicated
reasoning on both sides may be seen in Davidson, Moses Stuart, Renan, I'arrar, on the
one side; and Hengstenberg, Elliott, Liicke, etc., on the other. It must be admitted
that the earlier date reduces the difficully of believing that the author of the Apoca-
lypse could, in the course of a quarter of a century, have passed into a different phase of
mind and manner of expression ; that he who in his more fiery youth or early manhood
saw the visions and vials, and heard the trumpets and the thunders, of the Apocalypse,
might, after many strange experiences, and long pondering the essence of these revela-
tions, have, in his mellow age, succeeded in recording his earlier reminiscences, and in
a style too of Greek diction far more free from Hebraisms and Judaic allusions than that
of the Apocalypse, which reflected the influence upen him of a long residence in Ephesus
where much purer Greek than that of his youth had become a second nature to Lim
The style, the artistic touch, the musical taste, the handwriting of a man of filty, will
often materially differ from those which have become patural to him when between
eighty and ninety years of age. However great the contrast between the styles and
diction of two compositions, an interval of forty years in the life of an author, passed
under new conditions, and a profoundly different purpose in view, will almost account
for any amount of change. Let the carly and latest productions of Thomas Carlyle be
compared, and the diversity is unspeakably great, although there may yet remain in
both subtle marks of identity, akin to those which link the two Jobannine books.
Milton’s ¢ Comus’ and “ Paradise Regained,’ Dr. Watts’s ¢ Lyric on the Giving of the
Law’ and his *Moral Songs, Burke’s  Essay on the Sublime and Beautiful’ and his
‘ Reflections on the French Revolution * or his *Speech at Bristol,” present remarkable
contrasts of contour, of vocahulary, of sentence-structure, and the like,

But it {8 far from certain that differences of the kind reflerred to are meore due to
lapse of time than to utter diversity of mental conditions. Style, vocabulary, dialectic
tone, are easily adopted, are veritably changed, by a mind that deliberately puts itself
upon an entirely different platform, and voluntarily adopts a fresh outlook; e.g.
Wordsworth cherished and exercised two entirely different styles of expression, and,
though a certain sameness of mannerism may have linked them together and may be
revealed in both styles, the contrast is very pronounced. His peculiarity is that he, by
turns, adopied both styles throughout his life. The very essence of dramatic power lies
in the faculty of looking with different eyes at the same group of ideas, and speaking with
different tongues concerning them. The New Testament offers remarkable illustration
of the same kind of variety, though the opponents of the authenticity of the Fourth
Gospel will not admit the justness of the illustration. Every one concedes great
difference in the style of the Ipistle to the Galatians and the First Epistle to Timothy,
yet the evidence for their common authorship grows with every year of study and
meditation, and it is based, not so much upen a period of time that clapsed between
them, as on the totally dilferent state of miud in which the apostle was when he
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publicly and vigoronsly assailed some erring and apostate Churches, and that in which
he privately and lovingly advised a young friend with referenco to his religious and
ministerial difficulties.

So it may be easily conceded that the state of mind in which the beloved disciplo
pondered the sublime memorics of tho life of the Lord Jesus in the days of his flesh,
diflered absolutely from that in which the same apostle, wrapped in the cloud of n
sacred imagination, and inspired of God, gazed on the ineffable mysteries of the unseen
world, and strove to put into symbolic language that which passed all uuderstanding
and all gpeech. The prophet and the historian have two distinct groups of character-
istics which do not clash; Lut the same man may, and often does, bear the weight and
responsibilitics of both, Memory differs from fancy, but the same thinker may blend
them both with their appropriate phrascology, and may cxercise them slternately. In
the Gospel is given to us the profoundly reflective record and arrangement of the
buman and carthly manifestation of the eternal Word, his conflict with the world, his
glorification in death, and his triumph over it in the Divine power that was his intrinsic
and everlasting possession. In the Apocalypse he reveals the dominion and triumph
of the same Word of God when delivered from temporal conditions, and through the
picturesque symbolism common to the scers of invisible things. Dr. Davidson docs
not think that this will account for the disregard of the rules of Greek syntax, and the
use of barbaric dialect, and urges that Isaiah, Ezekiel, and other prophets were not so
lifted out of their ordinary habits of expression and thought in their visions as to con-
stitute two Hebrew stylcs. But, as we shall see, the Apocalypse reveals abundant
proof of the richness even of a classic vocabulary, and that we have not the same oppor-
tunity of contrasting two prophetic styles, notwithstanding what has been done by a
certain school of criticism to disintegrate the prophecies of Isaiah and Zechariah. So,
then, whicbever view may be taken of the date of the Apocalypse, the contrasts of
style are not so great as to destroy the identity of authorship. The hypothesis of an
interval of many years between them may make the problom easier of solution. The
bypothesis of the twofold state of mind may also account for a nearer juxtaposition in
time. The entire phenomena of prophetic vision and ecstasy will account for the
adoption of the dialect more familiar in earlier years, when phrases were minted in the
vocabulary of Palestine, and enriched by the abundant prophetic and apocryphal
literature which circulated among the people.

Let us proceed, then, (a) to adduce the evidence for the Johannine authorship of the
Apocalypse, in entire independence of the question either of the date of its publica-
tion, or the supposed incompatibility of this document with that of the Fourth Gospel ;
@) to indicate the points of agreement, and divergence of style, teaching, and method
of the two works.

() The internal evidence. This is allowed on many sides, and by strong opponents
of the authenticity of the Gospel, to be satisfactory and impressive, although it assumes
a somewhat apologetic character. .

(i.) The writer calls himself by ihe name of Jokn (lwdvyms or 'lwarfis, equivalent
to jzwT, either “Jehovah is merciful,” or ¢ the grace of Jehovah.” The name is
transliterated by the LXX., "lwvd, 2 Kings xxv. 23, a name which appears in the New
Testament, in some manuscripts, for the *lwdvyns of other manuscripts). This in itself
might be a stumbling-block from the reticence with reference to his own name which
the author of the Fourth Gospel preserves throughout the Gospel and Epistles. He
calls himeelf a “gervant,” a *“bond-slave,” of Jesus Christ. This is perfectly
compatible with his modest assumptions and relf-obliteration. St. Paul (Rom. i. 1;
Gal. i. 10; Phil. L 1; Titus i 1) thus designates himself, though, when occasion arises,
he can and does lay great emphasis upon his apostolic commission. In addressing the
Churches in Asia, “ John ” gpeaks of himself (Rev. i, 9) as “ your brother” and “your
cornpanion (evyxnvrds & 77 GAlYe),” the latter term being adopted by St. Paul (1 Cor.
ix. 23; Phil i. 7), while the former repeatedly occurs in Paul’s Episties, and the idea
pervades the Gospels. He calls himeelf “a prophet,” and classes himself among “ the
prophets” (Rev. xxii. 9; sco also x. 7) of the New Testament—a term which is
repeatedly used in close association with apostles; the two circles of conmotation
overlapping one another;—all apostles may not have been prophets, nor sll prophets
apostles, but some apostles were prophets. The objection is taken by some to the fact
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that ho would not have spoken of “the twelve apostles of the Tamb,” if he bad
considered himself to have been one of the number (Rev. xviii. 20; xxi. 14). The
Apostle Paul, liowever, does speak of “the apostles” in the third person (1 Cor. xii, 28;
Iiph. iii. 5, in which latter passage he uses the very image which the apocalyptist
treats more pictorially). Seeing that even the synoptic Gospels record Christ’s own
declaration that his kingdom and Church as an edifice was built upon the wérpa of
Peter, and upon his solemn confession (Matt. xvi. 18), there is no greater difficulty in
the fact that Jobn should refer to the apostolic foundations of the new Jerusalem.

Su) The writer declares himself to be one * who bare witness to the Loros of God,
and to the testimony of Jesus Christ.”” This phrase, if it does not positively identify
him with the author of the Fourth Gospel, puts him in the nearest circle of the Lord’s
disciples; and this cannot apply to any other John mentioned in the New Testament.
Neither the “ John ” of the Fourth Gospel, viz. *“ the Baptist,” nor “ John Mark ”’ (Acts
xii, 12), nor the John, or * Jonas,” the father of Peter (Revised Version text of John i. 43
and xxi. 15), nor the John who was one of the Sadducean party (Acts iv. 6), could by any
possibility have been the author of the Apocalypse. Nevertheless, the “ John” wasa
well-known personage standing in close relationship to the Churches of Asia, and
representing himself as intimately acquainted with the risen and glorified Lord. In
Acts xii. 2 “James the brother of John” is referred to, and the synoptic narrative
lcaves no option as to the fact that this Jokn was the son of Zehedee.

(iii.) The great similarity between the John of the synoplists, of the Acts, of the
Epistle to the Galatians, and the John of the Apocalypse, has been a standing argument
with the opponents of the Fourth Gospel. We have already shown that, so far as
these features of character are supposed to indicate a fiery, impulsive, revengeful,
ambitious spirit, they have been grossly exaggerated. It will readily be conceded that
they do reveal a Jewish, rather than a spiritual, conception of the Messiah, at that
particular stage in the apostle’s history; but one perfectly compatible also with the
severe side of his character, which is far from being concealed in the narratives and
portraitures of the Fourth Gospel. They reveal the training which may account for
the visions of wrath and justice which the Jewish and heathen enemies of the Lamb
of God will have ultimately meted out to them. But the entire structure and purpose
of the Gospel of John are so strangely similar and parallel to the structure and
significance of the Apocalypse, that that Gospel, as well as the synoptic Gospels, becomes
a tetrachordon of evidence to the authenticity of the Apocalypse. This will, however,
require, and receive a little later, more careful attention. Apart from the Fourth
Gospel, the énternal evidence for the apostolicity of the Revelation cannot be said to be
so copious or important as its opponents assume. It is readily accepted by many
critics of the Tiibingen school, though similar arguments for the Fourth Gospel are
summarily rejected.

(iv.) The writer declares that he wasin * the island of Patmos, by reason of the Logos
of God, and the testimony of Jesus Christ” (Rev.i. 9). The external evidence that John
the son of Zebedeo did suffer exile in that island is conclusive, It is to the following
cffect :—

Jerome (‘De Viris Illust., c. 19): “In his fourteenth ycar, Domitian having
instigated a second persecution after Nero, John, the apostle whom Jesus loved, was
exiled to the island Patmos, and wrote the Apocalypse.” And Irenmus (quoted by
Eusebius, ¢ Hist, Eeccl.,’ v. 8) says, * John beheld the vision, almost in our generation,
towards the end of the reign of Domitian.” A statement as bearing on the date is
clsewhere repeated by Irenasus ( Har.,' ii. 22. 5) ; and Eusebius adds the remark, “ Jobn,
at once apostle and evangelist, as is reported, while still continuing in life, was con-
demned to dwell in the island of Patmos, on account of the testimony which he bore
to the Divine Word.” Corresponding references to the same fact occur in Clemens
Alex. and in Origen (quoted by Eusebius), and in his commentary on Matthew he cites
Rev. i. 9 in proof of the fact of John’s virtual martyrdom.

Hippolytus (‘De Christo et Antichr.,’ ¢. 36), referring to the Apocalypse of John,
says of its author, * who, when on the isle of Patmos, saw the apocalypse.”

The preface to the later Syriac Version, given in Walton"s Polyglott, runs thus:
“The revelation which was given by God to the Evangelist John, on the island of
Patmos, on which he was cast by Nero Ceesar,”
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These various references are, it must be admitted, made by those who aceepted the
apostolic origin of the Revelation, and had the document before them which gave them
the information ; still, the statement is variously made, and appears to rest on other
“report ” ns well. Such confirmation is valuable as external evidence to one striking
touch of local colouring, though the dafe of the exile is differontly conceived by the
authoritics. The fitness of the place, as providing much of the scenery of the mighty
?lr:‘SDZa) which followed, is brilliantly cxpanded by Dean Stanley, ¢ Sormons in the Knst’

(v.) The relation of John to the Churches of Asia is another of those internal marks
of authenticity of great weight. Rev. i.—iii. show that the author stood towards
them in the position of guide, patron, censor, and as superior to their chief minister or
“angel.” This position could not have been assumed during the period of Paul’s
ministry, or that of Timothy. The tone differs from that assumed by Paul in his First
Epistle to Timothy ; nor does the Epistle to the Ephesians or Colossians give any Lint
of the state of things revealed in references to the Churches of proconsular Asia. More-
over, till a period coincident with Paul’s ministry at Ephesus, John was a “pillar” of
the Church in Jerusalem. Ecclesiastical tradition is largely concerned with such a
residence of John in Ephesus after the destruction of Jerusalem. Some critics, whose
entire theory of the New Testament canon turns upon the early date of the Apocalypse,
endeavour to repudiate or refute the historical character of John’s residence in Asia;
but the evidence is so varied in favour of this residence at Ephesus, at a later rather
than an earlier period, that it will not be overthrown, and consequently we have here
a very powerful corroboration of the obvious implications of the documents themselves,

Thus Polycrates, a Bishop of Ephesus, a contemporary of Irenmus, in his letter to
Victor of Rome, as quoted by Eusebius (“ Hist. Eccl.,’ v. 24). in a passage which links
together the author of the Fourth Gospel and Apocalypse, as follows, says, ¢ Moreover,
John, he who leaned on the Lord’s bosom (ch. xiii. 25), who came to be a priest, who
wore the wérarov [the golden frontlet], and a witness and teacher, he has fallen asleep
in Ephesus.” Thisis rejected by some as fantastic and untrustworthy, bat it cannot
be denied that these two more ancient documents are thus connected, and that St, John’s
residence and death in Ephesus were referred to by one who lived where the traditions
of his life and work must bave been vivid. '

Clemens Alex. says (* Quis Dives Salv.,’ c. 42), “ When the tyrant was dead [in all
probability meaning Domitian], he departed from the island Patmos to Ephesus,”

Ireneus (‘ Adv. Her.,’ ii. 22. 5 iii. 1. 1) declares that ** John, the Lord’sdisciple, he
that leaned on his bosom, published the Gospel at Ephesus during his abode in Asia.”

Eusebius (‘ Hist. Eecl,’ iil 23) quotes, on the suthority of Clemens Alex., the
interesting passage in which St. John is represented, in his old age, sceking and
reclaiming the young robber, and in this connection adds, ‘ The Apostle and Evangelist
John organized the Churches that were in Asia when he returned from his exile in the
island after the death of Domitian ”” (cf. ibid., iii. 1, 18, 81).

Justin Martyr, in ‘ Dial. cum Trypho,’ ¢. 81, describing an interview which took place
an Ephesus, refers by name to the  Apocalypse ” as the work of “a certain man John,
one of the apostles of Christ,” and speaks of his ministry and teaching as taking place
“axap’ fuiv, among us.”

Apollonius (Busebius, ¢ Hist. Eccl.,’ v. 18), 8 writer against Montapism in the second
century, says that “ John wrote the Apocalypse, and that he is said to bave raised a
dead man to life by Divine power, in Ephesus.”

Jerome (* De Viris 11L,’ ¢. 9) says that “ John was buried in Ephesus.”

A statement made at the Council of Ephesus, that “the Virgin Mary accompanicd
John to Ephesus, and that he died and was buried there,” was first mentioned by
Epiphanius ( Her.,” 78. 11).

Dr. Davidson says, “ The place where he wrote was Asia Minor, probably Ephesus
itsclf, to which he had returned from Patmos.”

These testimonies are adduced as powerfully corroborating the statement of the
Apocalypse itself, that it was produced by -one who stood in intimate relations with the
Churches of proconsular Asia. This internal evidence is conclusive when thus backed
up by a tradition so widely diffused.

Teim (‘ Jesus von Nazara! Enz. trans., vol. i, pp. 143, 207), while accepting the
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statoments of Ironmus and others, which bring the Fourth Gospel into the reign of
I'rajan, holds that the John who wrote both it and the Apocalypse was not the son of
Zebedee, but the preshyter. Ho charges the mistake on Irenaeus, from whom, as he
thinks, other writers derised it, His position is that John never wus at Ephesus at all ;
that Papias canoot be made to say that he had any knowledge of the apostles; and that
the John of whom he and Polycarp were the * hearers ” was the * presbyter ; ” that the
low position in which Jobn, as an apostle, i3 placed in Papias’ list of disciples shows
that he had no more to do with Asia Minor than Matthew, and that Papias derived his
information second-hand.

Now, there is a distinct contrast in Papias’s langnage between what the ¢ elders,”
including John, said, and what the elder John and Aristion say. It does not positively
declare that he had personal intercourse with either the first or the second group, and
the most probable interpretation is that the two last mentioned were still living when
he wrote. It does not follow, because a young man has seen and conversed on certain
occasions with an eminent living statesman or prelate, that he should not also have
taken the opportunity of making further inquiries about them. See Bishop Lightfoot’s
(Contemporary Review, vol. Xxv., xxvi.) explanation of the order in which the apostles
are mentioned in the fragment of Papias (a remark in which Dr. A. Roberts had
anticipated him, ¢ Discussions of the Gospels’)—an order which curiously corresponds
with the order in which they occur in John’s Gospel. The statements of Irenzus are
too clear, detailed, and vivid to justify the supposition that Polycarp had so utterly
blundered and misled him (see Charteris, ¢ Canonicity,’ § vi. p. xlvi.).

QB) The external evidence for the apostolic authorship is abundant and irresistible.

«" This evidence is important to our general argument, for the authenticity of the
Apocalypse is, in our opinion, a powerful corroboration of the apostoiicity of the Fourth
Gospel.

The *Shepherd’ of Hermas, written probably about A.p. 142, during the occupation
of the bishopric of Rome by his brother Pius, does not cite the Apocalypse by name, but
the numberless similarities of expression lead competent critics to believe that he must
have been familiar with it. Thus ¢ Vis.,” ii. 2. 7, * Blessed are ye as many as patiently
endure the great affliction that is coming upon you ” (cf. Rev. vii. 14). The reference
to ““the book of life,” in which some names are written and others blotted out (* Vis.,’
i. 8. 2; *Sim., ix, 24. 4), may be explained by familiarity with Exod. xxxii. 32; Dan.
xii. 1; but more probably by acquaintance with Rev. iii. 5; xiii. 8; xx. 12; and
Hermas speaks of an altar before God’s throne where prayers are presented (‘ Mand.,
x. 3. 2; cf. Rev. viii. 8). The Church is a woman (‘ Vis,’ ii. £ 1; cf. Rev. xii. 1); and
many other more obscure allusions.

The earliest testimony that we possess comes to us in a second-hand and roundabout
fashion. Towards the close of the fifth century, Andreas, Bishop of Cesarea, in Cap-
padocia, wrote a commentary on the Revelation ; and in the prolegomenn, which Arethas,
his successor in the episcopate, wrote (one based on the work of his predecessor), he claims
in favour of its inspired character (@comvelorov) the authority of Gregory of Nazianzus
and Cyril, and to these he adds the opinion of still earlier witnesses, Papias, Irenzus,
Methodius, and Hippolytus, who testified to its being &kionlorov, .e. worthy of confi-
dence. If this was really the opinion of Papias, it is a very powerful confirmation of its
authenticity. The reason which gives it so much weight is tbat Andreas and Arethas
both appear to have had Papias’s entire work belore them, and to have referred to Papias’s
quotation of Rev. xii. 7, with the remark of Papias, Eis 003y ovvéfn rehevriioas Thy Tdiw
abrdy, introduced thus: “This also is the tradition of the Fathers, and of Papias, the
successor (8iddoxos) of the Evangclist John, whose Apocalypse is lying belore me.”

Now, the fragments of Papins that have been preserved by Eusebius do not mention
the Apocalypse. This is remarkable, because Eusebius does not cite testimonies as
arule to books that have been universally received, but rather tho opinions of the
ancient writers concerning those which were doubtful; and he was, moreover, himself
disposed to undervalue the Apocalypse. His strong objection to chiliasm, or millenarian
Dotions, gave him a prejudice against Papias as well as the Apocalypse; yet he does
charge Papias with retailing the hope of a corporeal reign of L":ist on earth, which is to
last a thousand years after the resurrection, without relerring to the origin of the hope.
There is no rcason to doubt that the * narratives ef the Lord’s oracles ” did contain what
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Arcthas said they did.  Even the author of ‘ Supernatural Religion® considers this
valid proof of the opinions of Papias,

Though Irenxus (‘ Har.," v. 33, 34) refers to Papias as “a hearer of John,” together
with Polycarp, Eusebius, in his comment on the passage, considers that ho only
received his intellicenee concerning John the apostle thrcugh the medium of John
the presbyter. Critics have subsequently made this shadowy individual to be the
source of all the information on which Papias prided himself. Some have argued, more-
over, that John the presbyter was the author of the Apocalypse (Liicke), whilo Keim
has boldly endeavoured to father wpon the same personage the authorship of the Gospel.

But Euscbius, as we have seen (see p. xxxii., note), has elsewhere quoted testimonics
(‘Chron.,’ i.) from Irenxus that Papias was a hearer of the Apostlo John, as well as of
Polycarp, and also that Polycarp and himself suffered martyrdom in the same perse-
cution. This can be made closely to approximate the year A.p. 155; and proves that
this man, who lived to a great age, must have been during many years a contemporary
of John, who is said repeatedly by Irenmus to have lived to tho days of Trajan (a.p.
96—117). Therefore, whether John the presbyter be or be not identical with John the
apostle, Papias must be allowed to have becn the hearer of the latter, and a positive
admission on his part that the Apocalypse was @edzveveros and &fidmoros, is highly sig-
nificant. This is more impressive when it is remembered that he was Bishop of Hiera-
polis, in the close neighbourhood of Laodicea.

Melito of Sardis (about A.p, 169), another of the seven Churches of Asia, is reported
by Eusebius (‘ Hist. Eccl.,’iv. 26) and by Jerome (* De Viris IIL,’ c. 24) to have writier
* one book concerning the devil, and one concerning the Apocalypse of John.”

Justin Martyr's testimony is remarkably explicit. In the * Dial. cum Trypho,’ ¢. 81,
written about a.p. 146, Justin expressly mentions by name the Apocalypse as “ writter
by a certain man named Jobn, one of the apostles of Christ.” The quotation he gives '
is unmistakable reference to the millennjum of the Revelation. This is the more
weighty, because Justin never elsewhere alludes by name to any writer of the New
Testament. “ We conclude,” says Dr, Davidsonp, ¢ that before the middle of the second
centcry, the opinion that John the presbyter was the writer had not originated.”

Apollonius, Bishop or Presbyter of Ephesus (Eusebius, ‘ Hist. Ecel.,) v. 18), who
wrote between a.p. 170 and 180, not only affirms John’s residence in Ephesus, but that
John was the author of the Apocalypse.

The Letter of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne, as preserved by Eusebius (‘ Hist.
Lecl.’ v. 1), quotes from the Apocalypse as % ypag, giving it consequently a character
of the highest authority and value. ]

Theophilus of Antioch (A.D. 168), in ‘Ad Autol.,’ ii. 28, refers to the Apocalypse of -
John as a book recognized in Antioch, and quotes Rev. xii. 3. ) .

Irenzus of Lyons (who wrote his great work A.p. 177—199), whose testimony to-
John’s Gospel, and whose letter to Florinus, wherein he declares that he remembered
Polycarp, have been already cited (p. xx.)—Irenseus was the successor of the aged
martyr Pothinus, and was thus, by another link, related to the group of followers who
knew the Apostle John, and was himse!f not only acquainted with the Apocalypse, but
compared diffcrent copies of it, and commented on the difference of readings as to “ the
number of the beast,” preferring 666 to 616, because it had in its favour the testimony
(riv xar Byw Tov "Twdvwny éwpaxéruv) “of those who had scen John face to face.” This
is preserved in the Greek of Eusebius ( Hist. Eccl,’ v. 8) and in the Latin translation
(‘Adv. Her.,' v. 30. 1). The very numerous quotations and references by Irenzus to
the book as the work of the Apostle John, the beloved disciple, leave no doubt as to his
impression of the suthorship. In ¢ Adv. Her., iv. 20, 11 he introduces a long passage
from Rev. i 12, etc., with “Johannes Domini discipulus in Apocalypsi . . . Inquit,”
and in lib. v. 26. 1 this phrase is repeated when he quotes Rev. xvii. 12, etc. (cf. also
lib. v. 30. 1).

Tre Murtztoﬁan Canon does without doubt admit its apostolic authorship : *“ Joannes
enim in Apocalypsi licet septem ecclesiis scribat, tamen omnibus dicit.” * Apocalypses
etiam Joannis, et Petri, tantum recipimus, quam quidem ex nostris legi in ecclesia
polunt.” Here the author of the fragment discriminates between the two Apocalypses.

The canon of the Old Latin Version of the New Testament rontained the Apocaly‘pse i
and Tertullian, who used it, quotes almost every chapter of the book (see especially
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¢ De Prosscrip. Her.,’ 33, where he cites Rev. ii. 20; * Adv, Mare.,” iii, 14, where he cites
Tev. i. 16, ng the word of the Apostle John in the A pocalypse).

Tor our presont purpose it is not necessary to proceed further than to say that
Clemens Alex. (‘8trom., iii.; ¢ P=d.,’ ii. 12; vi. 13) and Origen ( Comm. on Matthew
and John’), notwithstanding the latter’s opposition to millenarianism, admitted its
authenticity ; that Hippolytus (a.p. 200) quoted it by name (* Ref. Omn. Her.,’ vii. 24),
and is enid, in the inscription on his statue, to have written a work upon it; that Metho-
dius and Cyril ol Alexandria use it, and Ephrem Syrus (though the Peschito Syriac
translation did not contain the bouk) quotes from it as from any other part of the New
"T'estament, and from a later Syriac translation existing in his day.

We are not, however, without adverse or negative testimonies from very hi:h
antiquity to its apostolic authorship. These are, however, of such a kind as to resemble,
and did in fact initiate, the subjective criticism to which the book has been submitted
in modern times.

(i.) Thus Eusebius (*Hist. Eccl.,’ iii. 28) informs us that Caius, a presbyter of Rome,
who lived about the time of Irecnmus, seems to refer the book to ‘¢ Cerinthus, who,
through apocalypses written as if by a great apostle speaking falsely, brings in tales of
marvels shown to him as if by angels, affirming that after the resurrection comes an
carthly kingdom of Christ,” ete. But it may be reasonably argued that Caius does not
necessarily tefer to John’s Apocalypse at all, and we learn from other sources (Theod.,
“De Her. Fabulis,’ il. 3) that Cerinthus did produce supposed revelations of the [uture
carnal pleasures of a coming millennium. It is by no means probable that Caius did
make this charge against the book. Alford, Davidson, and many others accept this
early blunder. ‘Hug, Westcott, and Dr. Lee think that on close inquiry the supposed
innuendo of Caius (a strong ante-Montanist) is non-existent.

(ii.) The sect of the .Alogi were the strenuous opponents of the Gospel and of the
Apocalypse, together with the doctrine of the AOroZ, and were opposed to the Mon-
tanism and chiliasm which prevailed at the close of the century. The reasons they
urged were purely doctrinal, or based upon proved historical blunders. The Marcionites
in the same way, from doctrinal prepossessions, refused to recognize either the Gospels
of Mark or Matthew or any of the writings of John. There is no value in such
negative evidence to the cxistence of the Apocalypse. Ths non-appearance of the
Apocalypse in the ‘Canon of Marcion’is no argument at all agairst its apostolicity ;
but there is one writer of far more formidable character, who, in a long argument,
tla)ndeavours to disprove its authenticity, though he does not go so far as to discard the

ook,

(ili.) Dionysius of Alexandria, a pupil of Origen, and a firm believer in the allegorical
method of interpreting Scripture, was a vehement opponent of a literal millennium, and,
to strengthen his antagonism, endeavoured to show that no apostle could have written
the Apocalypse. His arguments have been preserved, and are cited at great length by
Eusebius (‘ Hist. Eeccl,, vii. 24, 25). They cover much of the ground which modern
criticism occupies in endeavouring to separate from the Apocalypse the Fourth Gospel,
in whose apostolic authority he entirely believed. He disagreed with those who set it
aside; he deduced no arguments from antiquity; he did not refer to the deficiency of
external evidence; he did not reject it as the work of Cerinthus; nor did he object
to it on the ground taken by the Alogi, because it might have deep meanings which
he cannot fathom, and because it probably is the work of some holy and inspired
writer; but ho argued with acuteness that it could not be John the apostle and the
son of Zebedee, because (a) the author of the Apocalypse gives his name, whereas the
author of the Gospel and the First Epistle is silent about his name, and in the Second
and Third Epistles simply calls himself “the elder.” (b) He argued that there were
many “Johns,” but that this writer does not make manifest which ; he does not call him-
self either ‘ the brothor of James” or *the disciple whom Jesus loved.” He urged that
“John Mark ” could not have been the author, because he refused to join in the Asian
ministry of Paul (that, by the way, is » very poor argument); but he added very doubt-~
fully, 1 think there was another of these Johns in Asin; and they say that there are
two tombs in Ephesus, and that each of them is said to be that of a John.” This is the
golitary reason he gives for some unknown John being tho author.

Dionysius, comparing the Gospel of Jolin with the Epistles, shows how the prologue
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corresponds with the opening words of the Epistles, and he cuumerates terms, themes,
and ideas common to them both; but he presses the point that the Apocalypse difTers
from them Dboth in its syntax, style, and solecisms of expression, adding that while the
phrases, “light,” “life,” “grace,” “joy,” ete., occur in the other works, they do not
appear in this,

Now, Eusebius supplements the speculation of Dionysius, and resuscitates from one
of “the two tombs” in Ephesus “the Presbyter John,” supposed to be referred to by
Papias, and as answering to the unknown John whom Dionysius hoped to find.
Eusebius leaves the matter in a vague and uncertain condition. He classes the book
among the Homologoumena (‘ Hist. Eecl,,’ iii. 25), but shows that his doubts turn largely
on purely internal and doctrinal grounds, and that it was open to grave question
whether it was written Ly the presbyter (ibid., iii. 39). The general evidence of anti-
qutty is therefore various and peculiarly strong in its afirmations that the author of the
Apocalypse was John the apostle. A few writers, on one subjective ground or another,
doubt and hesitate; but, after all, if it were not for the supposed discrepaucy between
the Fourth Gospel and the Apocalypse, not one shadow of doubt would rest upon its
authenticity.

Kirchhofer says, ‘Quellensammlung’ (sce Charteris on ‘ Canonicity;’ J. J. Taylor,
“ The Fourth Gospel, p. 41), *“ Hardly one book of the New Testament has such a circle
of historical testimonies marked by name on its behalf.”

Many writers have assumed that the conclusion at which we have arrived touching
the authorship of the Apocalypse is a powerful argument against the Johannine origin
of the Fourth Gospel, and they have empbasized to the utmost the marks of difference
between these two documents. Indeed, there is every kind of hypothesis held in order
to explain the phenomena of the case.

(i.) There are those who refuse, with Keim, to admit the apostolic origin of either the
one or the other, disputing the residence of St. Jobn in Asia, and laying the blame of
the tradition so widely diffused on the shoulders of Irenzus, who confounded, as Keim
suppoeses, the two Johns. .

(ii.) There are those who, like Liicke, Ewa'd, Liitzelberger, Diisterdieck, De Wette,
and Neander, regard the authorship of the Gospel to be certaialy established, and partly
on that very ground, echoing the early scepticism of Dionysius, assign the Apocalypse
to some other John, either “the presbyter,” or *John Mark,” or some unknown
“ John the diviae, or theologian.”

(iii.) Bretschpeider and the Tibingen criticism, represented by Baur and Zeller,
gravitated to the strong assertion of the apostolic origin of the Apocalypse, its early
date, the residence of its anthor in Ephesus, and other identifications of “Jobn” with
the fiery, impetuous, Jewish-Christian apostle. This apocalyptic form is snpposed to
reflect the first and earliest form of Christian teaching. Volkmar went further, and
pressed the violently anti-Pauline theology of the Apocalypse, and pointed, with Renan,
to the supposed proof that the writer, whoever he was, may have been endeavouring to
denounce Paul and his work in the Churches of Asia under the pseudonym of “DBalaam.”
Whether he were John the apostle or not,Volkmar holds that he endeavoured to shelter
himself nnder the name and shadow of one of the original apostles.

These conclusions of the most modern reconstructive criticism have called great
attention to the internal evidence either of the identity or irreconcilable divergence of
the two documents. If the purpose, spirit, ideas, phraseology, and diction are veritably
opposed, then the proof of the apostolic authorship, which we think is more thau
sufficient, may have the effect of weakening the evidence already accumulated for the
Johannine origin of the Fourth Gospel. If, on the other hand, there are very nume-
rous 2nd subtle links of connection and resemblance between these documents; if the
use of rare words and forms of expression in both, together with a practically identical
Christology and a corresponding structure, can be clearly es_tabhshe_d ; if the oppositions
of style turn out to be balanced by a still larger number of interesting correspondences ;
if the supposed solecisms can be accounted for on rational grounds, z.md easy par)allels
found for them in classical Groek; if there be fundamental conceptions of the Person
and kingdom of Christ which are in both actnally identical and also peculiar to
thess writings; if the conviction is forced upon the mind that they must have pro-
ceeded from the same pen ;—then it, is nbvious that the apostolic origin of the Apoca-
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lypse lls ono of the strongest argurncnts for the Johannine authorship of the Fourth
Gospel.

The internal and external evidence alrcady adduced for the former compels ug,
therefore, to examine the grounds of the supposed incompatibility of the sin:le author-
ship. In drawing attontion to the supposed dilferences or real differences of style, it is
incumbent upon us to remember that tho Gospel is a religious biography, the Apoca-
lypge the racord of a scries of marvellous visions; that the Gospel is written in concise
though limpid prose, and the Apocalypse is in structure and arrangement poetical;
that the Gospel betrays, without quoting it, a close acquaintance with the synoptie
narrative, and the Apocalypse a very intimate knowledge of the prophets Isaiah,
Ezekiel, and Daniol, and the Psalms, but without once referring to thein; that the
Gospel is framed on the lines of the reflective and argumentative history, and that the
Revelation proceeds on the lines of the apocalyptic literature which prevailed. Liicke,
Moses Stuart, Dr. 8. Davidson (in each of his ¢ Introductions to the New Testament "),
Dr. William Lee (in the ‘Speaker’s Commentary’), have each presented, in very abundant
fashion, long lists of discrepancies, some of the most striking and important of which
must be passcd under review. We therefore proceed to notice—

(5) The phenomena of divergence and resemblance between the two documents. (a)
The grammatical and -lexical differences.- (8) The grammatical and lexical resem-
blances. (y) The structure of the two books. - (3) The theological divergences and
resemblances.

(a) The grammatical and lexical differences. (i.) It is stated that the Gospel is
remarkably free from Hebraisms, but that the Apocalypse is charged with them; that
the first is written in a fair approximation to classical Greek, whereas the latter
reveals everywhere a strong Hebraistic or Aramaic colouring. Winer says that these
Hebraisms are, throughout the New Testament, more conspicuous in the different and
enlarged sense of words than in grammatical relations of words, although the most
obvious illustrations are found in the substitution of the simple «af as representative of
the Hebrew copulative () vaw, in placo of the numerous particles and conjunctions
with which classical Greek abounds; also of &s as possibly representing the Hebrew
prefix 3, or 13. The discourses of our Lord and the visions of the seer would certainly
further such a contrast in the construction of the Greek sentences. Yet it must be
remembered that in the Gospel, where intense feeling secms to make each utterazce a
separate heart-throb (ch. xv., xvii.), and each change in the scene and each successive
cvent a separate thing of great and unparalleled interest, as in ch. xx., the evangelist
dispenses with particles, and moves on trom step to step without their aid. It is said
that John uses wdvrore and wdmore and xafds in the Gospel, but that they are not
found in the Apocalypse; but the use of -the first two of these common words occurs
very rarely in the New Testament, and their absence proves nothing, while the
absence of xafds in the Apocalypse is no proof of Hebraism, because the particle
occurs in portions of the New Testament that are specially Hebraistic.

It is certain that the Apocalypse nses Hebrew words like “ Abaddon” (Rev. ix. 11),
“ Amen,” “ Hallelujah ” (Rev. xix. 1, 3, 4, 6); but then it must not be forgotten that the
Gospel alore in the New Testament also makes use of the * Amen, amen,” when
calling special attention to the words which follow; and records the Jewish burst of
praise, ‘Qeavvd (ch, xii. 13), and in ch. i. 41 and iv. 25 is the one writing which translite-
rates into Greek the Hebrew Meooles (explained by the writer as equal to Xpiorrés); cives
the Hebrew form of the tribunal before which Christ was brought as Ta88af¢ (see
ch. xix, 18); and, together with Matthew and Mark, speaks of ToAyodd (ch. xix. 17);
and refers to the udwra (ch. vi. 31) as in Rev. ii. 17; records the Galilean form, paBBovs,
in ch. xx. 16; and in a whole group of passages, after giving the Hebrew or Aramaic
form, furnishes the translafion into Greek. It is impossible to overlook, in the Apoca-
lypse, the Flebrew root of many of the represcuntations; e.g. the imagery of the temple
furnishes the scenery of ch. i.—iii.,  the seven golden lamps,” “the hidden mauna,”
and “the new name on the white stone.” Tho history of Israel, moreover, gives
meaning to the reference to the * Root and Offspring of David,” also to the quotation
from Ps, ii., references to the *Lion of the tribe of Judah,” to the *twelve tribes
of Isrnel,” and to “ the new Jerusalem coming down out of heaven.”

But this peculiarity is equally conspicuous in the Gospel. We have (p. xlvi)
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endeavoured to show that none but a Hebrew, a Palestinian Jew, could have written
the Gospel, so that the presence of Hebrew ideas in the Apocalypse creates a bond of
union between the two documents rather than the reverse. Let the following points
bejnoticed : yedeorbat Bavdrov, in ch. viii. 52, and onueia xal Tépara, ch. iv. 48; cppayi(es
in the sense of ratifying and approving (cb. iii. 33); & dpxwv 7ob rdouov (ch. xii. 31;
xvi. 11, etc.). The Apocalypse commences with a Christophany, corresponding with
the thcophanies of Isa. vi. and Ezek. i. and x., and proceeds throughout its visions to
vindicate the stupendous claims of the Lord who liveth and was dead, until the final
victory of the Lamb is consummated in a purified city, of which the Lord Almighty
and the Lamb are the Temple and the Light. But the Gospel begins in eternity, and
makes the eternal (Adyos) “ Word " the sublime background for all the manifestation in
the flesh. Among the earliest claims which the Gospel makes for the incarnate God is
this—he is the Lamb of God taking away sin, the link between heaven and earth,
the Bridegroom of the Church; One greater than the temple, he promises to erect an
eternal temple should the first be destroyed. The Lamb of the Apocalypse, through
endless conflict with evil, first from the Jews, then from the world, then from the
centralized world-power, passes to his * Hallelujah,” and wipes away tears from off all
faces. In the Gospel, the great powers elsewhere seen in Apocalyptic vision come
face to face with the historic Christ; through warfare and death he gains a real
victory over priest and procurator, betrayer and murderer, and proceeds to wipe away
tears from off all faces, to conquer death and Hades, and to conler an eternal life.
The Hebraism of both documents is conspicuous, but that of the one is not more
abundant than is that of the other. While the Gospel opens the kingdom of God to
all believers, and speaks of “the other sheep,” and the time when *neither in
Gerizim nor yet in Jerusalem shall men worship the Father,” the same grand
universalism pervades the Apocalypse, which sees the great multitude gathered out of
every kindred, and nation, and people, and tongue, which no man can number, and
admits all the (£6»7m) nations into the eternal light of the new and heavenly Jerusalem.
This Judaism, or Hebraism, in the two documnents finds such a strong and coincident
expression, that, so far from separating the authorship, it does much to establish identity
of origin.

(ii.l)s The following grammatical peculiarities of the Apocalypse deserve close
observation. .

(a) Cases of false apposition. Some of the most obvious ones are derived from our
not perceiving that the clause thus charged is a parenthetical one. Rev. i. 5, "Awd "Ingod
Xpigro, & pdprus, etc., ** From Jesus Christ, who is the faithful Witness.” In the previous
verse a false regimen is said to be signal evidence that the apocalyptist defied all gram-
matical rules: 'Azd & &y xal & ¥ xal & epxduevos. This cannot prove that the writer does
not know the syntax of the preposition &=b, seeing that thirty places occur in which.
he uses it with perfect correctness. The explanation of the peculiarity is that he is, in
this place, merely translating the incommunicable name of “J ehovah.'.’ into G{'eck., and
regarding the phrase as one indeclinable noun. The # Aéyovoa of Rev. ii. 20, which is the
text preferred by the R.T.,is clearly a relative clause, the nominative preferred in virtue.
of the finite verbs which follow, Similiar peculiarities are found in Plato’s ‘ Euthrypho,’
p. 32 (see Winer, 671, Eng. trans.); see also Rev. v. 11, ete, where the construction is
peculiar in a like respect. But so far from its being impossible Greek, examples are
given from Plato, Thucydides, Achilles Tat., and others. o .

There are curious combinations of nominatives and accusatives in Rev. iv. 2—4;
xiv, 14; vil. 9; following eldov kal i05; but there is this peculiarity, that the nomina-
tives follow the i80¢, and the accusatives come more undeg' th.e power of the precedl'ng
eTsov. The (Rev. viii. 8, 9) & &xorra fuxds, introduced to diserimirate arlouara, * which
have life,” from those which have it not, becomes a parenthetical sentence (cf. here
Jas, iii. 8). .

Anoma%ies of gender and number are to be explained by the strong poetic tempera-
ment which tends to give masculine or feminine characteristics to the neuter noun.
Rev. ii. 27, where £y are referred to as abrols; but precisely the same thing is seen
in Matt. xxviili, 19; Gal. iv. 19; évéuara are referred to as &kwf in Rev. xix. 14,
crparelpara are évBedupévor. The peculiarity is by no means golecistic; it is found
in the Gospel and in numerous Greek writers. The critics have enumerated sundry
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solitary poculiarities of the Apocalypse, which sre good enough Greek, which proves
nothing n3 to tho non-identity of the authorship with the Fourth Gospel. All Paul’s
Epistles contain numerous &raf Aeylpeva,

(b) Peculiar use of words. Ewald urged that John used compound words in his
Gospel, but that they are no¢ used in the Apocalypse. Moses Stuart (p. 321) enume-
rates twenty-six compound verbs which occur in b0tk books—twenty or more peculiar
to the Apocalypse, and ten or twelve to the Gospel and Epistle. Objectors have pressed
the fact that *such favourite words of the fourth evangelist a8 fedopac and Gewpéw are
displaced, and that we find in the Apocalypse épdw and BAérw.” The statement is mis-
leading. Wherever John uses fedopar in the Gospel, he means by it a steady and
continuous contemplation—a verbal idea singularly inappropriate to the visions of the
seer. Moreover, both the Gospel and the Apocalypse each make use of Baérw sixteen
times, The eldoy, 80 often used in the Apocalypse, [requently occurs in the Gospel.

Liicke speaks of the absence from the Apocalypse of the “genitive absolute,” a
syntactical form common to the Gospel. This is partially true; but Rev. xvii. 8 can
hardly be explained on another principle, and let it be noticed that though there are
fifteen cases of this construction in the Gospel, there are none in the E;istle.

Much emphasis has been laid on the absence of certain words which are especially
prominent in the Fourth Gospel, such as xéopos, pis, oxoria, and {wh aidrios used in a
moral sense. The nature of the two compositions is sufficient to explain the partial
truth of this statement ; but ¢ds does occur in Rev. xviii. 23 ; xxi. 23, 24; xxii. 5; and
(wh aldwios, which is used by all New Testament writers, is in John’s Gospel inter-
changed with (w) without the adjective; and («# does occur in the Apocalypse sixteen
times.

The presence of words in the Apocalypse not found in the Gospel has also been urged.
One of those which are especially pressed is oiwovuérm. This word occurs in Matthew
once; in Luke’s writings, eight times; in Hebrews, twice; and three times only in the
Apocalypse—as often, in fact, as the word xdouos occurs, the absence of which is com-
mented on. We find that mavroxpdrwp occurs nine times in association with Kipies
©eds. The term is used also by St. Paul (2 Cor. vi. 18), and in certain of St. Paul’s
writings we find peculiar expressions for the Deity, not occurring elsewhere (1 Tim.
i.17).

Ot)her peculiarities of grammar and lexical usage may be easily cited. These are the
most impressive, and they amount, in themselves, to a very feeble proof of diversity of
authorship. In some instances, as we have seen, the conclusion is in favour of identity
rather than divergence. 'We will now proceed.

(B) The grammatical and lexical resemblances observable in the two documents. One
great iden isexpressed by the noun uaprupla and the verb paprupéw,in the sense of public
testimony concerning the Lord Christ—public profession of belief in him. This is one of
the key-words of the Gosyel, where the verb occurs thirty-seven times, and in the Epistles
twelve times; moreover, the noun is used twenty times in the Gospel and Epistles.
They are sparingly used in other books—once in Matthew, eight or nine times in all the
Pauline Epistles, more frequently in Acts (twelve times) and the Epistle to the Hebrews,
but in a different sense, while in the Apocalypse we find the verb used in the same sense
four times and the noun nine times. Nuwav, in the sense of overcoming the evil of the
world, occurs in very remarkable force in ch. xvi. 33, and six times in the Epistle, and,
in precisely the same sense, seventeen times in the Apocaiypse. No New Testament
writer except the author of the Gospel and tho Apocalypse uses the word #yts in the sense
of human visage, or in any sense (ch. vii. 24; xi. 44; Rev. i. 16). Tape& Tdr Adyor
is n phrase peculiar to the author of the Gospel, Epistles, and Apocalypse. It occurs
seven times in the Gospel, once in the Epistles, and four times in the Apocalypse; rrpes»
Tds dvronds occurs twice in the (fospel, five times in the Epistle, and twice in the
Apocalypse, and only once beside in all the New Testament. The tabernacling (sxnvoiv)
of the Logos with men is found in ch, i. 14, and the same idea is given in the same
word in Rev. vii. 15; xii. 12; xiii. 6; xxi. 3; and nowhere else. The word spdrrens
occurs in 1 Jobn iti. 12, and seven times in the Apocalypse; wepirareiv perd Tivos
(ch. vi. 66; Rev. iii. 4). The use of a¢ppayi{er, in the sense of confirming, is scen in
oh. iii. 83 and Rev, vii. ‘Efpaior( is found three times in the Gospel, twice in the
Apocalypse, and nowhere else.  Aaeiv perd Twos occurs three times in the Gospel, six
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times in the Apocalypse, and only once beside In the New Testament, Idler ocours
eight times in the Gospel, once in the Apocalypse (in the unusual sense of taking an
animal), and oply three times in all the New 'Testament beside.  Képre o offas occurs
three times in ch. xxi. and in Rev. vii. 14, While certain common words like perd-
voia, yéevra, never occur in any of the Johannine writings, purifw, 86¢a, palve, frequently
occur in all three. Tleris, a word occurring some three hundred and forty times 1n the
New Testament, is absent from the Gospel, and ncarly absent from the Epistles and
Apocalypse, only occurring five times in all. The most striking plrases and forms of
thought-imagery are common to the Gospel and Apocalypse; c.g. the idea of the Lord
Jesus Christ as “a Lamb,” in ch. i. 29 (under the form duwrds), and in the Apocalypse
it occurs twenty-five times under the form &prlos, The representation of the Christ
as Bridegroom of the Church (ch. iii. 29) reappears in Rev. xix. 7; xxi. 2. Tho
“ water of life ” 1s an idea that occurs twice in the Gospel and twice in the Apocalypse.
The frequent use of uerd rabra should be noted (eb. iii. 22; v, 1, 14; vi. 1; vii. 1;
xix.38; xxi. 15 Rev.iv. 15 vii. 1 (T.R.),9; xv. 6; xviii. 1; xix.1; xx.3). The most
remarkable identity of phrase (however it may be accounted for) is in the Greek trans-
lation of Zech. xii. 10, where rp7 is rendered in ch. xix. 34—37 (sce note) by efené-
vrnoav Tather than dve® &v katapyfoarto of the LXX. The same translation, as well as
the same citation, occurs again in Rev. i. 7. The other Greek translations and Justin
Martyr followed the same text, but they were prepared after St. John. The only
explanation is that the writers of the two passages were deeply impressed with the
piercing of the side of Jesus, its fulfilment of prophecy, aud they translated Zechariah’s
text in the same way, and in this differed from the LXX. .

These peculiarities of diction, and similarities, might be greatly arzumented, as may
be seen in Liicke, Moses Stuart, Davidson, and Dr. Lee. They leave upon owr minds a
power(ul impression that whosoever wrote the one book had, undoubtedly, much to do
with the other also. 'I'he supposed discrepancies of diction are rauch redueced on close
examination, and the correspondences are more striking than the discrepancies. One
method of refuting or evading the force of these similarities is to suppose that the author
of the Gospel in post-apostolic times was acquainted with the Apocalypseand purposely
adopted them. The necessity for such a refutation goes far towards a repudiation of the
argument based upon the dissimilarity.

(v) The structure of the two books. So far as the style and structure are concerned,
prima facie, the contrast is obvious. In the Gospel we have the simple, apparently
artless, and even grammatico-structureless composition. A winning flucncy pervades
it, and the reader blends withont effort the events with the consequent discourses.
Moreover, as some of these commence in mediis rebus, and close in the midst of a con-
versation without dramatic introduction or end, an incautious reader might suspect
an utter absence of plan or arrangement. Apparently no effort is made to produce
an impression upon the reader, Utterances of the Lord Jesus Christ, of transcendent
importance, are not infrequently recorded without comment, and cven the effect upon
their first hearers is conveyed with surpassing reticence. Very féw signs occur of
great or vivid imagination on the part of the writer; and no bursts of eloquence, no
dazzling scenes corresponding with the synoptic narrative of the Transfiguration, are
recorded. No attempt js made to aggravato the tragedy of the Passion; a studied
omission of certain memorable scenes, which might have been dressed in apocalyptic
splendour, occurs to all students. But, on the other hand, the Revelation of St. John
is s0 arranged as to form a series of connected visions, with growing intensity of
suggostion, and climacteric force of grouping. After the opening vision, ssven letters
are addressed to the seven Churches Dy the living Lord. Then follows the gorgeous
vision of the throne of God end of the book with the sevenseals. The opening of six of
these seals is followed by a prophetic symbol; but before the seventh is opened a sub-
ordinate act is introduced. Tie four angels who have power to injure land and sea
are arrested by * another angel,” who wonld secure the safety of twelve thousand from
each of the twelve tribes of Israel; and after this the seer beholds an innumerable
company of every age, kingdom, nation, who stand before the Lamb, and sing a new
song. Then, when the seventh seal is opened, fresh delay intervenes, for that action
involves the delivery of trumpet-voices by seven angels. 'I'he first four trumpet-blasts,
like the effect of the qiening of the first four seals, Lroduce certain specified resulta,
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T'he filth trumpet is followed by three successive woes, which are described in great
detail. The sixth and seventh trumpets declare, after numerous preparations and con-
flicts, that the kingdom of the world has begun to be the eternal kingdom of God and
his Christ, and that the {ime for judging the dead has come. Then the temple of God
is seen, and numerous cpisodes follow, amongst them the visions of the dragon and of
the great 0nplov, with (R.T.) ten horns and seven hends, and ten crowns upon the horns.
‘I'hen the second great 8nploy, ascending [rom the earth, has the horns of a “lamb,” and ig
n false prophet. The power of this * beast” and * false prophet ” prevail for a while, when
several consoling visions follow, bearing on the blessedness of the dead and the harvest
of the world. This is again followed by seven last plagues, which are to succeed the
outpouring of the seven vials full of the wrath of God; the first four again are dis-
criminated from the last three vials, arnd throughout, the pouring out of the vials corre-
sponds with the sounding of the previous trumpcts. The cffects produced on Euphrates,
and on the fortunes of the beast, are enlarged and associated with the great whore Babylon,
who sits upon the beast in gorgeous apparel. The fall of Babylon is described in
awful and dramatic form. The war made by Babylon upon the Lamb leads to her
doom ; but, before this occurs, the people of God are commanded to go forth of her.
After the disappearance of Babylon, the Logos of God, a Conqueror in heaven, with his
glorious army of the saved, overthrows all his enemies, and he “lives and reigns a
thousand years,” during which “ the souls of the martyrs live again.” After a while
Satan is let loose for a season ; then isrevealed the world-power in its force, and the great
battle takes place between the two powers, ending in the destruction and torment of
the devil, the beast, and the false prophet, to all eternity. Mcanwhile the new
Jerusalem, the holy city, comes down out of heaven, prepared as a bride adorned for
her husband, and all is made new. These sublime descriptions have becn for eighteen
hundred years the symbolism and material to which the eye of the Church has turned
for its anticipations of the final blessedness of the redeemed from among men.

This elaborate structure; this subtle and complicated imagery; this repeated suspense
of veritable crisis, the cyclical nature of visions, conflicts, and victories, the reappear-
ance and reutterance of the ideas which have been first of all presented in less detail;
this passing from heaven through earth to heaven again, with episodes of superlative
magnificence and measured grandeur, which receive further exposition as the mighty
drama unfolds itself;—all this suggests, at first perusal, a mode of treatment singularly
unlike the structure, method, and style of the Fourth Gospel. Yet it must be at the
same time granted that there are some resemblances of a very remarkable kind which
may modify the impression of great dissimilarity. E.g. the structure of the Gospel is
not a merely spontaneous unfolding of events taken at random. The numbers seven,
three, and ten play almost as marvellous a part in the Gospel as in the Revelation.

Seven great miracles are wrought by our Lord before his Passion; and after his resur-
rection three specially recorded appearances to his apostles, the last accompanied by a
siznificant miracle. These are related with ever-gathering suggestiveness. (i) First
of all he asserts his victory over the material of nature, and exhibits his prerogatives of
creation. (ii.) This is followed by his healing of the nobleman’s son, and his power
over the widespread sorrow which comes from the poisonous alien force of fever
taking possession of humanity. (iii) Then in his miracle at the pool of Bethesda he
indicates his power to restore lacking force and energy to the impotent. (iv.) This is
followed by the miraculous supply of food to the starving multitude, or his capacity to
satisfy all the genuine desires of humanity. (v.) His superiority to the forces, as well
as his mastery of the matter, of the universe, in walking upon and hushing the stormy
sea. (vi.) In his healing of the man born blind, he met the radical defect of human
nature, and opened & new world to the unseeing eye. (vii.) And in the raising of Lazarus,
he demonstrated his power to encounter and overcome the last great enemy of the
human race. This comprehensive enumeration of the great power of Jesus, which,
with augmenting interest, pursues its powerful argument through the mystical scptenary
series, gives one point of structural relation with the Apocalypse. Furthermore, a suspense
which throughout delays the crisis and postpones the victory of Christ, in the Apo-
calypse, until the city of God comes down out of heaven, appears in the Gespel. Thus
the “hour” of the Lord’s bighest manifestation, not of world-wide victory, but supreme
sol(-devotion to the interests of the world, to humanity as such, pervades the Gospel.
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It is almost alwaye suggested as mear, but is not yet come. Thus Lefore the first
miracle (ch. ii. 4) the Lord tells his mother she must wait for the full satisfaction he
will eventually give to human need. In ch. iv. 21, 23 he foretells the approach of an
hour of transcendent interest o the true worshipper ; and in ch, v, 25, 28 he waits and
causes his hearers to wait for the full manifestation of his judgment and power. In ch.
vii. 30 avd ch. viii. 20 twice the Lord escapes from the malice which was bursting for
cxpression, because his “hour was not yet come.” In ch. xii. 27 this hour of his sacri-
fice seems to have been reached, and yet there is the wondrous delay of the valedictory
diseourse, in which the supreme Teacher and Victim, in larger swecp of thought and
infinitely bolder utterance than docs the Socrates of the * Phaedo,’ discourses of “ the
Way, the Truth, and the Life.” Arising to go from the upper chamber to the garden,
once more he lifts his voice with prophetic ardour and unfathomable depth of thought,
and concludes with words which are of inimitable force, revealing his love, his satisfac-
tion with the faith of the cleven, aud his renewed prediction of sorrow, calamity, and
desertion. The seal is looscd, the trumpet has sounded, the vial is poured, and yet
before the great woes are uttered and the tragedy begins there comes the interlude of
the interccssory prayer. The same mysterious accumulation of climacteric sorrows
reaches its highest expression when he lays down his life that he may take it again.
Much of the same kind of overlapping of interest pervades every step taken until we
veach the confession of Thomas.

The Gospel is composed, as the Revelation is, upon a somewhat similar plan. In both
we have (i.) prologue; (ii.) introductory ministry, giving specimens of all his powers and
lunctions; (iii.) active conflict with the world of Judaism, and all the power of the prince
of this world; (iv.) creation of the inner sanctuary, where love and communion can go
on undisturbed between himself and his own disciples, and then between him and them
united and the eternal Father; (v.) the great representative of the world-power really
baffled and overcome by the blood he was by his own mingled passions ferced on to
shed ; (vi.) the uplifting of the veil which hides the eternal world, in the revelations of
the glorified Lord; (vii.) epilogue, revealing the triumph of his rule to the end of the world.
‘T'here is the most complicated structure involved in the selection of the materials and
their arrangement. The epilogue points back to the prologue, and epilogue and prologue
are illustrated by the intervening chapters. The Fourth Gospel is not an invertebrate and
chance collection of works and words. Every event recorded is to some extent prepared
for in the prologue and complemented in the epilogue; e.g. on behalf of the Logos the
creative power is claimed. The evangelist's ideas on this subject are affirmed by the
miracle on the water and on the Sea of Galilee. The Logos is asserted to be the origin
of “life,” and we find that the body of the narrative leads continually to the demon-
stration that Christ is the Life-giver, and that he will and does rise from the dead
He is “the Light,” and with what care does the Gospel record the proof that Christ
claims to be “the Light of the world”l The prologue reveals the activity of the Logos
in the old creation and in the theocracy; the light shined in the darkness, and the
darkness comprehended it not. This is confirmed by a succession of dealings on his part
with the femple, with the Sanhedrin, with the chosen teachers of the people, with Samari-
tan claims, with the sect of the Pharisees, with pseudo-historical prejudices, with legal
quibbles, with sadbatic pride, with misapprehended revelation, and the like. ‘The
philosopheme of ch. i. 14 is, without doubt, the theme of ever'y.chaptcr', though_lt is
never oncs quoted. It rises over the Gospel just as the great vision of Lim that liveth
and was dead dominates the Apocalypse. To the specific details of the structure of
the Gospel it is not necessary 1n this place to refer more minutely (see plan of the
Gospel, sect. X.). Itis sufficiently patent to make the structural character of the Apoca-
lypse no bar to community of origin. Nay, more, the two documents are in the matter
of structure 6o closely allied as to lead many competent critics to hold that the two
books must iiave proceeded from the same pen. .

(8) The theology of the Apocalypse, so far as it bears upon the aulhm:sth of the
Fourth Gospel. Even DBaur and Volkmar admit a certain correspondence in the type
of doctrine to be found in the two books, and, differences of style or method of'Eresenta-
tion being allowed, cannot maintain that they spring frotp a diﬂ'eregt .root.:. The more
the matter is weighed the more abundant becomes the evidence of smulunt)". .Inde.eﬁi,
there are no two books of the New Testament which arc more closely allied in their
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fundamental ideas of the Godhead, of the rank in the universe of the Son of God, of
the Personality of the Spirit, of the ground and method of redemption, and the transcen-
dontly important and significant teaching with reference to obedirnce and submission
of man to the commandments and will of the Supreme. Greater difference is percep-
tible with reference to the parousiu, and the doctrine of the last things; and yet even
here the advocates of the early date of the Apocalypse,! who believe that the fall of
Jorusalem, with all its tremendous consequences to the Church of God, largely fill up
the Apocalypse and are symbolically portrayed in its visions, are ready to admit that
the Gospel is but a sublimated Apocalypse. Without looking for or finding, however,
any later stage of Johannine doctrine, as Ritzschl and Weiss and Sears (‘ Heart of
Christ ) have done, Gebhart undertakes to prove, “ by a comparison of their teaching,
that what Strauss calls ¢the notorious, fantastical Judaizing-Zelotic’ author of the
Apocalypse, and the lauded final reconciler of all the contrarieties of the first and of
half the second centuries—the author of the Fourth Gospel—are one and the same
apostolic personality.”

We must remember that the conditions under which truth was apprehended by the
author of each book were profoundly different. In the one case a writer professing to
be an eye-witness is reflecting on the past; in the other he is anticipating the future.
In the one book we have the historical realization of One who was believed to be God
manifest in the flesh—a human being, who laid down his life that he might take it
again, who passes through the stages of trial, suffering, and death, to the occupation of
a position in two worlds, at home and yet capable of exercising supremacy in both; in
the other book the writer surveys the future, and realizes the conflict of this Divine
Personality with evil in all its forms of manifestation. In the one book the writer is
reflective, utters large and comprehensive truths in a form approaching the dogmatic
and propositional. In the other the same truths are represented in glowing imagery and
brilliant picture. In the one book he writes “in the understanding,” with the view of
rationalizing and soothing the thoughts of men with great realities and the material of
faith. In the other he writes “in the Spirit,” with the imagery of the Hebrew prophet.
Paul may have had similar visions, but he could not utter them; John was able to
make his readers feel what he felt, and see what he saw, and hear what he heard, and
bandle what he handled, when he was caught up into Paradise—into the highest
heaven. Just as a biographer with penetrative]insight, he was able to seize and record
more than any other apostle the open secrets of the heart of Jesus; so that same man,
when permitted to see into the present glory of the Divine Lord, was also qualified to
see more and say more than any other apocalyptic writer of the mysteries of the
kingdom of heaven.

This position, however, the reader can only decide for himself; and illustration and
comparison are necessary under some of the principal groups and classes of doctrine.

(i.) Let us commence with some of the fundamental doctrines of these books with
reference to the Godhead.

(a) One of the most conspicuous ideas of the Gospel is that God 4s @ Spirit (ch. iv.
24); and the teaching with which this is associated is that the old local sanctuaries will
pass away, that spiritual and true worship will be universal, alike the explanation of the
past dealings and the prophecy of the future dealings of God with men. How does this
same truth appear in the Apocalypse? In the repeated and continuous assurance that
true bellevers are the veritable priesthood (Rev. i. 6; v. 10); that the faithful are per-
sonally as sacred in themselves as pillars in the temple (Rev. iii. 12); that * prayers of
raints” are the “incense” that perfumes it (Rev. v. 8; viii. 3); that the new Jeru-
salem builds itself down out of heaven, including within its walls the world itself; that
its door is ““open;” that the gates are never closed, and the “seven spirits” (or sevenfold
spiritual energy of God himself) go forth into the whole earth; and that the nations of
the saved walk in the light of it. Moreover, the Lord God and the Lamb are the
temple thereof.

b) God is “life,” ¢ love,” and “light.” These are the persistent ideas of the Gospel
and Epistle. * Life” (ch.i.4; v. 26; vi. 57; 1 John v. 20, “This is the true God,
and eternal life”). “ Love " (ch. iii. 16; 1 Jobn iv. 8,16). “Light” (ch.i.4; 1 Johni.

1 Spe Gebhart, ¢ Doctrine of the Apocalypse,” Eng. trans., pp. 305-—124.
JOHN, g
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5). These statements are not categorically made in the Apocalypse; but how steadily
are they tanght! The very plirase, “living God,” is found in Rev. vii. 2 (cf, xv, T;
iv, 9, 10; x. 6). God is the Lifc-giver, and “ he who liveth for ever and over,” He is
the Light ol the city of God, its Sun, its Glory. DBeeause of his presence ‘“ there is no
night there,” and * because the Lord God giveth them light” The love of God to his
own servants, to those who are saved, is reiterated throughout the visions in cvery
kind of representation; even when the prophet is detailing the severity of the Divino
judgments, he is represented as the Father of the Lamb; and the numerous references
to his anger and wrath are always the manifestation of such emotions towards the
encmies, persecutors of his Church. No passages in the entire Scripture are more
radiant than those which portray the love of God to his own children (Rev. vii. 2, 3,
15—17; xxi. 8, 4, 6, 7).

(c) Whercas the First Epistle (i. 9) declares God to be * faithful and just,” in ch. xvii.
11, 25 our Lord addresses God as “the holy and righteous Father,” The Apoca-
lypse reiterates the same idea, not only with its *thrice-holy cry” (Rev. iv. 8), but
in most abundant phrase in Rev. xv. 3; xvi. 5, 7; xxi. 5. Similar comparisons may
he made in proof of the common doctrine concerning the wisdom and trutbfulness of God.

(d) Tbhe internal relations of the Godhead are more abundantly set forth in the
Gospel than in any other part of the Scripture. It is there that the * Logos” is
spoken of as personally present with and one with God; that the “Only Begotten of
the Father ” is represented as being in the bosom of the Father, as having a * glory
with the Father before the world was.” The self-conscious and God-conscious Christ
speaks of himself as having “ come down from heaven,” as being “in heaven ™ while
yet on earth,! and he admits a degree of reverence, homage, and praise which apostles
and prophets and angels of God are studiously represented as disclaiming for themselves,
Let these and other passages be compared with 1 John i. 1—4, where the Christis called
“the Word of life,” and * that eternal life which was with the Father, and has been
manifested unto us,” and the high and probable ascription to Jesus Christ of the great
title, “ This is the true God, and eternal Life,” There is, on the other hand, no book of
the New Testament which so emphatically adopts this great term in its fulness, viz.
“the Logos of God,” for the Lord Jesus Christ (Rev. xix, 13). Nor can we doubt that
“the Word of God ” to which the author of the Apocalypse bore record (i. 2) is the
same grand theme which identifies its author with the author of the Gospel and First
Epistle (see also Rev. i. 9; cf. vi. 9; xx. 4). There are passages in the Epistle to the
Hebrews which closely approach, but are by no means so explicit (Heb. iv. 12—14; see
also 1 Cor. x. 9, taken in connection which Philo’s reference of the object of this temp-
tation as the Adyos).

There is much to lead to the same conclusion, because the Lord Jesus Christ, whom
the author of the Gospel identifies with the AOT'OX XAPE FENOMENOZ, the author of the
Apocalypse calls the ‘0 AOFOX TOT 8EOT (Rev. xix. 13). Jesus Christ, moreover, is
placed by the latter as one of the integral elements whose relations with each other con-
stitute the Godhead (Rev. i. 4—8), and he receives at his hands the highest designations
that human language could frame to denote his superlative dignity. He is *“ Alpha
and Omega,” the “ Beginning and the End,” “ the Holy and True,” “the Amen,” * he
that is alive for evermore,” “ the *Apx# of the creation of God,” .e.  the Primal Source
of the creation.” .

The cvangelist in numerous places represents our Lord as claiming for the Divine
Personality manifested in his humanity as the Son, the Son of Gud, precisely the same
honoars and functions as those of the Father (ch. v. 17—26; viii. 19; x.15; xvii. 1;
of. 1 John ii. 23). In the same way the author of the Apocalypse represents the Lamb
of God as receiving identical ascriptions of praise with those of God himself, or of him
who liveth for ever and ever (Rev. vi. 16; xii. 10; xiv. 4; xxi. 22; v. 13; vii. 10).
It is worthy of much attention that the writer of the Gospel records the great words,
%71 and the Father are one,” and that ““ all men should honour the Son, even as they
honour the Father;” and the writer of the Apocalypse represents angels and men
slike paying this supreme homage (Rev. iv. 8—11; cf. v. 12, 13) to the Father and to
the Lamb.

! Thongh doultt is thrown upon this text by some modern editors (see Exposition, ch. iii.).
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ﬂ?) Further peculiarities, bearing on the Person of the Lord Jesus Christ, are fonnd
in both Gospel and Apocalypse.

(1) Important ideas, touching the intimate blending of the human life with the
heavenly glovy of the Lord, occur in both documents. The consciousness of Christ is
revealed in the Gospel, that though ¢n the flesh (seeing he had come from God), he
was “ going to God ;" that he had “come forth from the Father, and was going to the
Father.” His death was to be the highest manifestation of the Father’s glory, and is
followed by such a radical change, that resurrection and asecension are spoken of as one
grand datum of the efernal life which was ¢n him. The Son of man will ascend to
where he was before. Mary of Magdala is not to touch him with mere human tauds,
In his ascension he will stand in such spiritual relations with his people that they
shall touch him by other facultics than those of physical sense. The * descending”
and “ascending ” in ch. iii. 13; vi. 62; viii. 14, are the two great moments of the entire
manifestation, between which the life is lived in such a way as to render these terms
entirely applicable to the manner of his coming into and leaving the world, How
wonderfully does the Apocalypse dwell in the same region of thought! In Rev. xii.
1—6 the man-child is to rule all nations with the rod, and is caught up to God upon
his throne.

(2) References to the accompaniments of his death. The Fourth Gospel refers to
the piercing of Jesus by the Roman’s spear. This is treated both in the Gospel and
Apocalypse as fulfilment of Zechariah’s prophecy. There is no other New Testament
reference to the prophecy (cf ch. xix. 32—37 with Rev.i. 7). In like manuner, the
entire representation of the career of the two witnesscs, and the joy of the world at their
death (Rev. xi. 9), corresponds with the joy of the world at the Lord’s death (ch. xvi.
20) ; and the three days and a half of the two witnesses correspond with the three days
of the resurrection of the spiritual temple in ch. ii. 18—20. A whole group of
phrases descriptive of the resurrection and subsequent activity of the witnesses, their
ascension, etc. (Rev. xi. 12), correspouds with those used by the evangelist to describe the
death, resurrection-activity, and uplifting of Jesus; while the substance of the Apoca-
lyptic vision is irradiated by the Divine presence of him who is alive, but * became
dead,” and “ s alive for evermore.”

(3) The identification of the Logos with the Messiah. The evangelist and apoca-
lyptist both found their notions of the Christ rationalized by the Old Testament
doctrine of the Logos. The Gospel never loses sight of the fact that he who was in
the beginning with God (his life, light, and energy) was not only the Son of God, but
the Hebrew Messiah ; and in ch. xx. 31 the evangelist, pointing back to the doctrine
of the prologue, shows that this was his reason for writing the Gospel. Throughout
the latter we find the characteristics of both Messiah and Logos continually attributed
to Jesus. The words of Jesus reflect throughout this double consciousness, and John’s
report of them cannot be unhistorical. The same kind of remark is not infrequently
found in the synoptics. These great utterances go far beyond the current Messianic
idea, which was corrected and ennobled by them. Thus Nathanael, John the Baptist,
and some of the most intimate circle of our Lord’s friends, such as Philip, Martha, and
John himself, were conscious of this sublime blending of two thoughts, far enough
apart in popular faith. Now, the evangelist notices that the Christ had his foothold on
the earth, belonged to the tribe of Judah, of the seed of David (ch. vii. 42 and notes), and
answers to certain noble expectations of a prophet (ch. iv, 19, 29, 44) who would teach
them all things, solving difficult problems. In all these wonderful respects the Apoca-
lypse is most explicit. “Jesus Christ” occurs at the beginning and ending of the
Apocalypse, as in ch. i. 17 and xxii. 21, and frequently in the First Epistle. The Lion
of the tribe of Judah opens the book fastened with the seven seals (Rev. v. 5; xxil 16).
Jesus describes himself as “ Son of God " (Rev. ii. 18), having been so styled eight times
in the Gospel. Throughout both documents, the Divine-human Personality, Jesus
Christ, receives the predicates and activities of both Messiah and Logos.

(4) One extraordinary peculiarity wherewith, in the highest majesty of his self-
dependent Divinity, the Lord Jesus Christ spoke of his inferior rank to the Father,
This has often becn a crux to theologians in dealing with the Fourth Gospel. Through-
out it the Lord speaks of God 28 “ my Father;” and evenin ch. xx. 17, “ My God "—
an expression which throws light upon such expressions as, “ My Father is greater than
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I;” “T do always those things which please him,” ete. Now, these remarkable words
correspond with the opening words of Rev. i. 1, and with the use in Iev. iii. 12 of the
words, “ My God,” thrice repeated.  These two books combine the boldest utterances
touching the Divinity of our Lord with a recognition of the subordination of the Son,
and of the Person of the Lord in respect of his eternal derivation and his humiliation
In the flesh,

Great prerogatives are assigned to the Mossiah-Logos of the Gospel, and to the grent
central Personality of the Apocalypse, which correspond in a remarkable way. Thus
Christ claims the judgment of the world, because he is *“ Son of man,” and *the Son ”
(ch. v. 30). In Rev. xix. 2, 11 the judgment of the world is attributed to him.
GCompare the two-edged sword coing out of his mouth, with the power of judgment
claimed (ch. v. 22—27; xii. 48), Jesus, as Christ, knew what was in man; so in
Rev, ii. 23, “he searcheth the hearts and reins.” The feeding of the flook, etc., in
Rev, vii. 17 is imaged in the parable of the good Shepherd (ch. x.; cf. ch, iv. 10—
14). "We cannot expect to find in the Gospel, recording the earthly humiliation of the
eternal Logos, which was his highest glory, the peculiar functions of the triumphant
Christ, who has become indeed * King of kings, and Lord of lords,” ¢ the Lamb in the
midst of the throne;” but we may expect to find that the way is prepared for this
great glory—for the reassumption ¢# and with his hnmanity of * the glory he had with
the Father before all worlds” (when, as St. Paul expressed it, Christ Jesus received the
Name which is above every name, Phil, ii. 10). So, on the other hand, while we do
not expect to find in the Apocalyptic visions the signs of that humiliation, we do find
him revealing a wondrous union with onr humanity, we do find the recognition of his
atoning death, of the blood which he shed, and mention made of his resurrection and
ascension, and of the sympathy he felt for his own. Because he has been “slain”
(an idea involving and not concealing the whole of his humiliation), he receives the
acclamations of the universe,

(f) The doctrine of the Holy Spirit. In the Gospel we read that the Holy Spirit
abode on Christ (ch. i. 32), was given to him without measure (ch. iii. 34), constituted
the grace of God which the Christ would use, just as the Baptist used the element of
water (ch. L 33, 34). Christ anticipates the bestowment of the multiform powers of
the Spirit after he should have been glorified (ch. vii. 39). He is spoken of as the
Giver, the Other Advocate (Paraclete), which is the Holy Spirit, whom %e would send
to his disciples, and whom the Father would send in his Name. In this most gracious
effusion, it would be found not only that he would return h¢mself to his broken-hearted
disciples, but that the Father himself would also come and take up his abode with them
and in them. This extraordinary series of statements is wonderfully confirmed in the
history of the Church and in the writings of St. Paul; but in the visions of the seer
we discover the relation of the glorified Christ to the Spirit throughout the history of
the Church and to the end of time. Accordingly, we find  the seven Spirits of God ”
(Bev. i. 4; iii. 1; iv. 5; v. 6) represented, as in the prophecies of Zechariah, as the
sevenfold, t.e. the perfect, expression of the effluence of all the energies of the Holy
Spirit of God. They appear under different imagery, described as “ seven lamps ” and
“seven eyes.” This sevenfold energy is clearly spoken of as ‘“ the Spirit” (Rev. ii. 7).
The “ seven and one ” are blended, as in the prophecies of Zechariah, with those * eyes
of the Lord which run to and fro throughout the whole earth.” This representation is
preserved when the prophet is speaking of the Holy Ghost in his Divine Personality
and independence (Rev. i 4); but we do not fail to observe that he represents Cbrist
as “ baving the seven Spirits of God” (Rev. iii. 1; v. 6), just as in the Gospel he
sends forth the Comforter. Thus the energy of the Spirit is his energy. *The testi-
mony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy” (Rev. xix, 10).  As the language of Christ
in the Gospel shows “ the Paraclete to be the Spirit of truth, who will lead to all truth,”
and declares, * He shall take of mine, and show it to you,” so when the propbet is “in
the Spirit,” he sees the sublime, commanding, regulative vision of the entire Apoca-
1 . The Spirit speaks in the lips of Jesus Christ, through his servant John, to the
3hurches (Rev. ii, iii.). As Késtlin, quoted by Gebhart, p. 133, says, “ The e)_m.lted
Christ continually sends forth from himself the Spirit, and the presence of the .Spmt to
the earth is an effective looking down upon it ¢n the part of Christ, a streaming forth

of his light.”
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(g) The minlstry of the angels in part of the machinery of the Apocalypse (see Moses
Stuart, ¢ Angelology *). 'This needs no proof, but it is not absent from the Gospel (ch.
i. 61; xii. 20 cf. xx. 12, 13, where angels are described as facts of Mary Magdalene’s
experience).

(h) The dmmonology of the two books is closely allied. In all these writings
8idBoros occurs (ch. viil. 44; Rev. ii. 10; 1 John iii. 8). Iardr occurs in Rev. ii. 9
and ch. xiii. 27. And frequent references to *the prince of this world,” in the
Gospel, are balanced by the expectation that Satan is the great anti-logos, who will
deceive the whole world. He is in both Gospel and Apocalypse credited with being
“the father of lies,” the embodiment of the evil principle who “sinneth from the
beginning,” ¢ For this cause was the Son of God manifested, that he might destroy
the works of the devil.,”

(i) The doctrine of man and of his condition apart from Divine grace. In the
Gospel we find a twofold humanity—those who are ot God, who are the Father’s before
they were given to Christ, those who have learned of the Father and have come to
him, those who are *of the truth ” and hear his voice, those who come to the light
and are drawn by the Father; and, on the other hand, those who are represented as
¢ darkness,” as “ children of the devil,” those who will not receive him. The ungodly,
unregenerate mankind are often called “the world,” “loving darkness rather than
light ;” their greatest condemnation is that those who hate Christ do so because he
tells them ““the truth,” and apart from the gift of eternal life in himself they will
‘“perish.” They will “die in their sins.” This great contrast does also pervade the
Apocalypse. The condition of the unsaved is clearly one of darkness, from the great
emphasis laid upon light. Apart from the gifts of the Lord Jesns, man’s true know-
ledge of himself ought to show him * that he is poor, and miserable, and blind, and
wretched ” (Rev. iii. 17, 18). Union to Christ, redemption by his grace, is that alone
which saves either the hundred and forty-four thousand of the true Israel, or any indi-
vidual of the multitudinous company of all lands, from the perdition awaiting them
at the hands of the four mighty angels (Rev. vii.),

(i) The state of redemption or deliverance is described in the Gospel as *life,” as
“having eternal life in Christ,” as being “united with Christ,” “rejoicing in his
companionship and abiding presence,” finding satisfaction in him from the * thirst ”
and the “ hunger ” of the soul, and as being *“washed ” from all defilement by him.
It is & state of willing * obedience,” * keepiug the commandments ” of God, “ doing the
will of the Father,” “ bringing forth fruit,” loving Christ supremely, and sent forth into
the world to do there what he would do if in their place, and “ overcoming the world.”
Now, the Apocalypse uses the same ideas in the imagery of poetry. Christ comes in
to sup with those who have opened the door to him. Ia Rev.i. 3; ii. 26; iii. 8, 20; xii.
17; xvi. 15, adopting even the phraseology of the Gospecl (rnper 7d yeypopuéva, Té»
Adyoy, ras évrords). The idea of willing, gracious obedience is described, and, moreover,
Christ satisfies the great cravings of “hunger” and * thirst” (Rev. vil 16; xxi. 6;
xxii. 17) in the saved.

(k) The work of Christ, the objective work done by Christ, to save men. In the
Gospel and Epistles this is described as victory over the devil (see 1 John iii. §, 20; cf.
Rev. xii. ). He is also represented as “the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin
of the world” (ch. i. 29), while the reference to the Paschal lamb can hardly be con-
cealed (ch. xix. 14, 36). Now, the grand image of the Apocalypse, by which the
Lord is represented as securing the homage of the saved, is as “the Lamb that was
slain” (Rev. v. 9, 10; xiv. 3,4). We do not find “the slain Lamb” spoken of in the
Gospol, but we find the virtue of his cruel death, the flesh which he would give for the
life of the world, referred to in ch. vi. 61; 1 Jobn ii. 2; iv. 10; iii. 6, 16. There
is abundant reference to the sacrificial significance of his death (cf. ch. xi. 51, 52).
In 1 John i. 7 we read that * the blood of Jesus Christ cleanses from all sin ;” and in
Rev. vii. 14 that the saints “ have washed their robes, and made them white in the
blood of the Lamb ;" and in Rev. xxii. 14 the true text reads those *that wash their
robes,” pointing back to vii. 14 (cf. also Rev. L 5; xiii. 8).

(1) The great propheoy of the last things, as described by the synoptic Gospels, had
its first typical fulfilment in the fall of Jerusalem. This teaching of our Lord is
practically contained in the first portion of the Apocalypse, and its presence here majy
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be part of the reason which induced the evangelist to omit it from the Gospel, the full
tone and key-note of which is the coming of the Lord in the power of the Holy Spirit.
But just as that retwin of the Lord, his continual return, is the theme of the valedictory
discourse, and as his coming to judgment is also affirmed in ch. v. 28, 29, so the con-
tinuous return, prefacing, heralding the final manifestation of his might and glory, is
the grand theme of the Apocalypse. In full anticipation of which he says, * Even so,
come, Lord Jesus.” Thus the Gospel and Apocalypse end on the same key-note,
These various points of coincidence in theological view and tone may be indefinitely
augmented. See the development of the doctrine in both writings touching * the
gospel,” ¢ the call to repentance,” “the future of Israel,” “ the judgment,” * the resur-
rection of belicvers,” “ the final state,” amply discussed in Gebhart’s * Theology of the

Apocalypse.

We have now endeavoured to show, by comparison of the grammatical, lexical,
structural, and theological peculiarities of the Fourth Gospel and of the A pocalypse, that
there is a high probability that they were written by the same pen. Seeing, then, that
the external evidence for the authenticity of the Apocalypse is exceptionally strong, and
that the internal evidence is remarkably convincing, it cannot be concealed that the
apostolic authorship of the Apocalypseis a powerful argument in favour of the Johannine
authorship of the Fourth Gospel.

We may, therefore, claim to have shown that the synoptic “ John,” the author of the
geuneral Epistles, and the “John™ of the Apocalypse, though exhibiting some features
of difference from each other, and from the character of the author of the Fourth Gospel,
do not so diverge from each other, either in spirit, style, or teaching, as to make the
bypothesis of their identity at all incredible. But a far more formidable problem
presents itself as soon as we examine the subject-matter of the Fourth Gospel. The
following questions arise—Is the record of the Lord’s life and teaching here preserved
an historical document? Can we trust to its historical details? Is it indubitably the
record of an eye-witness ? Are its discrepancies gin various respects) with the previously
existing narrativesof such a character as to invalidate its testimony ? Is the portraiture
of Christ consistent with any of the ordinary qualities of a biography? Are the
details of this Gospe! so peculiar that, if credible witness to facts, they pulverize or
evaporate the older records? Are the omissions so remarkable, and the scenes, times,
and style of onr Lord’s discourses so unique, that the narrative really presents another
Jesus, fundamentally different from him with whom Matthew, Mark, and Luke bave
made us familiar? Are the omissions by the synoptists of certain remarkable events
recorded in the Fourth Gospel so amazing that the only satisfactory explenation is that
the synoptics must have been in ignorance of the fact (e.g. of the raising of Lazarus),
and is there a justifiable suspicion thrown upon the trustworthiness of the narrative ?
Are there traces in it of a date later than even the latest that can be attiibuted to the
life of St. John ?

If these questions be answered in the affirmative, then the external and internal
evidences need the most careful scrutiny. There is no longer any question that learned
men and illustrious scholars have endeavoured to shake their credit, and have demanded
an amount of evidence in this particular case which can be dispensed with in less vital
controversies.

If an honest and true eye-witness, such an individual as John the son of Zebedee,
whose character sheds a glow upon the first century, could not have written such a
work as this Gospel, as a record of facts, as a chronicle and reproduction of the words
of the Lord Jesus, then some other hypothesis consistent with indubitable facts must
be hazarded to account for a work of such amazing significance and mysterious
grandeur. These have not been wanting, and may be divided into two groups.

(1) Oue group consists of those who cannot gaineay or resist the evidence of the
identity of the author of the Gospel and Apocalypse, and do not dispute the position
that John was the author of the Fourth Gospel. They, like Gebhart, Renan, Schenkel,
and Matthew Arnold, affirm that we have no better exfernal evidence for the existence
of the synoptic Gospels and Epistles of Paul than we have for that of the Gospel of
John. They press back decade after decade in the second century, and find that it ts
the extravagance of hypercriticiem to doubt the very early use and recognition by
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the Church, by heretics and apologists, commentators and copyists, and by other well-
known writers, of this celebrated document. They even admit that it may have been
produced at & date when the son of Zebedee was still living, and under his influenc.
and sanction, nnd even by his pen; bu¢ they regard it as a doctrinal and theological
treatise in the form of a narrative, as a story expressive of ideas which had become
current in the Cburch at the beginning of the second century, as a Christological
romance, s 8 philosopheme in the form of a Gospel, making sparing use of any known
or accredited traditions, deliberately clothing in the form of supposed fact current ideas
of the Founder of the ncw faith, but not iutended even by the author, whether John
or another, to be taken seriously. Acquainted with the synoptic Gospels, and not
intending to supersede them or clash with them, the writer is supposed to have used
and modified their materials to suit his argument. Entering deeply into the spirit of
the new religion, and comprehending in one expression the opposing interests and
tendencies of the early Church, the author is supposed to have promoted its harmony,
and originated some of the most valuable propositions out of which its doctrinal
development subsequently sprang; but did not think or intend to convey the idea of
the objective reality or historical validity of the events or the discourses themselves,
any more than he meant to intimate that the angels, and dragon, and great whore,
and grisly combatants, and golden city of the Apocalyse, were objective facts. That
since Hermas, the authors of the ¢Clementine Recognitions,’ of the Books of Henoch
or Judith, of the ‘Divina Commedia,’ or the ‘Pilgrim’s Progress,’ or the ‘ Paradise
Lost,’ put into semi-narrative style the ideas which filled their minds at a particular
period, so the author of the Fourth Gospel expounded his theory of faith and love
along the lines with which we are so familiar.

(2) A second group of critics and reproducers of the * Origines du Christianisme’ have
gone much further than this. They have endeavoured to dispute every early reference
to its known use and recognition, and to find in it many traces of a date later than is
compatible with its apostolic authorship. They have credited it with docetic and other
Gnostic speculations of the second century. They have discerned in it a powerful
aunti-Jewish prejudice,and an endeavour to lower the claimsof that part of the Church
which regarded Peter as the chiefest of the apostles and the Church of Rome as the
centre of apostolicity, by giving greater prominence to the Apostle John. They have
urged that it nevertheless endeavoured to blend Pauline with Petrine doctrine, and
promote the amalgamation of the two tendencies in the Church which had been aggra-
vated by the John of the Apocalypse; that it was a theological forgery rather than a
pious romance; that it was Gnostic in its origin, but misunderstuod by those who
defended Gmostic philosophy. Some have urged that, Alexandrine rather than Pales-
tinian in its tendencies, it reveals the spirit and method of Philo rather than Jesus, and
even if it records a few genuine traditions of the great Master, it sets itself to under-
mine and break up the Jewish-Christian position, and, especially in the Paschal con-
troversy, to put the Eastern Church in the wrong, by carefully making it appear that
the Lord did not keep the Jewish Passover. Further (say they), by representing the
Crucifixion as synchronous with the hour when the national ceremonial was being
solemnized, the writer intimated that the Passover feast was terminated and that Jesus
himsclf was the Paschal Lamb ol Christians. The entire theory turns upon and is
mixed up with the speculations of the school of Tiibingen with reference to the con-
dition of the Church in the sccond century, and different authors deviate from each
other in a marvellous degree as to the details of their reconstruction. The theory of
Baur and his followers varies in different hands, according as they attribute to the
writer this or that theological tendency, and are forced by the exigencies of external
evidence to assign an earlier or later date to the composition.

We will deal first of all with the objections based on the discrepancies between the
synoptic narrative and the Johannine, and then with other characteristics of the won-
derful narrative. We shall afterwards be in & position to treat some of the numerous
hypotheses which have been started to account for the facts which are before us,
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VITI. Tee GENERAL RELATION DETWEEN THE SYNOPTIO GOSPELS AND TUE
FounTR GoOSPEL.

A. General statement of discrepancies.

On passing from the atinosphere of the synoptics, with their indubitable platform of
Jewish rites and Galilman villages; with their genealogical details and birth-stories, with
the Messianic idea of one born in Bethlehem of the seed of David; with their portrai-
tures of the leading heroes of the apostolic band, of the mother of the Lord, of the
high priest Caiaphas, and of Joan the Baptist; and, above all, with a portion also of
their representation of the Man of sorrows, and the gradual and partial exhibition of
the Divine nature of the Lord ;—on passing from all this to the Fourth Gospel, we are
conscious, and must admit, that we have been transferred to a new scene, and breathe
adifferent air. We are at once confronted with great generalizations touching the
power and nature, the order and significance, of Divine manifestations, Much is made
of the ministry and testimonies of John the Baptist ; hut at first he is rather treated as
a typical representative of the prophetic order than as the historic and well-known son
of Zacharias the priest. His definite testimony is, moreover, resumed at the very point
where it is laid down by Matthew and Luke; and, in fact, when he has passed through
the experiences detailed in the synoptics, and is face to face with One whom he has recog-
nized publicly as the Son of God, and as one competent to baptize with the Holy Ghost,

We are made acquainted with several of the disciples, Andrew, Philip, Thomas,
Judas (not Iscariot), Nathanael, Lazarus, and Nicodemus, of whom we hear nothing but
the names elsewhere; of Nathanael, Nicodemus, Lazarus, not even the names. The
principal scenes of the biography are laid in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, instead of
in Galilee. Our Lord appears to have made repeated journeys t6 the metropolis, and
to have excited from the first querulous antagonism, if not open persecution. The time
during which the ministry of Jesus has extended has lengthened out from one year to
more than two, if not three. A succession of feasts are mentioned, notably ¢hree Pass-
overs, if not four, are referred to, whereas the synoptic narrative does not positively
make mention of any Passover except that at which our Lord was crucified. Extra-
ordinary events like the temptation, the sermon on the mount, the Transfiguration,
the death of the Baptist, the institution of the Lord’s Supper, the agony in the garden,
the scenes before the Sanhedrin, are omitted, and a number of other events are
wentioned concerning which the synoptists are silent, such as the two miraclesin Cana,
and three great miracles in Jerusalem. Two events might seem to have been inverted
in their place. The synoptists represent a miraculous draught of fishes as the apparent
occasion of the call of four apostles. These same apostles are favoured with a miracu-
lous draught of fishes after the Resurrection; but in this Gospel they are represented as
being called in the first instance by the simple summons of the Master. On the other
band, a cleansing of the temple, which the synoptists place at the close of our Lord’s
life, the Fourth Gospel places at the very commencement of the Jerusalem ministry.
The synoptists appear to imply that our Lord celebrated the Paschal supper on its legal
day—the nicht before he suffered—whereas all the primd facie suggestions of the
Fourth Gospel imply that, though an important meal preceded the Passion, the Jews
kept their Passover on the very day or evening of the Crucifixion. Moreover, whereas
Luke and the appendix to Mark speak of a visible ascension to heaven, the fourth
evangelist closes the Gospel with the special promises and injunctions to Peter and the
beloved disciple. These discrepancies of time, period, place, and subject-matter are by
no means the most serious. We readily admit that a different tone characterizes the
teaching of the Lord in the two groups of discourses. The great subject-matter of the
discourses of Jesus in the synoptists is the kingdom of God and his righteousness,
the personal conditions of approval and acceptance with God, the relation of the new
teaching to the old Law, the principles of discipleship, the future development of the
kingdom, the last things of the theocracy, the judgment of the great day; the leading
themes of our Lord’s discourses and dialogues in the Fourth Gospel concern the new
birth, the revelation of the Divine love, the spirituality of true worship, the eternal
principles on which the law of the sabbath turns, the Divine claims of Christ’s own Per-
sonality, his pre-existence, the personal incarnation of the Eternal Scn of God, his
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astounding assumptions of belng the Light, the Life, the Bread, the Salvation, of the
world. He speaks of intimate, organic, eternal identification of disciples with himself,
offccted by mpiritual processes, and of the grace of the Comforter as abundantly satis-
fying all the needs of the soul and of humanity. He declares that the Comforter
would prove to be none other than the Spirit, which he who was one with the Father
would send for the conviction of the world and the consummation of the Church. The
manner of the Lord Jesus does appear at first sight to be very different in the two
parratives ; e.g. we hear nothing in the Fourth Gospel of mothers bringing their little
ones, or of any sacred contact of the Master with little children. They do not even
shout “ Hosannal” in the triumphal entry—which event is one of the points of connec-
tion with the synoptics—although the disciples themselves are treated as the “little
children” of his love. The parabolic method of instruction seems almost entirely
dropped. The inimitable apologues, which never once degenerate into fables, and never
once go out of the region of the purely natural and human, are absent from the Fourth
Gospel ; or, at least, only appear in the form of symbolic terms and phrases, or mount
into pure, lofty, and self-interpreting allegory.

It is said by some, with perhaps pardonable exaggeration, that while in the synoptic
parrative the character of Christ ripens, the tragedy comes on gradually, and the
conflict between the claims of Jesus and the wishes of the people is delayed till the
final catastrophe, and that a period of great and perilous popularity is lollowed by
rejection, misunderstanding, and violent reaction; yet in the Johannine Gospel the
criticism, the repudiation by “ the Jews,” is obvious from the first, that the mysterious
and Divine Personage steps fully aureoled out upon the scene, that he is as complete
a Messiah, an embodied revealed Son of God, in the valley of the Jordan as in the vale-
dictory discourse, as much so with the woman of Samaria as with the adoring disciples
after his resurrection.

The synoptic Gospels move along three different, yet broadly consentient, lines, and
events and sayings are arranged, so far as order is concerned, without clear purpose on
the part of their narrators. The distinct unity of authorship is in their case open to
much analysis and criticism ; yet the Fourth Gospel is a work of consummate art, and
constitutes an organized and marvellous unity. It is conceded that the whole of it has
issued from one mind, and that a constructive force and powerful argument are evinced
in the composition ; that it reveals the workmanship of an accomplished thinker ; that it
is in no sense a growth, but a distinct, powerful, and beautiful ereation. Thestyle of the
composition is far less Hebraic than that of the three Gospels, and the words attributed
to our Lord are in a different style from those elsewhere by multifarious tradition
assigned to him, and correspond with the style of the evangelist himself as evinced in
his own First Epistle. This argument is rendered more telling by the assumption that
all the characters, John the Baptist, Martha, and even Caiaphas and Pilate, use the
same vocabulary.

In this very concession another is involved, viz. that a subjective element is more
conspicuous in the Fourth Gospsl than in either of the synoptists. The writer on
several occasions introduces his own reflections in proprid persond ; and is, by those who
admit the historicity of his narrative, supposed to have even interwoven them into his
record of the discourses of the Lord.

Admitting that these primd facie discordances exist, we will submit them to
examination, with the view of determining whether the Johannine and synoptist narra-~
tives do in any way excluds one another, or whether, assuming the trustworthiness of
the latter, they proclaim the unhistorical character of the former,

1, The scene of our Lord’s ministry. The synoptic narratives, after describing the
baptism and temptation in the wilderness of Judma, pass at once to the Galilman
ministry, and, eo far as Matthew and Mark are concerned, do not bring our Lord to
Jerusalem until the last Passover, in the midst of which he suffered. The most impres-
sive appearance after the Resurrection is also in a mountain of Galilee, appointed as
a rendezvous.

““ John,” on the other hand, brings our Lord to Jerusalem before the Baptist was
cast into prison (ch. il.—iii. 24; iv. 1—38). In the last passage Jesusis said to have
«“ departeg again into Galilee,” s0 that the evangelist, when alive to the fact that he
was desoribing a visit to Galilee, synohronizing with the first ministry there of current
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tradition, poiuts in the word “again” to the first departure from Judwaa to Galilee
which hc had himself described, but of which the synoptists said nothing. In ch. v,
Jesus visits Jerusalem at a feast, and there discusses the law of the sabbath, and justi-
fies, by the loftiest claims, his right to work cures on that day. In ch, vi. 4 we read
that the Jews' Passover was at hand, which Jesus, however, did not attend. Ho
“walked in Galiles, because the Jews sought to kill him,” This was certainly one yoar,
and possibly two years, after the Passover mentioned in ch. ii. 23. 1In ch. vii. 2, at the
Feast of Tabernacles, our Lord does visit Jerusalem (ver, 10), and in the temple, and on
the Mount of Olives (ch. viii. 1), he taught and remonstrated with the people, and was
exposed to their bitter and increasing hostility. On two occasions he escaped from their
malice, and retired “ beyond Jordan,” to a place “ where John at first baptized.” In ch.
xi. he came once more to Bethany in close proximity to Jerusalem ; we are not told that
he entered it, but retired to a place called Ephraim, wlere he awaited the last caravan
advance to Jerusalem, so abundantly described by Matthew, Mark, and Luke.

The question arises—Are the synoptists silent concerning this lapse of time and con-
cerning the sccne of the ministry of our Lord anterior to the last week of his life ?
Are there any considerations which tend to throw light upon the discrepancy without
impugning the veracity of the fourth evangelist? Two suppositions are possible;
either (1) the latter, without any authority, and contrary to widespread tradition,
invented thesc imaginary visits to Jerusalem; or (2) he remembered them, and, being
eye-witness of the events, recorded them for the benefit of the Church. The first sup-
position is untenable, if he were what he undoubtedly wished his readers to believe,
the most intimate friend, associate, and disciple of the Lord. In favour of the second
supposition we ought to take into account that that disciple says that he had a home
in Je(t)'t)lsalem, and was personally known to the high priest (ch. xviii. 15; xix. 27;
xx. 10).

Caspari’s valuable saggestion ! throws light on the narrative from beginning to end.
John the fisherman may have been in the habit of going or sending to Jeruealem
fish from the lake, at the periods of the great feasts, when there must have been
enormous demands for food. It does not appear, therefore, at all unlikely that Jesus,
with some of his disciples, did take the journeys to Jerusalem mentioned by John ;
and that, whosoever else accompanied him, John did so, and thus became his host as
well as biographer, the auditor of his mightiest words, the witness of his greatest
miracles. It is, however, an error to suppose that the Fourth Gospel has expanded the
brief report into a lengthened biography. Like the earlier evangelists, the writer con-
fines himself to the record of a few solitary days, hinting, just as they do, the passage of
time, and the occurrence of numerous events which produce a deep impression, but of
which no details are given. Thus long periods of time are referred to without any particu-
lars. Take the abrupt reference to the Feasts of the Passover already mentioned ; notice
the abiding in Judea (ch. iii. 22), the walking in Galilee (ch. vii. 1), the abiding in the
wilderness and the town of Ephraim (ch. x. 40 and xi. 64). Again, numerous signs
are said to have been wrought, and teachings uttered, of which no special cnumeration
or further account is given (ch. ii. 23; iii. 2; vi. 2; vii. 8, 31; x. 32; xi. 47); besides
the summary generalizations of ch. xx. 30 and xxi, 25. If both synoptists and John are
alike fragmentary in their recital, what difficulty is there in supposing that, after the
first records had been made, among the numerous and omitted signs and places of dis-
course, one who had special opportunities should have made a further selection ?

Is the synoptic narrative, however, so absolutely silent about our Lord’s visits to
Jerusalem? Certainly not. The true text of Luke iv. 44 (approved by Westcott and
Hort, Tischendorf (8th edit.), and placed in margin of Tregelles and Revised Version),
has Els 7és guvaywyds 7iis 'lovdalas,  He was preaching in the synagogues of Judea.”
T'his i a note of time and place which would correspond with the first or second visit
to Jerusalem mentioned in John. Again, the indication of great animosity among the
Galilean Pharisees, and one stirred up by emissaries from Jerusalem (Luke v. 17),
touching the law of the sabbath and Christ’s claim to forgive sins, an hostility which
pervades the records of Matt. xii, and parallel passages, derives a great access of light when
the conversations recorded in ch. v, are borne in mind or are presupposed. Further,

! + Chronological Introduction to the Life of Christ,’ p. 142.
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Matt, xxiii. 87 records (as Luke does in his summary of the journay towards Jerusalem,
TLuke xiii. 23, 31—34& the remarkable apostraphe, “ O Jerusalem,” ¢tc.! Tn each of these
passages we have the startling phrase, Moodiis %0éAnoe émiovvayoryelv T4 Téeva gov;
“ How often did I wish to gather thy children togcther!” etc.—words which could not
be applicablo to the synoptic natrative as a complete account of the facts of the casc.
Not until we read of the several visits to Jernsalem, with the same uniform result of
rejection, do we understand the “ ye would not.” Moreover (as has often been observed),
in Luke x. 38, etc., in that portion of the Third Gospel in which many otherwise
unknown but most invaluable teachings of Jesus are preserved, “a certain village, the
home of Martha and Mary,” is described, and an interview is referred to in which the
charhcteristics of the Martha and Mary of ch. xi. are singularly photographed. Thi«
“certain village” can hardly be any other than the B:thany where they lived and
where Lazarus died. The narrative in John presumes on long acquaintance and
frequent visits already paid, and the visit recorded in Luke may without difficulty
correspond with the visit of Jesus described in ch. vii.—x. The synoptic account of
the advance of Jesus to Jerusalem implies familiarity with the place, acquaintance on
the part of “the certain man” with the Lord (Matt. xxvi. 18). A similar conclusion
may be drawn from Christ’s message to the owners of the colt (Matt. xxi. 2, etc.).

The public proclamation of his Messiahship and the declaration of his supreme
claims on the homage and obedience of the people, if they were restricted to what the
synoptic narratives appear to involve, must have been excessively abrupt. Time was
not left for any impression to have been made, or for the final decision to be arrived at,
before the Lord pronounced his condemnation of the theocracy and retired. Part of
the ungenerous implication more or less involved in the representations of Renan,
Mr. Francis Wm. Newman, author of ¢ Philo-Christus,” and others, that Jesus rushed
suicidally on his fate, by hastily and impetuously assuming the bitter hostility of the
hierarchy, acd then assailing it, is produced by ignoring the representations of the
Fourth Gospel as unhistorical. Previous visits to Jerusalem, and a longer period of
ninistry than can be made out from the synoptic Gospels, are required to render what
they tell us self-consistent and explicable.

2. The length of our Lord’s ministry. While admitting the primd facie discordance
to which reference has been made, it is worthy of special consideration that positively
no single hint in the chronological records of Luke iii. 1 prevents our Lord’s ministry
from extending over four, six, or even eight years, Pontius Pilate was not recalled till
A.p. 36, and Caiaphas held his office until that date. The fourteenth year of Tiberius
Cmsar (however interpreted) is only the terminus a quo, and settles nothing. Though
efforts have been made by some chronologists (Browne's ¢ Ordo Saculorum’) to compress
the chronology of the Fourth Gospel within the limits of a year, this can only be
done by unwarrantably expunging ch. vi. 3 from the text, and by bringing all the
visits of Jesus to Jerusalem (including the first Passover, the unnamed feast, the Feast
of Tabernacles, the Feast of Dedication, and the last Passover) within the compass of a
single year (see notes). The reduction of the ministry of the Son of man within the
compass of twelve months enormonsly ageravates the historical difficulties of the
synoptic narrative. The period of our Lord’s ministry, taken at the longest possible
interpretation of the allusions in the Fourth Gospel, is so brief as to create, as it stands,
one of the historical puzzles of human literature. No one can resist the impression of
the supernatural rapidity with which Christ completed his ministry, or fail to contrast
it with the prolonged and varied labours of Paul and John, with the ministry of Eazra,
Hosea, or Isaiah, with the reigns of David and Solomon, with the legislative career of
Moses. The contrast, again, of our Lord’s ministry with the period during which
Socrates continued his cross-questioning of the youth, and of the sophists and states-
men of Athens, is equally remarkable. Let the numerous and abundant opportunities
which the great founders of religious institutions enjoyed for impressing their person-
elity, and enforcing their teaching upon their contemporaries, be compared with the
brovity of the ministry of Jesus. Take, e.g., the careers of Buddha, Confucius, and
Mohammed. If, however, the ministry of Christ were confined to one short year, and
this diversified by several visits on foot from Jerusalem to Galilee, from Tyre and
Sidon to Banias and Perea, the rapidity becomes so intense as to savour of the unhis-
toric altogether. The records, therefore, of the Fourth Gospel, which provide s more
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abundant and far more probable chronological basis for the beneficent ministry of the
Lord, greatly strengthen by their apparent discrepancy with the synoptists the his-
toricity of the latter. We have also already seen that they are not absolutely silent
concerning a Jerusalem ministry.

3. The day of our Lord’s death. There are grave difficulties in the endeavour to
harmonize the twofold chronology of the day of the Last Supper and of the Cruci-
fixion. In Matt. xxvi. 17; Mark xiv. 12; and Luke xxii. 7, wo gather that our Lord
celebrated the Paschal meal with his disciples. The natural interpretation of such
phrases as, “on the first day of unleavened bread ” (to which Luke adds, “when the
Passover must be killed,” and Mark, “ when they kill the Passover”), suggests that
no extraordinary deviation from the legal enactment as to the day took place on the
occasion. “The first day of unleavened bread” legally began on the evening of the
14th of Nisan or Abib, afrer the Paschal meal was eaten, .e. after sunset of the 14th
(Exod. xii. 18, 19; xxiii. 15), the days being reckoned from sunset to sunset. It was
not the universal custom to abstain from leaven on that day, but the 14th day, being
so closely associated in its earlier hours with the solemn ceremony of the evening, was
often thus hallowed, because “ between the evenings” of that day—between three and
six—the Passover was prepared, the lamb was slain in the courts of the temple, and the
other elements of the feast were brought together for the purpose. So the whole of
the 14th day (see Josephus, ‘ Bell. Jud.,’ v. 3. 1) was often regarded as the first day of
unleavened bread. We find also (‘ Ant.,’ ii. 15. 1) that the Feast of Unleavened Bread
is said to last eight days. At this Paschal supper Judas was pointed out as the
traitor, and, according to all the synoptists, the Lord’s Supper was instituted. Now,
there can scarcely be any doubt that the supper, or evening meal, described in John’s
Gospel is identical with this Snpper; otherwise, on two distinct occasions Peter must
have obtained an indication of the person of the traitor, Moreover, in John's Gospel,
as well as the symoptists, the night of the Supper was also the night of the betrayal.
It must, however, be observed that John prefaces his account with the statement that
the “ supper ” at which this indication of Judas’s treachery took place was “ before the
Feast of the Passover ” (ch. xiii. 1).

Further, this statement in John is coupled with a variety of expressions which
imply that the Passover of the Jews was kept on the following day. Thus such an
implication is found in ch. xiii. 29, where “ the feast” is spoken of as still impending,
and Judas is supposed to have received a command to purchase what was needed and
give something to the poor, and he went out, as the disciples thought, to fulfil the
commission. At all events, we learn that, on the night of the Supper, he did chaffer
and agree with priests, and arranged his guard of temple servants to apprehend his
Lord. Now, legally speaking, this would have been a violation of the Law according to
all four accounts, because the 15th day, commencing with the evening of the 14th, was
a holy day. Contradictory passages are brought from the Jewish writers, from the
Mishnah and the Talmudists, to illustrate the degree of sanctity with which the
15th day of Nisan was regarded. Thus Tholuck shows from Mishnah (‘ Schabbath,’
¢. 23. 1) that a species of purchase could be made on the sabbath, and (c. 1. 1) that
gifts could be made to the poor on “the sabbath;” while Godet and Schiirer quote
from Talmudists (‘ Beyah,” v. 2), “ Every action which is reprehensible on the sabbath
day is equally so on a festival day, such as to hold a meeting of a court” (cf. Josephus,
¢ Ant.) xiii. 8. 4; ‘Bell Jud.,’ iv. 2. 3).

But further (ch. xviii. 28), the Jews, we are told, would not enter the house of a
heathen, lest they should be polluted, but that they might “eat the Passover”” The
patural interpretation of this is that the Paschal meal had not yet been celebrated by
the priests and people, and the suggestion is then made that, while Jesus was hanging
on the cross, the Paschal lambs were being slain by thousands in the temple, and that
the people were generally preparing to eat the Passover. In addition to this (ch. xix.
14, 81, 42), the evening of the Crucifixion was spoken of as the 1rapa¢mev-ﬁ of the .Pgss-
over, and that the holy day following the Paschal meal, by reason of its coinciding
with the ordinary weekly sabbath, was therefore spoken of as a * great d{ly." )

If these passages from the fourfold narrative are allowed to stand in their most
obvious primd facie sense, it is clear that a grave apparent contradiction occurs, on
which the opponents of the suthenticity of the Fourth Gospel have not failed to lay
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powerful strees. They have endeavoured to found upon it, in part, an argument that
the nuthor of the Fourth Gospel, in his resolve to give a theological bias to his
narrative and to identify Jesus with the Paschal Lamb of the new covenant, deliberately
set at nought the widespread tradition of our Lord’s crucifixion having taken place on
the great day of convocation. Such a course is thought utterly incompatible with
Johannine authorship; inasmuch as we are told, in the synoptic narrative, that Peter
and John assisted in preparing the Paschal meal on the night before the Crucifixion.
Morcover, they have argued, from the tradition preserved by Eusebius, ¢ Hist. Eccl.,
v. 24, that Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, had appealed to the authority and practice
of the Apostle John as having * observed the 14th day, according to the Gospel.” It
has been assumed that John followed a custom which is directly repudiated by the
Gospel attributed to him, and therefore some have urged ke could not have been the
writer, but that another and much later author had had the audacity to make these
changes, induced by a settled anti-Jewish theological bias. Moreover, every attempt
at harmonizing the narratives has been often contemptuously resisted as the work of
presumptuous apologists, who are unable to appreciate the higher criticism.

Let us inquire what the quarto-deciman practice was to which, according to Polyerates
and others, the apostle gave his sanction. “The Churches of all Asia,” says Eusebius
(‘ Hist. Eccl.,’ v. 23), “ guided by a very ancient tradition, thought they ought to observe
the 14th day of the moon at the scason of the Feast of the Saviour’s Passover”
(cwrnplov, not owryplas: it i3 important to notice this, becanse the Tibingen critics
endeavour to identify this with the celebration of the commemoration of the Lord’s
Supper, by translating it “at the festival of the Passover of salvation ”); “being the
day on which the Jews were commanded to slay the lamb; holding that it was fitting
to terminate the days of fasting on that day, on whatsoever day of the week it might
occur.” The Sicilian ¢ Pasch. Chron.,’ quoting" Apollinarius of Hierapolis and Clemens
of Alexandria, strongly and explicitly identi(y the sacrifice of Christ with the slaying
of the Paschal lamb, and declare emphatically that our Lord was crucified on the 14th
day of the month, If the Tiibingen hypothesis be correct, the early Jewish Christians
terminated their fast and began their festival on the night preceding the day on which
they commemorated the Lord’s crucifixion. This is entirely incredible. The “ festival
of the Saviour’s Passover” was clearly celebrated by them, whichever day of the week
it occurred, at a time when the Jews were celebrating their Passover, and on the night
after the Passion.

The idea conveyed by the above quotation was that the celebration of the Passover
of the Saviour, ¢.e. the sacrifice of Christ our Passover, in place of the Paschal Lamb
took place when the Jews were commanded to slay the lamb, and was not a mere
commemoration of the institution of the Supper on the previous evening.

The repudiation, however, of the Johannine authorship of the Gospel has been
advocated on these most insufficient grounds. It seems to us strangely unsatisfactory
to insist on thie conclusion so long as any rational method can be discovered by
which the apparently contradictory statements can be reconciled. The difficulties of
doing this are obviously enhanced by the attempts which have been made by apologists
to create a harmony by precisely opposite methods.

(1) Hengstenberg, Tholuck, Godwin, Wieseler, Edersheim, Lightfoot, Lange, Luthardt,
Lieut, Conder, and M‘Clellan have all, with high plausibility, endeavoured to explain
every reference to the impending Passover in the Fourth Gospel as being in harmony
with the agsertion of the synoptists that the Jewish Paschal meal was held on the Thurs-
day evening, and that that evening, in fact, was none other than the 14-15th of Nisan.
They have minimized the importance of the reference to the outgoing of Judas and his
supposed purchase, and by the fact that the synoptists all describe transactions of that
terrible night which were all obviously contrary to the strict letter of the Law. They
have shown that the 75 mdoxa, which the Jews were going to eat on the day of the
Crucifixion, was the midday festival, consisting of the chagigah and other offerings, which
were eaten every day of the Passover week, and which were in the Old Testament called
“ Passovers ” (see Deut. xvi. 2; 2 Chron. xxxv. 7—9). It is said that pesach does not
mean the Paschal lamb exclusively (see 2 Chren, xxx. 22). It is urged, further, that the
defilement of entering the Pratorium on a morning of the 15th of Nisan would last till
sunset, and no later, and 80 would not have interfered with their eating the Paschal
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weal on the evening of the 14th, but would have precluded their participation in the
chagigah ; that the various scencs of bearing the cross and of the Crucifixion were not
impossible for Jews to have carried through on the day of holy convocation, because
they might consider that the apprehension and crucifixion of Jesus was a kind of Divino
service (¢h, xvi. 2); and, lastly, that the refcrences to the mapacxevh are all limited to
the period of preparation of the ordinary solemnity of sabbath observance, and meant
nothing more than the Friday before a sabbath, that it was a specially “great” day
because the sabbath fell in the Passover week.

By thus dealing with every rcference to the imminence of the Passover in the Fourth
Gospel, they have endeavoured to make the two accounts entirely coincident.

(2) On the other Liand, Bleck, Gresswell, Godet, B. Weiss, Meyer, Westcott and Mansell
(in the ¢ Speaker’s Commentary *), Plummer, Farrar, and Watkins have as strenuously
endeavoured to strengthen all the statements in the Fourth Gospel, urging thus that the
synoptists themselves enumerate numerons circumstances which show that, as Jews, they
could not have really meant to imply that the transactions of the night of the agony
and the Crucifixion day could have bLeen possible on a holy day of convocation; that
Simon the Cyrenian would not have been coming into Jerusalem, nor have becn allowed
to bear the cross on that day; that neither the women nor Joseph would have bought or
brought spices to the sepulchre, nor would priests have rolled a stone to the door of the
tomb; that the entire procecdings in the court and at Calvary were incompatible with
the restrictions of the sabbath and great days of festival; that Philo expressly excludes
legal processes, Suaeiv, as allowable on this day of holy convocation (*De Migratione Ab.,’
i, 150); that all the supposed violations by Jesus of the sabbath would have been insig-
nificant by the side of so flagrant a series of deviations from sacred and traditionary
rule (Weiss, iiL 275); that even the synoptic narrative (Matt. xxvi. 5; Mark xiv. 2)
shows that the intention of the chief priests was to destroy Jesus, * not on the feast
day,” therefore either before or alter it,—a similar intention was formed by Herod
Agrippa with reference to the intended execution of St. Peter (Acts xii. 4); that the term
“ preparation ” is not restricted to the meaning of “ Friday,” but in this particular
connection receives a special application,—it is called the preparation of the Passover,
used obviously in its broadest semse (cf. ch. ii. 23; Luke xxii. 1; Josephus, ¢Ant.,’
xviil, 2. 2); finally, that the Acts of the Apostles speak of the day of Pentecost, the
fiftieth day reckoned from “the morrow after the sabbath of the Passover” (cf. Lev. xxiii,
15; Deut. xvi. 9), s0 that the Easter morning and the Day of Pentecost must have
fallen on the same day of the week. But in the year of our Lord’s death there is no
doubt that the Easter morning was a first day of the week, and this circumstance, com-
bined with the universal tradition of the Church, shows that the Pentecost was also
commemorated on a Sunday. Consequently, in the year when our Lord died, it becomes
evident that, according to Luke’s own narrative, the Pascha] lamb was slain on the
evening of the Crucifixion. .

This mode of vindicating the apparent superiority of John’s narrative has been
adopted by some, who boldly aver that the synoptists each severally made a serious
mistake in saying or implying that the Jews kept their Passover on the night pre-
ceding the agony, rather than on the evening after the Passion, and that the tradition of
the synoptic narrative was corrected by St. John, one of the apostles, who had special
reasons for accuracy with reference to this chronological detail. )

There is, however, no reason to conclude that the first three evangelists made any
mistake as to the fact that our Lord did celebrate the Passover with his disciples,
blending it with a second feast, or calling special attention to one momentous element
of that Passover feast, and therein instituting the * Lord’s Supper,” and moreover that
he did so on “ the night in which he was betrayed.”

In order to establish harmony on this hypothesis with the statements of the Fourth
Gospel, we must suppose, with Gresswell, Godet, Westcott, and others, that there was a
distinet indication in the synoptists of an anticipation of a whole day, so far as Jesus
and his disciples were concerned, in the celcbration of the feast itself.

Thus the tone of the message sent to the certain individual (¥efva) with whom our
Lord had made his arrangements for the furnishing and preparing of the large upper
chamber, is one of haste and surprise : “ My hour is come. I will keep the Passover at
thy house with my disciples.” In other words, * L'o-morrow it will be too late. Make
ready at once fo-day.”
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1 the question of the disciples was put on the morning of the 14th, then harmony
with John’s narrative, as understood by Christian writers—(rom Clemens Alex. and
Chrysostom to Lizhlfoot, Baur, Strauss, Westcott, and Thoma—is impossible. But it
is cminently probable thal the question of the disciples and the answer and message of
Jesus were all uttered on the 13th of Nisan, a day which was called the pre-preparation
for the Passover. All the circumstances of the feast, the crowds of pilzrims, the diffi -
culty of obtaining accommodation, would make the preparation of room and feast a
longer process than could be accomplished in one short afterncon,

The difficulty arises in the expressions of the synoptists: “ The first day of
unlenvened bread,” “ the days of unleavencd bread,” “ the day of unleavened bread,”
which are generally taken by the opponents of John’s narrative to mean the 15th of
Nisan, commencing on the evening of the 14th; but it was on the evening of the 13th
?ﬁ.e. the beginning of the 14th), at candlelight, that the first thorough search was made
or the presence of leaven, and that people went forth to draw fresh water for making
their unleavened bread. Hence our Lord hastens his proceedings on the very night on
which the message was sent ; 7.e. on the Jewish commencement of the first real day of
unleavened bread, he gathers the twelve in the upper chamber, in the real beginning of
the day on which he was to suffer, and towards the close of which day the Paschal
lambs would be slain by the people generally. That his lamb should have been slain
in the temple was not a part of the original enactment concerning the Paschal meal,
and on this, as on other occasions, our Lord reverted to the original arrangement.
Further, the expression, “ when they killed the Passover” (Mark xiv. 12), would be
perfectly accurate if reference were made to the last hours of the 13th, in which, accord-
ing to the Jewish reckoning, the 14th day was already begun.

Between these two methods of effecting reconciliation of the Johannine and synoptic
narratives, opinions have varied since the days of Chrysostom. Both appear plausible,
and it cannot be said that the question is finally decided. One thing is certain, that
the two narratives are not hopelessly at variance, and therefore the frequent assurances
on this head from opponents of the genuineness of the Fourth Gospel fall to the ground.

Let it be observed that the entire statement of the synoptic narrative turns upon the
few words on which we have just commented, while the Johannine references are
numerous and varied, though not positively decisive as to the day.

The preponderance of evidence seems to me decidedly in favour of the Johannine
suggestions and presuppositions, and a close examination of the synoptic narrative
itself shows it to be in close agreement with the Johannine, and the later Paschal con-
troversies are in harmony with the conclusion.

Further confirmations of the Johannine chronology may be found

(1) In the language of St. Paul, who says, “Christ our Passover was sacrificed for us,”
showing that it was not left for St. John, still less for an unknown writer in the second
century, to have formulated the idea of the close connection between the death of the
Lord and the slaying of the Paschal lamb.

(2) The Talmud explicitly confirms the accuracy of John's statements. Mishrah
‘*8anh, :* “ Jesus was suspended oo the evening of the Passover” ('ecrev A’appesach),
which is undoubtedly the afternoon of the 14th of Nisan, not the 15th,

(8) Though the preparation of the Paschal lamb is spoken of by the synoptists (Mark
xiv. 12—16), yet the peculiarities of the Passover feast are not referred to; e.g. the bitter
herbs, the charoseth, the prolix ritual, the recital of the Great Hallel, the four or five
cups of wine. The wine and bread portion of the Last Supper was expressly regarded as
an appendix to the Supper itself (1 Cor. xi. 25), and not, in accordance with the tradi-
tional ritual, a part of the snpper itself (Weiss).

(4) The simple supposition that a custom prevailed among the Jews of spreading the
allowable opportuuity of the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb over a larger portion of time,
in consequence of the great crowd in Jerusalem at the time, would really cover every
difficulty, if we add to it that our Lord, ““desiring to eat the Passover with his disciples
before he suffered,” had chosen to sclect such portions of the ritual and such hour of
the day as best suited his dread foreknowledge of the immediate future (see further
discussion in notes on ch. xiii. 1, 29; xviii. 28; xix. 14, 31).

4. The omissions of the synoptists. The silence of the synoptists touching some of
the most conspicuous events of our Lord's life, as recorded in the Fourth Gospel, is
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exiremely perplexing on any hypothesis, such eg. as the resurrection of Lazarus, the
discourses in the temple, the valedictory discourse, and the intercessory prayer. They
do severally report much interesting instruction which had already been recorded b
one or other of their number: why should they, then, omit the discowrses of the Lord,
which, in cormmon with the younger son of Zebedee, either they had heard, or with
which their informants must have been as familiar ns he? No answer which will
remove all difficulty can be given to these questions, Still, the following remarks are
worthy of consideration.

(1? Bach of the evangelists records some words and actions of our Lord which are
peculiar_to himself, Even St. Mark is alone in preserving the miracle on the blind
ap at Bethsaida (viil. 22—26), and the singularly suggestive demand of our Lord for
“the little ship,” which might secure his safe departure from the threatening crowd
(iii. 9, 10). Mark slone records the imypressive parable concerning * the seed growing
secretly 7 (iv. 26—29). The condensed form of the great parables of the last things,
as given at length in Matt. xxv., recorded by Mark in xiii. 34, corresponds
with a host of minute touches in every nparrative which materially facilitate and
augment our apprehension of the events which occurred. Again, Matthew alone pre-
serves whole groups of special instructions and events; e.g. the visit of the Wise
Men, the flicht to Egypt (ii.), large portions of the sermon on the mount (v.—vii.),
of the apostolic commission in X., together with numerous sayings in Matt. xviii., xx.,
xxi. 28, etc.; xxiil. and xxv. Luke, again, alone among the four evangelists, records
the particulars of the birth at Bethlehem, the visit to Jerusalem when Jesus was twelve
vears of age, and the miracle which determined the final call of Simon Peter and the
two sons of Zebedee (v. 1—11). Luke alone gives the occasions when our Lord
repeated the great teaching of the sermon on the mount, under conditions of which
Matthew says nothing. The most memorable of all is the repetition of the substance
of the Lord’s Prayer (Luke xi. 2—4). Luke alone preserves the thrilling narrative of
the raising of the son of the widow of Nain (vii. 11—17), and the action of our Lord
with reference to the woman that was a sinner (vii. 36—50). He also alone enumerates
the names of the women who ministered to Jesus (viii. 1—3). He takes special
account of an evangelistic mission of seventy chosen disciples—a peculiarity of our
Lord’s ministry of immense significance, and which the other three Gospels, the Acts,
and Epistles entirely ignore. This ministry of the seventy was followed by a visit of
Christ to the various places where they had prepared the way for his approach, as well
as an extended tour of our Lord preparatory to his final manifestation of himself
in Jerusalem (Luke ix. 51—56 ; x. 1—16 ; x, 17—24). Luke preserves the wonderful
parable of the good Samaritan (x. 25—37), the visit to Bethany (x. 38—42), numerous
instructions and parables in xi., xii., and pre-eminently xiv., xv., Zvi, including 'ghe
most impressive of all the parables. The healing of ten lepers (x7ii. 12—19), with
the special benediction on the grateful Samaritan. Luke preserves the parable of the
“unjust judge,” and of the « Pharisee and publican” (xviil. 1—14). In addition to the
“ prodigal son,” the “rich man and Lazarus,” he gives the story of Zacchazus (xix.
1-10), the appearance of Jesus before Herod (xxiii. 6—12), the manifestation of him-
self on the evening of Easter Day to the disciples on_their journey to Emmaus, and the
account of the Ascension. These peculiarities of Luke are accompanied by other narra-
tives, in which he preserves likewise words and actions of our Lord with which we are
familiar from the other evangelists. The paragraphs of various length in the Fourth
Gospel, containing matter peculiar to John, are reckoned as ninety-six ; but the para-
graphs containing matter peculiar to Luke in his Gospel are no fower than seventy-two;
and those peculiar to Matthew not fewer than sixty-twol A fair inference is that
Matthew, Luke, and John each adopted a similar principle of 'se}ectlon. from a vast store
of material, and that the peculiarities of John are not more striking or idiosyncratic than
those of Luke or Matthew. If the originalities of Luke receive our credit as having
a basis of positive knowledge, then & fortiori we have a right to essume that the
originalities of John have a still more trustworthy basis. .

Tt may be said that the imposing miracle at the grave of Lazarus exercised too
striking an effect on the state of feeling in the capital to suffer excision from any
narrative of the last tragedy. This argument proves too much, for, on the same
principle, Matthew, of all the evangelists, ought not to have omitted the reception of



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN. xcvil

the chief of the publicans—an act which must have exasperated the prejudices of many
of Christ’s followers, and contributed to the bittcrness of the Pharisaic phrty; nor ought
Luke to have omiited the miracle which Matthew records (xii. 22, etc.) as the basis of
the very solemn discourse the points of which are preserved in Luke xi. 17—23.

(2) Theomissions of the synoptists, when contrasted with each other, area very notice-
able and remarkable feature in their narrative. Matthew and Mark omitted the visit
to Jerusalem when our Lord was twelve years of age. Luke and Mark omitted the
journey into Egypt. Mark and Luke omitted the special injunctions to the twelve
disciples, and the great parables of the coming to judgment. Matthew and Mark
omitted the raising of the widow’s son, and the parables of the prodigal son, of Dives
and Lazarus, and numerous other teachings; nor can we satisfactorily account for
omissions which, if they had been supplemented from the other narratives, would not
have detracted from the apparent motive on which the scveral narratives were compiled.
Ergo the omissions by the synoptists of matters found only in John’s Gospel, and the
omission by John of matters found only in Matthew’s or Luke’s Gospel, ought to be no
bar to our accepting the peculiarities of John’s Gospel.

These omissions of the synoptists may be traced in some degree to the ruling
principle directing the composition of their narratives. Matthew’s obvious purpose is
to show the fulfilment by Jesus of the true Messianic conception. He is much con-
cerned to prove that the Lord was the theocratic King: why should he then develop
the course of hierarchic antagonism to the Christ from the beginning? The miracle on
the blind man and on the dead Lazarus, though producing ulterior effects on the
population of Jerusalem, favourable and adverse, were not fundamentally more remark-
able than many other of Christ’s miracles of power and mercy. To us, from the special
detail by which they are environed, they acquire a more emphatic interest. The
memories of the twelve (followed mainly by the marvellous tax-gatherer) were so sur-
charged with a sense of the supernatural power of Jesus, that these events were grouped
rather than isolated, John had from peculiar circumstances been more behind the scenes,
and saw how certain special miracles had wrought unfavourably upon the governing
religious authority, and he set himself to unravel the animosity of this same authority,
to vindicate the fundamental ideas, that the Logos incarnate had come to his own, and
that his own received him not. Lulke, in his intention to set forth the perfect humanity
of the Son of the Highest, clothes him with the highest and most famous characteristics
from the first. He was not one of the twelve, and therefore was neither at Bethany
nor ** Ephraim,” but the great and wonderful narrative of Nain, coming, as we may
suppose, under his own observation or cognizance, revealed the intense humanity of
Christ even nore than the restoration of Lazarus,and, having told it in a way which had
melted hearts, he left the resurrection of Lazarus for others, Davidson (li. cit., ii. 363,
364) says the miracle took place, according to the Fourth Gospel, ““ only a few days
before the triumphal entry.” The narratives of the synoptists exclude it; but this seems
in forgetfulness of ch. xi, 64, which implies a retirement of Jesus before the final entry
(see notes). A consideration of importance has often been used to justify the omission.
Prudential motives may have preserved the incognito when the synoptic narrative took
shape, which would have ceased to operate long before John undertook his great task.

The coincidences of the three synoptists with one another are undoubtedly more
numerous than their coincidences with the Fourth Gospel. The former are so abundant
that they need not be cited. If they were confined to the synoptists, and if the entire
platform was descrted by the Fourth Gospel, the conclusion would militate against the
historicity of the Gospel of John; but there are special and numerous points in which
John’s Gospel coincides with the synoptic narrative.

B. The coincidences of the synoptic and Fourth Gospels.

The points of divergence have naturally created much inquiry, but the points of
coincidence and identity between the synoptists and John are still more remarkable,
and deserve special attention. We will consider them under three main divisions: (1)
broad facts of the history; (2) the incidental allusions of John to matters of fact
which we know of from the synoptists, but which he has himself nowhere affirmed or
announced ; (3) subtle peculiarities of manner of style and of vocabulary, which pro-
claim the fundamental unity of the theme and subject-matter. We will then deal with
specifio objections,

JOHN. h



xeviil INTRODUCTION TO

1. The facts. The synoptists and John agree in admitting that Jesus was born in
Bethlehem (comp. ch. vii. 42 with Luke ii. and Matt. ii.), though this is disputed. 8til],
it appears to us perfectly clear that the evangelist records the supposed objection to the
non-Bethlehem origin of Jesus, which had been refuted by the widely circulated details
of the birth., It is true that he does not reply to the insinuation that Jesus was born in
Bethlehem with the well-known historic fact, but he knows that his readers will have
the answer ready to turn the taunt into a viclorious proof of his Messiahship (Dr.
Salmon, ‘Introduction to the New Testament,’ has admirably argued this point). . They
agree in asserting that his early home was Nazareth (ch. i. 46; cf. Matt. ii, 23; Luke
il. 51); that helelt Nazareth, and treated Capernaum as his later residence and “city
(comp. ch. ii. 12 and vi. 17, 24 with Matt. ix. 1; Luke vii. 1; iv. 31; Mark ii. 1).
The four Gospels agree in recognizing John the Baptist as the great precursor of the
Christ. And the Fourth Gospel, as well as the first and second, refer to * the voice
crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord,” as being fulfilled in the early
ministry of the Baptist. The specialty of the Fourth Gospel is that these words and this
reference to Isaiah are therein attributed to the Baptist himself. The synoptists coin-
cide in telling us that John introduced the Messiah to the people, and refer to the eir-
cumstances and accompaniments of his baptism of Jesus, the opening of heaven, the
voice from the excellent glory. The Fourth Gospel adds certain traits which had been
omitted by the synoptists, such as the place of the first baptismal ministry of the fore-
runner, viz. * Bethany beyond Jordan,” and inserts the fact that the Holy Spirit not
only descended but abode on the Lord (ch. i. 32).

True, there is a striking discrepancy. In the Fourth Gospel we find the Baptist
making use of the remarkable words, *“I knew him not, but he that sent me to baptize
with water said, Upon whomsoever thou shalt see tbe Holy Spirit descend and rest,
the same is be that baptizeth with the Holy Spirit.” Thus it would seem that John
came to %now the Lord by the marvels attending the baptism. Yet Matthew tells us
that, when Jesus came to the baptism, John said, I have need to be baptized of thee,
and comest thou to me ?” This, it is alleged, amounts to an admission of knowledge,
which the Fourth Gospel represents John as positively disclaiming until after the
baptism. The word “knowledge ” is a relative one. There may have been quite know-
iedge enough to induce John to shrink from baptizing one of such lofty character and
known anteccdents as those which prevailed in the family circles of Mary and Elisabeth ;
but John received such overwhelming conviction of the Divine commission and sacred
sell-revelation of the Lord Jesus, that he could with all propriety have said, notwith-
standing his hesitation at the baptism, “I knew him not* (see notes on ch. i, 83). The
Fourth Gospel takes up the ministry of John just where the synoptists close their frag-
mentary comment. It is not without special interest that in ¢ the swanlike song” of
the Baptist (ch. iii. 29), he uses a metaphor derived from the entire conception of * the
Bridegroom ® and the  friend of the Bridegroom,” to which, as we see in the synoptists’
account of our Lord’s reply to the disciples of John on the subject of fasting, he reverted
when defending Lis own disciples from the charge of undue freedom and joyfulness
(Mark ii. 18—20 and parallels). This undesigned coincidence is singularly instructive.

The brethren of Jesus, the mother, and Joseph as the father of Jesus, are all referred
to by the fourth evangelist (see ch. ii. 1—12; vi.42; vii. 3; xix. 25). If Jobn had
entirely ignored the existence of father, mother, anc.l brethren, it would have beel:_l in
harmony with the supposed docetic tendency of this Gospel ; I_Jut, he, who d.escnbes
the birth of Jesus as the coming into the world of the true Light, and_‘of his being
born of the Spirit, lays emphasis on the non-belief of the brothers (ch. vii. 5), and the
mystery of Jesus being called the Son of Joseph (ch. i. 45 and vi. 42), for which he
offers no explavation. There is remarkable undesigned coincidence here with those
references to Joseph in the synoptists, and to the plot which the Pharisees laid, with the
assistance of the brothers, to take Jesus by force as one “ beside himself " (Mark iii. 21 ;
of wag’ adro are clearly identifiable with the “ mother and brethren " of vers. 31—36).
Few features of our Lord’s ministry, in the synoptists, are more certain than the fact
that Jesus chose twelve disciples to be * with him,” and to perpetuate his work. Now,
John never describes the call of the twelve disciples, and, indeed, makes it clear that he
was not always accompanied by the twelve; and yet, in ch. vi. 67, the 348exa are
specialiy mentigned, and they are hinted as twelve in ver. 13 (see also ch. xx. 24).
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‘I'wo celebrated signs of the Lord’s supernatural power are recorded, not ooly by John,
but by the synoptists, viz. Christ’s feeding the five thousand and walking on the sea
(oh. vi. 1—21). There are several additional traits thrown in, but the four recorde
refer, without question, to the same fact, and the excitement produced by the first of
these miracles is signalized by each of the narratives.

The anointing of the lord at Dethany is described by Matthew (xxvi.) and Mark
(xiv.). John clearly rcfers to the same event, and adds certain very noticeable features.
The date is fixed “six days before the Passover,” the woman’s name is given as “Mary,”
whose personal obligations to the honoured Guest are explained by reference to her
brother Lazarus, whom our Lord had recalled from the tomb. The objection to her
cnthusiastic love is made to be the special suggestion of Judas (ch. xii. 4—6).

The triumphal entry into Jerusalem from Bethany is recorded with characteristic
features by the synoptists and John. The incidents and converse of the Last Supper
are conceived from a fresh standpoint, and whereas the synoptists describe a Paschal
feast, John calls it simply a &eirvov; while the earlier evangelists give the institution
of the Eucharisf, John describes at length the washing of the feet, and records sacra-
mental ¢deas of the valedictory discourse. Yet they are all four agreed on the discovery
and exit of Judas, and there are several matters introduced into the discourse which
are illuminated by comparison with those conversations “by the way,” which Luke
expressly records (see notes, ch, xiii. 31—38).

The trial-scenes, the denials of the Lord by Peter, the character and conduct of
Pilate, the mention of Barabbas, the title “King of the Jews,” the presence of the
women at the cross, the method of the death, and the fact and place of the burial, as
well as the witnesses and chief incidents of the Resurrection, correspond with the
analogous details given in the synoptists, while many points mentioned by Jokn
imply an acquaintance on his part with matters referred to by the synoptists, and
which would be inexplicable except on the hypothesis that John had the synoptic
narrative before him. This is very remarkable in the trial-scenes; e.g. John (xviii.
30, 35) makes it appear that the Jews had formally condemned Jesus in their
own court to be guilty of death. The full account of this is only to be found by
combining the narratives of Matthew and Luke; but John has said nothing of this
scene. Nevertheless, the condemnation by the Sanhedrin, as given by the synoptists,
is necessary in order to explain John's narrative. Many similar characteristics pervade
the entire Gospel, and deserve special consideration.

Our conclusion is, that though there are great peculiarities in Matthew, Luke, and
John (and John’s are scarcely more numerous than those of the first or third evange-
list), yet that the most impressive facts and cardinal events in this marvellous narrative
are common to all four evangelists; that John’s narrative presupposes on the part of his
readers a knowledge of the synoptists, and throws in return great light upon them, and
imparts in many crucial cases the additional fact which confers validity on them.

2. The coincidental and diversified reference in the Fourth Gospel to matters which
are given in detail, or differently specified, in the synoptic Gospels. These references
are twolold : (1) those which affect matters of fact and date and outward circumstance ;
(2) those which relate to the fundamental elements of the character and teaching of
our Lord.

(1) Among the former : (a) The incidental reference of the Fourth Gospel to the
vision and accompaniments of the baptism of Jesus. This act is not described, nor is
the vision set forth, but both are involved in the account given by John the Baptist, and
are recorded simply because they produced deep effect on all the subsequent character
and ministry of the Baptist. (b) The reference, in ch. iii. 24, to the fact that *“ John
was not yet cast into prison.” This accounts for the descriptions given of John's con-
tinued ministry. There is no other reference to John's imprisonment, and none to his
death. Ch. v. 36 implies, by the aorist #8erfioare, that at that period the public
ministry of John had been terminated. Why was the statement of ch. iii. 24 intro-
duced? We see no other reason than that the synoptic tradition (Matt. iv. 12) had
made the close of John’s public ministrations coincide with the commencement of
Christ’s Galilean ministry; and to show the reader of Matthew’s statement that the
earliest ministry in Judza and Samaria preceded the departure from Judaa into Galilee.
(c) The «is 5 Bpos of ch. vi. 3 suggests a well-known mountain, best explained by the
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frequent refercnces to it in the synoptists. (d) Attention has already been called to the
apparent acquaintance with the character and power of the Lord displayed by Peter
in his first introduction to him as narrated in Luke v. 6 (cf. ch. iv. 38 with Matt. iv.
18; Mark i, 16, 29). These events are all illuminated, and especially Mark’s chrono-
logv, by the fact of & previous acquaintance with Jesus where John at first baptized.
(¢) There are sundry and subtle indications in John’s majestic description of the night of
the Passion and of the trial before Pilate, that the writer was perfectly familiar with the
synoptic narrative, and presupposed acquaintance with its special details in the repre-
sentation he made of the incarnate love. The profoundest insight into the blended agony
and peace of the Saviour’s spirit is given in the Fourth Gospel. Ch. xii. 23—36 throws
much needed light on the sorrows of Gethsemane. Ch. xviii. 11, addressed to Peter
and recorded by John, provides a thrilling reminiscence of the prayer, recorded on the
authority of one or both of them, in the synoptic narrative. The supplementary
theory will only account for some of the facts. Each of the Gospels presents some
special revelation of the wondrous life with strange breviloquence, When these touches
of divinely suggested portraiture are brought together, we find that we are not distracted
with two or four Christs, but we behold one, and one only.

(2) There are several striking and difficult om1ssioNs by John of cardinal and momen-’
tous revelations of the Lord, which, if they had left no trace upon the Fourth Gospel,
might threaten the unity and identity of the Christ as portrayed therein. These
omissions are mainly “the temptation of Christ,” “the transfiguration,” *the institu-
tion of the Lord’s Supper,” “ the agony in the garden,” * the ascension of Christ to the
right hand of God.” A brief consideration of these omissions must suffice,

1 have omitted further reference to the baptism, and proceed to the temptation,

(a) The temptation. The temptation is described in the synoptic narrative as occurring
immediately after the baptism, and before “ John was cast into prison,” therefore in the
interval that elapses in the Fourth Gospel between the first testimony of the Baptist and
the return to Galilee in the close of the fourth chapter. The question arises—Does
the fourth evangelist reveal the presence, in the course of his narrative, of the essential
elements of the typical temptation ? It is not necessary to insist on the recognition in
this Gospel of the assault on Jesus by the prince of this world (see ch. xii. 31; xvi. 11),
the devilish malice of Judas (ch. vi. 70), the suggestion made by Christ’s brothers (ch.
vil 8), and the probable explanation of the great abrupt cry (ch. i. 29), * Behold the
Lamb of God ! ” but it seems as though the special group of temptations recorded in the
synoptic narrative was neither nnknown nor unappreciated by the fourth evangelist.

The first temptation seizes on the suffering humanity of Jesus, when he was famished
by forty days of fasting. *“If thoum be the Son of God,” as the voice from heaven has
proclaimed thee to be, “ command that these stones be made bread.” Employ thy
supernatural power for the miraculous supply of thine own need. Thou art above the
ordinary conditions of nature; therefore triumph over thy circumstances. Assert
thyself. Do not demean thine origin by earning or begging thy daily bread! The
reply of Jesus was, * Man doth not live by bread alone, but by every word that pro-
ceedeth out of the mouth of God.” 8o far the synoptists; but John tells us that one
of the earliest incidents of our Lord’s ministry brings the God-Man to a marriage-feast,
where the voice of a loving temptress said to him, “ They have no wine.” The virgin-
mother longed that her royal Son should show forth his glory by expressing in imperial
tones his claim to all the riches of these vine-clad hills, Our Lord resented this
intrusion upon the choice of the method or hour of his self-manifestation; but be
did not besitate in the royalty of his love to give to others, and to do for them what
be utterly refrained from doing for himself in his own dire extremity. None but they
who drew the water knew that the Creators hand had touched it. The governor of
the feast simply attested the rcality and excellence of the wine. The disciples believed.
They had learned a lesson of hLis power, but canght a deeper insight into his heart
Christ never implied that he could not or would not turn stones into bread, or water
into wine, but declared tbat the Word and the place of his Faliher for him were to give,
oot to grasp—to give himsclf for the life of the world; for his flesh was meat indeed,
his blood wine mdeed, for a starving and perishing humanity.

A similar lesson is taught even more vividly in the fourth chapter of the Gospel.
There we find him seated, weary in the noontidoe heat, by Jacob’s well (ver. 6). Why
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doos he, who could transform water into wine for others, not smite the slopes of Gerizim,
aud cause the running fountain to burst forth for his relief? The fourth evangelist
rvecords the affocting incident that, for his own refreshment from the misery of thirst,
the Son of God asked an alien to supply his need. “He saith to the woman of Samaria,
@Give me to drink.” The pathos of the position from John’s standpoint is almost
infinite. There is the same physical exhaustion as in the narrative of the other scene
in the wilderness. Divine energy is shown to be latent in his will. His personal nesds
are as great; his self-restraint as sublime. He is content to sulfer, and to cast himself
on the charity of a Samaritan, This commandment had he received of the Father.
By this Word of God the Incarnate Word doth live.

Nor are the parallels to the principle of his victory over the devil completed here ;
for after a while the disciples return to him from the city Sychar, with their store of
provisions, and * they prayed him, saying, Master, eat;” and his mysterious reply
confounded them, “I have meat to eat that ye know not of. My meat is to do the
will of him that sent me, and to finish his work,” Thus the fourth evangelist, in
luminous fashion, reports a conflict with and a victory over the same class of temptation
as that recorded in the synoptic Gospels. * He saved others; himself he cannot save;”
and “Though he was rich ” beyond all imagination, * yet for our sakes he became poor,
that we through his poverty might be made rich” (2 Cor. viil. 9). “It was wmore
blessed,” more Grod-like, * to give than to receive.”

The second templation of the devil brought the Divine Lord, either in vision or
reality, to the pinnacle of the temple, to the spot whence the priest watched the firss
glcam of sunrise over the Eastern hills, in order to give the sigoal for the morning
sacrifice. He saw the courts of the temple crowded with the early worshippers, and the
riot and clamour of the priests’ bazaar, and all the busy multitude intent on ritual or
on gain, ¢ Cast thyself down,” said the tempter—commit thy way to God, entrust
thyself to the arms of angels, and to the care of thy Father—* thou shalt not dash thy
feet against a stone,”

This was not a covert plea for suicide, but a bid for power. Had Jesus yielded to
this temptation, how loud would have been the shout, “Behold, he cometh in the
clouds of heaven!” The temple-throng would have hailed him at once as their Messiah-
King; for he would have come ‘“suddenly to his temple,” in a manner which would
have aunihilated his enemies and inflamed his friends with theocratic zeal. The
language of our Lord to this temptation of the evil one was another revelation of his
filial reverence for God’s holy providence. He protested against all presumptuous
trifling with the promises of God. This superhuman method of descent upon the
wondering crowd would forfeit all his conscious hold upon the Divine Word. True,
it might precipitate a tumultuous rebellion against the power of Rome; but his own
people were suffering from a far more terrible bondage and a more humiliating yoke.
Signs and wonders like these would quicken no conscience, would purify no heart.
Intent on self-glory, he would have had no grasp on ancient promise, and he replied,
“It is written, Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God.” He would not trifle with the
letter of the revealing Word. He would not dazzle the eyes of the multitude in his own
interest, and call it faith. Presumption is not dependence, nor is vulgar amazement
at the power he wielded the faith in his claims which would save a single soul from
its habitual distrust of God.

Now, our Lord is represented, even in John’s Gospel, as resisting the forces of nature,
and holding them in visible check. He walked upon the wave, but he did this to
reassure and save his storm-tossed followers, and to deepen their nascent faith in his
Divine claiins.

The Lord was moved at Cana and Bethsaida, as he had been tempted in the wilder-
ness, to assume the headship and mastery of the old creation. Should a similar marvel
be suggested, simply to emancipate his own life from the hard and mysterious limi-
tations which he had voluntarily assumed for our salvation, he would reject the
suggestion with indignation; yet, if such acts as these, by change of circumstances,
could become occasions for manifesting the glory of the Only Begotten of the Father,
for making known the royalty of Divine love to men, he never hesitated to feed the
multitudes, to hush the tempest, and to raise the dead. So now, it would seem from
Joln's Gospel that, though temptation to enter the temple by magical means and seli-
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glorying pride was sternly repudiated, it may have suggested another way of * suddenly
coming to that temple,” ablaze with the moral earnestness of one whose zeal consumed
him. The profanation of the temple-courts by the huge market held thero for sacrificial
Dbeasts, and also for exchanging foreign coin with the holy shekel, roused his prophetic
soul. He asserted the sanctity of the temple. He drove the priestly traffickers from
the sacred cnclosure with words of menace. He provoked the hostility of the worldly
hierarchy. He encountered the first murmur of the storm which gathered evermore in
dark and angry clouds, until the temple of his body was riven in the lightning of the
wrath which the devil’s advocacy would have tempted him to placate by magical
compliances, and subdue by dazzling symbols of his power. The first cleansing of the
temple is the true and full response to Satan’s ingenious suggestion,  If thou be the
Son of God, cast thysclf down.”

The form and meaning of the third temptation, as recorded in the synoptic Gospels,
derives much eclucidation from the Johannine recognition of the second. * The devil
taketh him up into an high mountain,” to some Nebo or Gerizim height, * whence he
showed to him the kingdoms of the world in a moment of time. And the devil said
unto him, To thee will I give all this authority, and the glory of them: for it hath
been delivered unto me; and to whomsoever I will I give it.” There was too much
truth in this boast of the spirit of evil, then hiding himself in the robes of an angel
of light. The thrones of the world, from Nimrod to Nebuchadnezzar, from the Pharaohs
to the Cmsars, had been builded with blood, defended with ambition and avarice, and
often decorously veiled by splendid achicvement. The honours of the world-kingdoms
are won still and retained by complicity with moral wrong. Even the scales of
justice have been loaded. Antiquity makes respectable what conscience condemns.
Those who seek to win and overtop the world have to coincide with it and wink at its
evil. The prophets of the Lord, by uncompromising front, have dashed themselves
against the fortress of the world’s sin, and perished in the attempt; have sought to
revolutionize the foundations of power and the very material of buman authority, and
they have failed. The prince of this world has been too strong for them ; and the bad
succession of power passes on from race to race, and from generation to generation.
Now, what is the devil’s proposal and “ temptation”—a temptation which has a side on
which the Son of God could feel it? Qutspoken, put into burning words it was, “ All
this will I give thee, if thou wilt worship me. All shall be thine!” Who is the giver?
The object of momentary worship claims to be the source of all earthly power. To
worship the devil as such is too terrible a blasphemy and too preposterous an absurdity
to be a temptation to any being in whom conscience is not absolutely seared. That
the Holy One of God should have regarded it as a temptation shows that by this
worship was meant the honour due to possession and stability in human affairs. The
temptation must have taken some such shape as this: * Do not commence the warfare
with human disobedience by demanding fundamental changes of the ultimate and
deepest sources of power. Recognize the authority and power of the world as it is.
Utilize its follies. Compromise with existing ideas. DBear with a temple that is
profaned ; do not attempt to cleanse it. Accept the priesthood as it stands. Accede
to the dominant and exacting tradition. Obey the sabbatic Ia\'b: as it has l?een_ inter-
preted by eager legalists. All the powers of the world from Caiaphas to Tiberius, all
the wealth and all the hononrs of every state, will be at thy disposal if thou wilt
worship me, if thou wilt even allow, or partially recognize, the dévinity of the world-
power as it stands.” When translated into any language in which it is intelligible, it
is but in other words the plausible pantheistic glorification of evil. Subtle as the
tempiation was, screened behind an effulgence of promise, the Son of God strips it of all
disguise. With courage, he calls the accuser of the holiest things by his true name:
“ Get thee behind me, Satan. It is written, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and
him only shalt thou serve.” Any and every admission on his part of _the_legitimacy
of expedient gin is resisted. No acceptance of any power but that Whlc}.} 1s-based on
righteousness, and no compromise with evil, can be tolerat'ed. Earth}y dignity, rank,
and kingship are not passports into the kingdom over which he presided. Whatever
be the issue, God’s will must be the supreme law of life. )

Such seems, in brief, to be the lesson of the third temptation, regarded as the devil’s
masterpiece, aud made at the very commencement of the Lord’s inistry.



ciii

TIIE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

The question arises—Does the Fourth Gospel record, at this particular epoch of Christ’s
life, any corresponding conflict with such a view of human affairs as that which the
Divino Lord contemplated and indignantly rejected in his third temptation ? (a) The
cleansing of the temple was an emphatic repudiation of any sacro-sanct claims inherent
in venerable sin. (8) An incident is recorded which more fully illustrates the same
thought. A dignified ecclesiastic (ch. iii.) approached our Lord. He was hizh in
social position, and of great repute. He was a teacher of Israel, a ruler of the Jews.
He came with compliment and self-importance. “ We know,” said he, “that thou art
a Teacher come from God: for no man can do the signs which thou doest, except God
be with him” (ch. jii. 1, 2). We, the Sanhedrin, are prepared (he implied), on our
own terms, and retaining all our high position as the rulers and teachers of the people,
to admit your right, to acknowledge your mission. The startling reply of Jesus is in
subtle and close harmony with the reply made to the devil, as given in the synoptic
Gospel; it was, “Except a man be born from above, he cannot see the kingdom of God.”
Utter, inmost, radical, moral revolution is indispensable to a place in the kingdom of
God. No compromise with prescriptive or traditional wrong-doing is possible. A high
position in the Sanhedrin, in the great family of Annas, in the Pharisaic order, or in
Herod'’s or Pilate’s court, is not of the feeblest importance. These things will not
expiate or justify a single infraction of the eternal law of righteousness. The kingdom of
Messiah is not a kingdom of the earth, but it consists exclusively of regenerated men.
Nicodemus answered, “ How can these things be?” The devil vanished before the
tremendous thrust, * Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou
serve.,” (y) When our Lord was seated by the well, some analogous problems were
presented to him. The woman said, “8ir, I perceive that thou art a prophet”—“Decide
for us between the sacred nationality of Samaria and Judaa, between the rival claims of
the sanctuary of Gerizim and of Jerusalem. Determine the authority and glory of each.”
Christ rose at once above the controversy between these rival nationalities, and indeed
above the clashing interests of all opposing states, in the sublime reply, *“ Woman,
believe me, the hour cometh, when neither in this mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, shall
ye worship the Father.” Kingdoms of the world, sacred shrines, holy places, have no
part in Messiah’s kingdom. “They that worship the Father must worship him in spirit
and in truth.” “Thou shalt worship the Liord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.”

The simple coexistence of these two analogous streams of Divine self-revelation is
suggestive. The Fourth Gospel does not * pulverize” the synoptic narrative ou the
one hand, nor on the other does that wonderful recital so stamp the life and mission
of the Lord as to render the Johannine representation unhistorical. On the contrary,
the story of Jesus at Cana and at Jacob’s well, the cleansing of the temple, and the
thunderclap which broke over the night of Nicodemus, run in strange and undesigned
harmony with the story of the temptation. The Fourth Gospel places in the exact
chronological position occupied by the temptation of Jesus a series of closely interlaced
events which reproduce the temptations themselves and repeat the victory. The
Personality of the Johannine Christ is none other than that of the synoptists.

(b) The omission of the Transfiguration. The Transfiguration, as recorded in Matt
xvii. and parallel passages, would have sustained the thesis of the Fourth Gospel,
would have assisted the readers of it to recognize the supreme claims of him over
whom heaven opened, with whom Moses and Elijah conversed, and whose counte-
nance shone with a brightness greater than the sun’s at noonday. The voice from
the excellent glory would have uttered the most powerful comment on the great
theme, * Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God.” The assumption is that one of the
three who were with Christ on the holy mount wrote the Fourth Gospel. On
what principle did he omit the narrative? If the insight that the beloved disciple
obtained into the heart of Jesus gave him a higher and larger conception of the glory
of the Lord than this vision of his physical capacity and resources, we can be satisfied
that he held his peace concerning an event so widely diffused, and one which, on
the hypothesis of his authorship of the Apocalypse, he had far transcended. But
the Gospel is saturated with the idea which found oxpression on the mount of
Transfiguration., In ch. i. 14, “ We saw his glory, the glory of the Only Begotten
of the Father;” in ch. i. 17 the grace and truth of Christ is contrasted wath the Law-
giving of Moses; and the great Name of the Lord, that of the ounly begotten Son, is
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the climax of the prologue. Moreover, the Elijah of the new covenant converses with
his own disciples touching the mystery of Clrist’s sacrificial death, the decease which
he would accomplish at Jerusalem (ch. i.29). Jesus manilested his glory (thv 8d¢av abrod)
at Capa (ch. ii. 11; xii. 41). Nathanael was promised the vision of the opening of
heaven over the Son of man %:h. i.61); and in ch. xii. 28 we hear emphatically of a voice
from heaven, which declared ““that Heaven had glorified the Name of the Lord, and
wouid do so again.” It is in the Fourth Gospel we read of *light and glory * visible to
the spiritual eye, and that a revelation of the Father was made to those who apprehended
nis Sonship. The prologue is rich in the utterance of this thought. * The life ” that
was in the Logos was ¢ the light of men” (ch. i. 4, note). The light which before the
Incarnation and ever since has been shining into the darkness—¢ that light has come
into the world” (ch. i. 9). Christ’s own declarations convey the same thought, and
assert the testing force of such a revelation of the archetypal light (ch. iii. 19—21).
To the same image Christ reverted on two subsequent occasions, In ch. viii. 12 he
claimed to be *“the Light of the world;” and in ch. ix. 5, before he proceeded to
illumine the dark eyes of the blind man, he said, “ Whensoever I am in the world, I
am the Light of the world.” In ch. xiv. 21 he claimed that through and to “love™
the manifestation should be made. Nowhcre, certainly, more than in John’s Gospel do
we learn that the highest radiance falls on those who receive, adore, and love. John
tells us in his Epistle that “he that loveth not knoweth not.” Consequently, the
evangelist learned throughout bis career, and from an early introduction to Christ, that
the highest glory and most vivid illumination were matters of spiritual sympathy and
the revelations of love. The mountain of Transfiguration, though it conveyed the
same ideas to him along the old theophanic lines, yet sank, after the lapse of years, into
comparative oblivion for him, in comparison with the veritable illumination that love
always searches for and finds.

Again, the account of the Transfiguration is the record of the final effect made
by the early Galilean ministry upon different classes. The synoptists record the
impression produced upon the following groups successively : upon the brethren of
Jesus; upon his own townsfolk; upon the multitudes; upon those diseased ; upon
little children; upon fallen women; upon John the Baptist; upon Herod Antipas;
upon the Pharisaic party; upon the world of unseen and evil spirits; upon the
twelve disciples; upon Peter especially; aund finally upon the heavenly world, and upon
the eternal Father. The scene of the Transfiguration is a fitting climax to a vast
group of testimonies. There is no such place prepared for it in John's Gospel, nor is
it essential to the completion of any series of related events. The highest truth taught
in the Transfiguration was universalized, and became a sacred doctrine in the words,
“ If a man love me, he will keep my words ; and my Father will love him, and we will
come, and make our abode with him.” And where Jesus prays “that the glory which
he had with the Father before the world was” may encompass him, “and that his
own disciples may see it ” (ch. xviL 5, 24).

The unity of the Christ of the synoptists and the Christ of the fourth evangelist is
apparent enough. The omission by the latter of this event is justified by his obvious
enlargement of all the ideas of tbe Transfiguration, viz. the inherent fulness of being,
power, and grace of the Lord Jesus Christ ; his at-homeness in heaven ; the desire of
the Christ that by any means and by full revelation of himself his disciples should
see the essential Divineness of his life. Prejudice has becn excited against the author
by this method of his proof of the greatest glories of his Lord; but the reflection that
the disciple looked back through the vista of years upon the events and teachings of
Christ, is more than explanation of his choice. The doctrine of John renders the
recorded fact of the Transfiguration comprehensible.

The omission cannot be put down to the unwillingness of John to deal with the
transcendental revelations of Christ. The Apocalypse is adequate proof of that for
those who believe that he is its author; but go also i the Gospel ; for the latter is not
silent about the special and unique functions and characteristics of the body of the
Lord, e.g. his walking upon the sea; the physical effect produced upon the temple
guards by his majestic glance; the obvious alarm produced in the mind of Pilate by
his look and word ; the miraculous accompaniments of his death in the stream of blood
and water that issued from his side.
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(¢) Tho omission of the institution of the Lord’s Supper. This circumstance is
without doubt perplexing, if we are looking to the Fourth Gospel for a complete
biography from an apostolic standpoint. But we must refer again to the fragmentary
nature of this Gospel, which is as conspicuous as the frazmentary character of each of
the synoptics, Now, whon ‘ John ” wrote it the Church was an organized institution,
which had passed through the severe ordeals of transplantation from Jerusalem to
Antioch, to Corinth, to Alexandria, to Ephesus, and to Rome. Thronghout the Roman
world the Holy Supper had a recognized place. The authentic Epistles of Paul to
Corinth show incontestably the grounds on which the universal custom rested. The
synoptic Gospels had long since presented, with instructive differences and side-lights,
the historic origin of the ceremony; and it was therefore far more probable that the
apostle should have felt himself free to sot forth some of its fundamental ideas and the
deepest truths connoted by it, than that a theological writer of the second century,
claiming to be an apostle, should have taken such a course. Such a writer could not
be by any possibility ignorant of the reputed origin of the well-known rite; nor would
he have dared to omit it. The omission, with & reason, justifies apostolic authorship.
Let it be observed that the Fourth Gospel records the occurrence of a feast on the
night of the Passion, and one in which the Lord, * baving loved his own, loved them to
the end,” or “ manifested that love even to the uttermost.” It is in the folds and
clauses of this wonderful sentence (ch. xiii. 1, 2) that the best place is to be found for
the institution of the Supper. The entire discourse that follows (ch. xiii.—xvii.) is
charged with the ideas involved in the Eucharistic service. A few of these may be
indicated. (a) The mutual affection and reciprocal devotion to be cherished by the
disciples. (8) The necessity or incumbent duty of these disciples to receive Christ
himself into their inmost nature, to take hold of him, and to find in doing it that they
were receiving him that sent him (ch. xiii. 20). (y) “The new commandment,”
suggested in the anticipated betrayal by the son of perdition, and the foreseen denial
by Peter. (8) The prediction of Chiist’s speedy departure from them, but his con-
tinuous work for them, the promise of a return after that departure, both in a physical
and spiritual fashion (ch. xiv. 28; xvi. 17—23). (e) Above all, the repeated affirma-
tion of the intimate, mystic, Divine union between himself and his disciples, and even
between himself and “those also who should believe on him through their [the
apostles’] word.” This was to be effected by his departure, followed by his spiritual
return.

Not only do many of the ideas of the Eucharist thus find expression, but it is
obvious that in ch. vi. the mysterious phraseology used in the institution of the Supper
had been anticipated. OQur Lord had spoken of faith in himself under the imagery of
“eating his flesh and drinking his blood.” The flesh of Christ was ¢ veritable food,”
the blood of Christ “ veritable drink.” In other words, his cruel death, if accepted as
the climax of all his work, would be the life of those who should believe in it. Apart
from such participation, no life was possible. * He that eateth me,” said Christ, ¢ even
he shall live because of me” (ch. vi. 67). The first presentation of this thought, the
earliest expression of this intimate union with and participation of Christ, is set forth
under the image of *eating the Bread of life” (ch. vi. 60), accepting the truth of the
Divine commission and nature of the Christ, admitting the fact that he came down
from heaven, that he came with measureless capacity and resources to satisly the
hunger and thirst of mankind, to give eternal life, and to raise up the possessors of
eternal life at the last day (ch. vi. 35<~40). The next stage is the full apprehension
of the Incarnation, and that his humanity itself, being a manhood whose entrance
into the world was unique, had become the accessible form of the living Bread, the
embodiment of a visible eternal truth, The glory of God was seen and was offered to
man in his humanity, in his God-Manhood. This idea naturally perplexed some of his
followers, but it intensified the faith of others. Christ discriminated once more, and
laid emphasis, not only on the apprehension of his * flesh,” but also of his * blood,” not
only of the blood which is the life, but of the shed blood, making it evident that the
death of the Divine humanity was au integral part of the mission from heaven, or, as
we have it in the synoptics, that he would give his life ““a ransom in place of many.”
He declared that we have to drink this blood, to appreciate, to accept, and to assimilate
as spiritual food, the stupendous idca of the death of the Ohrist of God. Apart from
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that, there is no life in us. This principle being reiterated (ch. vi. 54—56), the Lord
declares, “ He that cateth me ” (an oxpression which enlarges and completes the previous
statement) “shall live because of m~" After the expansion and interpretation of tho
original thought, he returns back to it again: “This is the bread,” etc. (ch. vi. 58).
Now, which is the more rational hypothesis? Did an unknown writer of the second
century, by this insertion of ch. vi. 35—60, and by subsequent omission of the institu-
tion of the Supper, intend to throw discredit upon the latter? or did the beloved disciple,
upon whom this wonderful discourse made indelible impression, record the first occasion
(by no means the only occasion) when Jesus spoke of his Divine humanity and his
cruel death, and of faith in his Divinity and sacrifice as the condition of life ? and, having
done so, did the evangelist omit the record of the well-known Eucharist to show still
more fully what he understood the Master to have meant by cating the body and
drinking the blood of the Son of God ?

The discourse in Capernaum, and the valedictory discourse at Jerusalem, are alike
charged with the ideas, principles, and lessons which the constantly repeated Eucharist
impressively symbolizes. It may be asked why should St. John omit the symbol, the
concrete embodiment of spiritual ideas with which he was familiar? Why should St.
John pass over the origin of an institution which is so well adapted to conserve the most
impressive lessons which he proves the Lord to have given in other forms? In reply we
say : (a) The repudiation of symbolic event was not his universal custom. The councrete
embodiment and positive expression in historic fact of the ideas of the Temptation are
proof that he did not as a habit turn from historic facts to spiritual phenomena, but
even reversed the process. (8) The dawning superstition which began to enwrap the
simple ritual may explain the reticence of the apostle with reference to its origination.
(7) The fourth evangelist does, however, record illustrations of the symbolic method.
By recording the washing the disciples’ feet (ch. xiii. 8), the spiritual significance of
miracles on the blind and dead (ch. ix. 39; xi. 25), the breathing on the apostles that
they might receive the Holy Ghost (ch. xx. 22), the author proved that he was not'a
bigoted spiritualist, or indifferent to visible symbols of eternal truth, Consequently, the
omission of the well-known story of the “ institution ” is charged with high interpreta-
tive force.

(d) The omission of the agony ¢n the garden. The silence of the fourth evangelist
touching “ the agony ” in the garden is very noliceable. There are, however, several
distinct correspoudences of time and place. The writer (ch. xviii. 1) shows that
he was acquainted with and vividly recalled both. He records the fact of the Lord’s
crossing the stream of Kedron and reaching a garden (xfiwos more accurately describes
the scene than the xwplov of Matthew and Mark, or the 7é=os of Luke), which witnessed
the cruel betrayal of the Son of man. Several impressive features are preserved by the
fourth evangelist. It was “a rémos to which Jesus often resorted ”-—a quiet resting-
place. The party of the Pharisees, ¢ with lanterns and torches,” had been seen by the
watcbful eye of the evangelist descending the steep slopes below the city walls, Sundry
notes of identity with the synoptic account discover themselves; e.g. the servant of the
high priest is referred to by the synoptists, but his name is given here, and the
right ear which he lost at the hand of Simon Peter is also specified ; the allusion to
“iwelve legions of angels ” (Matt. xxvi. 53) is curiously confirmed by the writer’s state-
ment that a xilapxos (ch. xviii, 12) was in command, showing that a legion of Roman
soldiers was ready to suppress a revolt should one arise; and, finally, the language of
our Lord to Peter (ch, xviii. 11), “ The cup which my Father giveth me to drink, shall
I pot drink it?” forcibly recalls the solemn language (Matt. xxvi, 39; Mark xiv. 36;
Luke xxii. 42), “ Take this cup from me: yet not as I will, but as thou wilt.” Never-
theless, it is most certain that the tone of natchless patience and courage, the mien of
ineffable digpity, with which the Lord met and rebuked the guard, and proved the
imperial power he could have wielded (if he had chosen) for the utter discomfiture of
his enemies, form a striking contrast with the scene which John must have witnessed
in the depth of that olive shade. Luke himself may have even learned from John the
terrible transaction he recorded (xxii. 43, 44). Why, then, should the evangelist have
omitted it ? Why, in place of the agonizing, bleeding sacrifice, with strong crying and
tears, does he give us an imperial potentate, 8 match for all the devilry of Judas, and
all the malice of the Pharisees, and all the power of Casar? No hint of weakness, or
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victory over his own feelings, but an appropriate historic close to the sublime inter-
cession of ch. xvii. According to Keim, if this account be historic, the synoptists’
narrative i3 utterly  pulverized.” Let two or three remarks be allowed their fair
woight. It is the method of this evangelist to make frequent, nay perpetual, gaps in
his narrative, bringing into epparent juxtaposition events which are separated not only
by hours, but by days and months of thrilling interest. The hour and power of dark-
ness did intervene between the intercession and the betrayal. When Jesus came forth
from the gardon, the darkest hour was over. The *“ Thy will be done ” had consecrated
Gethsemane and humanity itself. The moment for action had arrived, the bracing that
comes from the arrival of the climax had supervened. The angel had strengthened him.
He had been heard for his godly fear (Heb, v. 7). Even the synoptists show that there
was no shrinking, no bloody sweat now, but the forthcoming of miraculous energy to
heal Malchus (Luke xxii. 51), a willingness to rebuke the rabble that had come under
protection of the Roman guard, and the utterance of words to Judas that drove him
to despair. The contrast between John and the synoptists is mot in the outward
domeanour of Jesus, which all four evangelists describe in corresponding though not in
identical phrase, but in the omission by John and the insertion by Matthew and Luke
of the great victory which the suffering Lord had won over the prince of this world.
Just as the Fourth Gospel tales up the ministry of the Baptist at the point where the
synoptists laid it down, and as the writer omits long and wonderful scenes from the
trial before Caiaphas which would have sustained the general thesis of his own Gospel
—omitted because the whole narrative had been abundantly illustrated in the current
Gospels—so now he omits the awful record of the inner life of Jesus given by the
synoptists, and simply records the manner of his capture and its sublime accompaniments.
But the reason for the omission must be profoundly different from that attributed to
the author by the school of Baur. The fourth evangelist does not ignore the sorrow
and weakness of the Lord. His apprehension of desertion, his suffering from the
hatred of the world, his bitter sense of the cruelty of the “son of perdition,” are seen
(ch. xvi. 2, 3, 32; xvii. 12; xv. 18, 22—24). In ch. xiv. 30 Christ admitted that the
prince of this world “ cometh,” though he added, ‘“ he hath nothing in me.”

In Christ’s approach to the grave of Lazarus (ch. xi. 33—35) we have one of the
most explicit revelations contained in the entire Gospels of how the Lord took human
gorrow and all the mystery of death upon himself, and broke out into sighs, groans,
and tears. But, more than all, the words of Jesus to the Greeks who sought to see
him are a veritable anticipation of the agony of the garden (ch. xii. 23—33). His
soul was “troubled.” He was ready to cry, “ Father, save me from this hour.” The
gense of his mission led him to cry, *“ Father, glorify thy Name!” Moreover, the
cotire Gospel from end to end is written under the shadow of the cross. One of its
chief notes is struck by the Baptist : * Behold the Lamb of God!” The first “sign” in
Jerusalem was a prelude of the final tragedy. Every paragraph reveals the darkness
in angry conflict with the light, while in ever-varying circumstances the Lord pro-
claims that, however hard to flesh and blood, yet the law of his being was to finish the
work which the Father had given him to do (ch. iv. 34; v. 30; vi. 38; viii. 29, 38;
xvii. 4). The “agony” of the synoptic Gospels is spread in the Fourth Gospel over
the entire evangel, from the wilderness of Judsa to the cross itself, just as the * Temp-
tation” is obviously diffused throughout the mystery of his incarnation, and just as
the Transfiguration aureole of the synoptists gleams through every cloud, from the giory
he had with the Father before the world was, till he ascends in very deed to his Father
and our Father, to his God and our God.

(e) The omission of the visible ascension of the glorified body of the Lord is a peculiarity
which the Fourth Gospel shares with the First Gospel, and, unless the closing appendix
to Mark’s narrative be genuine, with the Second Gospel also. We owe this comforting
and inspiring assurance to Luke and to Paul. If the identity of authorship of the Apo-
calypae and Fourth Gospel may be assumed—a fact which, with all its primd facie diffi-
culties, will, we believe, ultimately prevail—we see that the apostle had given the Church
abundant proof, from his own prophetic intuition and wondrous vision, that Jesus was
seated on the right hand of God, and wore still the signs and proofs of his awful human
and earthly experience. He saw him as King of kings, as a Lamb of God, appearing as
though he had beon slain, a8 one who “iiveth, and was dead, and is aliwe for evermore.”
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"The Apocalypse, with its promise of the Lord’s return in majesty to claim his own, to
judge the dead, small and great, was the Johannine record of the Ascension. DBut this
is not all. Jesus is represented in the Gospel as in the fulness of his Divine nature being
in heaven, although accessible to men on earth., He camo down from heaven. He
commenced a manifestation in the flesh—he who was for evermore in heaven (ch. iii, 13).
But more than this, he forewarned those who doubted the possibility of eating his flesh
and drinking his blood, that the time was coming when some at least should see him
“ascend to where he was before” (ch. vi. 62). He told the Magdalene that he was
about to “ascend to the Father” (ch. xx. 17), and, when that was effccted, she might
with the touch of the Spirit grasp and hold him fast. So though the formal and stately
departure of his corporeal manifestation is not again recited, all the conditions on which
it rests are more abundantly exhibited by John than by either of the synoptists,. We
now proceed to notice—

(8) Incidental allusions in the Fourth Guspel to features of Christ’s teaching and
imagery with which we are familiar in the synoptists. These allusions reveal an
identity of personage in the sublime character they all alike portray. ¢ The bride and
bridegroom ” in Matt. iz. 15, given in special reference to the questions raised by dis-
ciples of John the Baptist, is curiously consonant with John's language about the bride,
the bridegroom, and friend of the bridegroom (see motes, ch. iii. 29). The reference to
the harvest in ch. iv. 35 corresponds to the frequent employment of the same imagery
in Matt. ix. 37 and xiii. 30. The comparison of the vine in ch. xv.1 with Matt. xxi. 33,

Numerous sayings which are attributed to Jesus by the synoptists fell from his
lips amid other circumstances, as Matt. xiii. 57; Mark vi. 4; Luke iv. 24, where the
diminished honour of a prophet amongst his own people is referred to. This finds a
striking though difficult occasion on ch. iv. 44 (see notes). The remarkable, para-
doxical saying, ¢ He that loveth his life loseth it,” etc. (ch. xii, 25), is repeated twice in
Matthew (x. 39 ; xvi. 25) and Luke (xvii. 83). The proverbial utterance (ch. xiii. 16),
“The servant is not greater than his lord,” is repeated with rich variety of illustration in
Luke vi. 40 and Matt. x. 24. And ch. xiii. 20, “ He that receiveth whomsoever I shall
send, receiveth me; he that receiveth me, receiveth him that sent me,” must be com-
pared with Matt. x. 40 and Luke x. 16. The mode of calling the impotent man, “ Rise,
take up thy bed, and walk,” in ch. v. 8, verbally agrees with the summons given to the
paralytic in Mark ii. 9. In ch. vi 20, “It is I; be not afraid,” closely corresponds
with Matt. xiv. 27. The idiomatic expression, “taste of death,” is found ch. viii. 52 and
Mark ix. 1. The awful announcement (ch. xiii. 21}, “One of you shall betray me,” must
be compared with Matt. xxvi 21 and Mark xiv. 18, There is curious correspondence
as to the value and quantity of bread required for the feeding of the five thousand (ch.
vi. 7 and Mark vi 37). The description of believing union with himself as “coming ” to
him is common to ch. vi. 37 and Matt. xi. 28; and ch. vi. 46 should also be compared
with Matt. xi. 27. Our Lord’s obnoxiousness to the Pharisees on the sabbatic question
is expressed in much the same form in ch. ix. 16 and Matt. xii. 2. His startling language
about the poor, in ch. xii. 8, is found also in Matt, xxvi. 11; the idiosyncratic expression,
« He that sent me,” in ch. xii, 44 and Luke ix. 48, The promise that he gave, to come
again and abide with his disciples (ch. xiv. 18, 19), is grandly represented in Matt.
xxviii. 20. The warnings of future distress to his disciples (ch. xvi. 1, 2) ehould be
compared with Matt. x. 17; xiii. 21. Numerous correspondences may be also noticed
between the etatements of John and the synoriists with reference to the trial-scenes,
notwithstanding the characteristic differences. These allusive and varied harmonies
must be added to all the other facts alleged to show that the great Personage referred
to in the synoptist and Fourth Gospels is identical. They both alike show that “ never
man spake like this man” (CL here table by Godet, ¢ Gospel,’ vol. i. p. 165; Luthardt,
8t.John the Author of the Fourth Gospel,’ pp. 232—235.) The following are important:
In Matt, xxvi 61; xxvii, 40; Mark xiv. 58; xv. 29, there is distinct reference to
words of Jesus which are to be found only in ch, ii. 19, “ Destroy this temple,” etc,
The great utterance in ch. vi. 85, “ He that cometh to me shall yever hunger,” eto,
corresponds with Matt. v. 6. Cb, xii. 7 most curiously corresponds with Mark xiv. 8,
The bitter ery in ch. xii. 27 must be compared with Matt. xxvi, 89, and ch. xiii. §
with Matt. xi. 27. The reference to the cock-crowing in ch. xiii. 38 with Matt, xxvi.,
84; Mark xiv. 30; Luke xxii. 34; and ch. xv. 20, 21 with Matt. x, 22, 26; and ch,
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aviii. 11 with Matt, xzvi. 20; ond ch. xviii. 20 with Matt. xxvi. 55; and ch. xviii, 37
with Matt. xxvil. 11,

(4) The subtle indications of identity of character are not less wonderfull (a) The
delicate sensitiveness of Christ to the special and varied interests of those with whom he
cones into contact meets us throughout the synoptist narrativo; e.g. in taking children
to his arms, just when others would drive them away; his pitying the mothers in the
approaching siege of Jerusalem; his touching the loathsome leper; the language to
the woman with the issue of blood, * Daughter, be of good comfort;” his taking the
father and mother of the maiden into the room where he was about to raise her from
the dead, with *“ Give her something to eat;” the “ Weep not” to the widow of Nain;
the arranging of the five thousand in companies of fifty ; the “ Suffer ye thus far”
in the healing of Malchus ;—are sll illustrations that might be multiplied. But in the
Fourth Gospel we have hislanguage to tho woman of Samaria, “ Go, call thy husband ; ”
his phrase to the impotent man, and the woman taken in adultery, * Go, sin no more ;”
the circumstance that he *found ” the excommunicated once-blind beggar in the
misery to which he had been brought by his loyalty; his coming to the grave of
Lazarus with groans and tears of sympathy ; the ¢ Loose him, and let him go,” of the
same narrative; the soothing of the perturbed spirits of the apostles with ““ 1t is I; be
not afraid ;” his sympathy even with the perturbations of Pilate; the *“ Woman, behold
thy son,” uttered from the cross,

b) The tact of Jesus, not only in his beneficence, but in his controversial method,
and his sclf-defence. In the synoptic Gospels he always, not only parried a blow, but
nade it the occasion of unveiling some great lessons. Thus, e.g., when the Sadducees
wished to raise a scornful laugh about the future life, he lifted the question into a
higher region; when his disciples were accused of sabbath-breaking, he quoted Hosea’s
“ I will have mercy, and not sacrifice.”

The way in which he looked his reproach is repeatedly referred to by Mark. The
manner in which he vindicated his own honour in doing acts of kindness on the
sabbath was extremely remarkable, as he uniformly directed his malicious opponents
to consider some great principle which they might be willing to icnore, but could not
gainsay. In precisely the same way he vindicated his claim to heal the impotent man
(ch. v. 17) by the sublime assertion, “ My Father worketh hitherto,and I work;” ¢.e. these
gracious energies are always going on. As in Matthew he appeals to the profanation
of the temple by the priests, so he refers in John to the circumcision of children on
the sabbath day, with a similar intent. So the “look of Jesus” is commemorated in
the Fourth Gospel as well as by Mark. “ The Lord looked on Simon,” and gave him
the name of ¢ Cephas.” The marvellous influence which his mere presence exerted on
his adversaries is emphatically recorded in Luke’s account of his reception at Nazareth,
but is more than onco repeated in the Fourth Gospel (ch. vii 44—46; viii. 59; x. 31;
xviil. 6). Such a characteristic trait is not a casual coincidence.

(¢) The humane molives of his miracles are abundantly conspicuous, not only in the
synoptists, but also in the Fourth Gospel. The multiplication of the bread is common
to both, but the transformation of the water into wine and his consideration of the
villagers’ need correspond with the care with which he would pay Peter’s tribute money,
and with the [nct that he provided a repast for his disciples after the resurrection.
The length of the suffering of the iufirm woman (synoptists) corresponds with that of
the impotent man (ch. v.), as a predisposing cause of his bounty. The reason given
for his walking on the sea in John is allied to the whole teaching of the synoptists,
“ He saved others ; himself he could not save.”

(d) Certain idiosyncrasies of sigyle which are quite inimitable proclaim the identity of
the great Prophet and Teacher. It is true that Renan and others have professed to
feel so great a difference in passing from the discourse in Matthew, the parable groups
and the * delicious sentences” of the synoptic account, to the controversial and sustained
cxposition and lengthened arguments of the Fourth Gospel, that they dispute the
verisimilitude of the latter. But is the contrast of style so great? In the sermon on
the mount there is the series of contrasts between the Lord’s own ethical judgmentsand

! On this subjcot, see G. A. Chadwick, D.D., ¢ Christ bearing Witncss to Himself,’ to
whom I am here greatly indebted.
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that which had beon said to them of old time, followed by the antithesis between the
highest forms of the Divine life and the heartless forms of the Pharisce, the publican and
hypocrite, and the entire thunder-pealis brought toits final deliverance in the rhetorical
climaz. To our thinking, no one discourse in the Fourth Gospel is so prolonged and
sustained in argument, so unbroken by dialogue, as Matt. v.—vii. Evcn the valedictory
discourse flows on (ch. xiv.) in answer to numerous questions put by Pbilip, Thomas,
Judas, and Simon ; then is bLroken in two by change of sccne and then by address to
the Father. It :nay be said that the sermon on the mount is rather tho work. of
Matthew than of the Lord, a piecing together of great utterances, We disputo that
position ; but if it be conceded for the sake of argument, this contrast between the
synoptist and Johannine records fails.

Our Lord’s discourses are characterized by iutense and vivid repetition of certain
ideas under slightly different forms. Thus the illustrations used in the discourse
at Nazareth (Luke iv. 25, 27) should be compared with Luke xi, 81, 32; xii. 24, 27,
51, 53, and with the gathering intensity of the three parables of cl. xv. We do not
find the same discourses in the Fourth Gospel, but we read the evidence of the same
commanding mind and its fundamental method. Take ch. iii. 3 and B for the repet:-
tion of the condition of admission into the kingdom of God. Notice the gathering
intensity of meaning in the discourse in ch. vi. concerning participation (i.) “in my
flesh,” (ii.) “in my flesh and blood,” (iii.) “eating me.” The impression of a repeated
and doubled thought occurs in ch. x. 7,9 and 11, 14. Let the construction of the
sermon on the mount be compared with that of the controversial discourse in ch. v.,
and the same kind of intensifying progress is conspicuous.

(¢) The conduct of our Lord, as seen in the treatment of his relatives, reveals in striking
accord the fourfold narrative, and the identity of the John of the Fourth Gospel with
that of the synoptists. In Luke ii. 49, “ Wist ye not that I must be [*in the affairs
(house) of my Father ’] about my Father’s business?” In Mark iii. 21 and 31—35 the
lack of true perception of his claims on the part of his kindred is brought into contact
with his admission to closest intimacy of those that “do the will of my Father” (cf.
Matt, xii. 50). The Fourth Gospel also makes it clear that the mother of Christ was
no longer competent to rule the methods of his self-manifestation (ch. ii. 4); that his
brethren did not believe on him (ch. vii. 6); that he entrusted the care of his mother
to his spiritual relation and beloved disciple, rather than to the brother James (ch. xix.
26, 27). These personal traits are most remarkable if there be not a fundamental
identity of subject.

(/) There are further deep harmonies of fllustrative thought. In Matt. xxi. 37 the Lord
speaks of his Father sending his Son to the wicked husbandmen. In ch, viii. 35,36
the servants are contrasted with ¢ the Son that abideth for ever”” ‘The Father's
house ” is the great climax of the group of parables in Luke xv. ; “ the Father’s house,”
with its “ many mansions,” is the home which (ch. xiv. 1, 2) Christ is going to prepare
for his disciples. In the synoptists we are told that we must become as little children
(Matt, xviil. 3); in John that we must be “born again ” (ch. iii. 3; cf. also xiii. 33).
The imagery of the dying and expanding seed, the subsequent growth, is frequently
rcpeated in Matt. xiii.; but it is also found in ch. xii. 24. ‘The “‘shepherd” in
Luke’s parable brings home the lost sheep; but in ch. x. 2—16 our Lord speaks of
himself as « the good Shepherd.” The barren fig tree is to be cut down, the fruitless
plant rooted up, in Luke xiii. 8 and Matt. xv. 13; but in ch. xv. 2 Christ declares,
4 Every branch in me which beareth not fruit, is taken away, and every branch which
beareth fruit, he pruneth it, that it may bring forth more fruit.” Hostile critics have
objected to the Fourth Gospel that it is a continuous utterance on the part of Jesus
concerning himself, and of bis own unique relation to the Father and to the world, and
of his own functions and claimg; whereas in the earlier Gospels the Lord was content tc
deal with the duties and prospects and characteristics of humanity or of the kingdom
of God, and is comparatively silent concerning himself. Is this so? Is the contrast
80 great as is often assumed? We admit that very early in the Fourth Gospel Jesus
sssures Nathanuel that he should “henceforth find heaven opened, and see angels
ascending and descending on the Son of man” (ch. i. 61); and in the language to
Nicodemus he implies that he is the Son given by the I'ather, and is the Son who
came down from Leaven; but the great burden of that address is that * regeneration ”
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is indispensable, that judgment is the correlative of the offer of life, that those that do
the truth come to the light. Again, in ch. v., in the great discourse to the authorities,
he asserts a sories of claims based on his unique relation to the Father and to the
universe, and in every possible variety of form this example is followed out in ch. vi.,
vii., viil.—x., xiil.—xvii. The prodigious and astonishing self-consciousness, the ego
with its most amazing memories and transcendental force, the realization even in
human experience and on human lips of the eternal judgments and the eternal life,
do call repeated attention to the Messenger. Yet from end to end this is ethically
subordinated to the well-being of man and the saving of the world. Thus he would
give eternal life to those who labour for it (ch. vi. 27) ; he would quench human hunger
and thirst (ch. iv. 10, 14; vi. 32, 50, 57, 568). It is impossible not to see that while he
was mysteriously conscious of the most unique claims, and that they were of supreme
moment to men, yet the end of the self-manifestation was the life, light, peace, love,
liberty, deliverance, and victory over the world, after the fashion of his own life. The
reason for the utterance of every claim and lofty prerogative is the benefit and the
salvation of mankind (ch. vii. 17, 24, 38; viii. 12, 31, 32, 51; x. 9, 28; xi. 9, 40; xii.
25, 85 ; xiii. 14, 15, 34, 35; xiv. 8, 16, 17, 27; xv. 6, 7, 16, 20, 21; xvi. 1—3, 7—13,
33; xvii. 17, 26).

1t is conceded that this is the prevailing tone of the Fourth Gospel, but the question
arises whether the same features are absent from the synoptic Gospels. We ought
never to forget that we owe to the synoptists the record of the supernatural birth of
Jesus. He is conceived by the Holy Spirit. The power of the Highest, the Holy Spirit,
is the occasion of his introduction into this world (Matt. i. 18,20; Lukei.26—38), One
of the most characteristic features of the Johannine teaching, almost more Johannine
than any solitary utterances of the Fourth Gospel, is to be found in Matt. xi. 25—28, <“ 1
thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because thou didst hide these things from
the wise and understanding, and didst reveal them unto babes. Yea, Father: for so it
was well-pleasing in thy sight. All things have been delivered unto me of my Father:
and no one knoweth the Son, save the Father; neither doth any know the Father, save
the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him. Come unto me, all ye
that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest.” And take the parallel
expression in Luke x. 21, 22, where the chief difference is “ Jesus rejoiced in the Holy
Spirit, and said.” The relation between the Father, as Lord of heaven and earth, and
the Son is unique. No human mind knows the Father as he does; no prophet, no
forerunner, no disciple, knows him as the Father does, It is through his own revelation
of the Father that any man will ever know the Father. It is by coming to him for this
revelation that they will find rest for their souls. Over this entire conception of himself
as the revealing Son Jesus rejoices in the Holy Spirit, and the representation culminates
in the peculiarly Johannine conception of * coming™ to himself for rest and life.

The Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke alike assert the Divine Paternity of Christ.
They also record the declaration of John the Baptist, that he who was mightier than
himself was about to baptize with the Holy Spirit. In the sermon on the mount
Christ identifies “righteousness” with “himself” (Matt. v. 10 and 11). The *“I say
unto you,” often repeated, lifts the Speaker above all other teachers (Matt. vii. 21—27).
He assumes to have the destinies of the world in his hands, and makes attention to
or rejection of his words the conditions of safety or ruin (see Matt. x. 32,33, xi. 6,
20—24), to say nothing again of vers. 25—37, which aro charged with the deepest
solf-consciousness (cf. Matt. xii. 40—42; xvi. 27). In Matt. xvi. 16 Peter’s confession,
“Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God,” is more explicit than the language of
Peter given in ch, vi. 69, which the R.T. readsin an altered and abridged form, “ Thou
ort the Holy One of t30d.” We owe to the three synoptists the stupendous scene
of the Transfiguration and the voice from heaven, the omission of which in John’s
Gospel (seeing this apostle was an eye-witness of his majesty) we have endeavoured to
explain (see p. civ). When the hosannas of the children are rebuked by the Pharisees,
Christ deolares, “If these should be silent, the stones would cry out ® (Luke xix. 40).
The synoptist narratives all alilke record the fact that Jesus assumes the right to forgive
stns, and to do so in the presence of those who entertain & rooted conviction that no
one can forgive sins but God only (Matt. ix. 8—8; Luke v, 20—24; Mark ii, 5—12;
cf. Tiuke vil. 48).
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The synoptists record the claim of our Lord to be the Bridegroom of the true
theocracy, to take the place which Jehovah does in Tsaiah, Hosea, and Ezekiel (see
Matt. ix. 14, 15, and parallels ; Mark ii. 19, 20; Luke v. 34, ctc.). Mareover, some ot
his most striking parables, which compare the kingdom to a marriage of the king's son
(Matt, xxii. 1—14; xxv. 1—13), show in undisguised manner that his Person, his
mission, his call, his offer of friendship, constitute such a union between heaven and
earth, between God and man, as was cffected in his incarnation.

The Gospel of Matthew in particnlar is explicit in representing our Lord as * Son of
men,” as coming in his glory to “ gather his elect from the four winds,” ete. (Matt.
xvi. 27; xxiv. 30, 81), to judge the quick and dead, and to gather before his tribunal
all nations, to determine as “King” their eternal destiny (Matt. xxv. 31—36).
“Come unto me” is his synonym for acquittal from self-reproach. *Depart from
me” is the verdict of eternal doom. Luke’s Gospel records the triumphant vindication
of bis transcendental and supreme claims to determine the destiny of souls, in his
language to the dying robber (Luke xxiii. 39—43). Matthew gives the most complete
assertion of his claim to be ‘“the Son of the living Gud,” and to have ““all power in
heaven and earth” (Matt. xxvi. 63—66; xxviii. 18—20).

Perplexing and baffling as the Fourth Gospel would be without the facts and testi-
monies of the synoptists, it seems to us that the synoptists themselves would be equally
difficult to understand without such further testimony to the supreme claims of our
Lord as are found in the Fourth Gospel. The narratives of the synoptists would be
more difficult to faith than they are if we had been left to frame any bypothesis we
pleased as to the manner of tbe Man whom winds and seas obeyed ; who asserted his
purpose to judge mankind; who claimed to forgive sin, and to be eternally omnipresent
in the subsequent history of his Churcb; who assumed a place in the very Godbead
itself, by issuing the baptismal formula; whom angels and devils worshipped as the
Holy One; before whom wild beasts shrank abashed (Mark i. 13); who represents
himself as occupying a higher place in the theocracy than Abraham, Moses, David,
Solomon, or Elijah, than the ternple or the sabbath ; who walked on the sea, healed the
leper, ard raised the dead; who, after himself suffering the agony of death, was once
more clothed with surpassing majesty as the Personal Victor over death; who made
known in resurrection of life, and by taking possession of an eternal throne, the new
and final idea of man’s existence.

If we were discussing the veritable facts concerning the Person of our Lord, we might
feel bound here to meet the numerous attempts to belittle or reduce to ordinary
dimensions of humanity some or all of these details; but we are not called to do so
here and now. We are replying to an objection brought against the Fourth Gospel,
based on the different tone of this document in dealing with the Person of our Lord
from that found in the synoptists. Our rcply is—all that is peculiar to the Fourth
Gospel is found in 8 germinant form, and moreover displayed in the miracles, parables,
discourses, and events of the first three Gospels. o

(5) The portraitures of the Fourth Gospel. There are certain individuals whose features
are sketched in the Fourth Gospel, but concerning whom the synoptists are silent.
For instance, Nathanael’s name occurs in the first and twenty-first chapters of John,
and a stroke or two of vivid soul-revelation are supplied. There is, however, little
difficulty in believing that he is none other than the Bartholomew of the synoptic
account, “one of the twelve,” brought in the lists of the apostles into juxtaposition
with Philip and Thomas. As such Nathanael appears in the Fourth Gospel. The
word Bar-Tolmai is a mere patronymic, and no true name, and the identification of
the names need occasion no difficulty.

Nicodemus, a Jerusalem magnate, a secret disciple, and one who is introduced three
times in the narrative (ch. iii. 1; vii. 50; xix. 39), 18 a feature of Christ's social rela-
tions which is not without difficulty. There are, however, several considerations which
deserve attention. The synoptists represent Jesus, as the legitimate heir to the throne
of David, as on visiting terms with the wealthy Galila:an Pharisees (Luke vit. 36),as having
a secret friend in the person of Joseph of Arimathaa (Luke xxii, 51; cf. ch, xix. 38),
and a welcome at the house of “the chief among the publicans” (Luke xix. 2). Joanna,the
wife of Chuza, Herod’s steward, must not be forgotten (Luke viii, 8), nor the reverence
manifested towards bim by the Roman centurion of Capernauin (Luke vii.; Matt. viil.)
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Even taking the synoptist authorities alone, we see that events and friendships parallel
and equivalent to those with reference to Nicodemus are not lacking. We have already
observed that, while the synoptists are not ignorant of the visits to Jerusalem, they do
not lay themselves out for any description or recital of the conversations and miracles
whioh took place there. They naturally pass over Nicodemus, the principal reference
1:0l whom occurs in a period of our Lord’s ministry concerning which they are perfectly
silent

The woman of Samaria comes, as to place and time, into the same category with
Nicodemus, and the lifelike portraiture given of her can scarcely be transcended by any
narrative in the New Testament. This kindness and sympathy with the Samaritans
is, however, the probable basis of the interesting references to the Samaritans in Luke’s
Gospel and the Acts (Luke ix, 52—56; x. 33; xvii. 16 ; Acts i. 8 ; viii. 5, etc.). We do
not disguise the difficulty involved in Matt. 3. 5, but the experimental mission of the
twelve was obviously restricted. They were not to go to cities of the Samaritans, nor
into the way of the (Gentiles; yet the synoptists (all three) tell us that he himself did
go into the coasts of Tyre and Sidon, to Caesarea Philippi and Decapolis. Consequently,
the warning of the twelve, in their first ¢rial journey, against the cities of the Samaritans
may have been equally compatible with what John tells us about his own visit to
Samaria.

It cannot be maintained that the story of Lazarus and his sisters introduces novel
matter, as Luke has already introduced us to “ Martha and Mary,” and the representation
he gave of the contrast between them, of eager service and quiet meditation, is exqui-
sitely unfolded in the home of Bethany as portrayed by John. The moral features of
the two sisters correspond in a most remarkable way with the characteristics of Peter and
John, both alike loving and beloved of their Lord. Some critics have gone so far as to
suggest that the Lazarus of ch. xi. is a dramatic representatior: of the parable of the rich
man and Lazarus. No two sets of facts could be much more dissimilar, except it be
that the language of Abraham (* If they believe not Moses and the prophets, neither
will they be persuaded, though one rose from the dead ””) finds a kind of parallel in the
fact that the Lazarus who was raised from the dead did not convince the heads of the
priesthood that Jesus was the Christ. But the record of this great event is found, like
the narrative of Nicodemus, that of the impotent man, and that of the blind man, in
the Jerusalem ministry. When John takes his reader in the sixth chapter into Galilee,
he at once confirms the three synoptists by detailing two great miracles which they
had aiready described, but in connection with discourses of immense impressiveness
which they had failed to record.

The few characters to which the fourth evangelist makes erclusive reference are by
DO MeANs NUMerous, nor are they more important than those which are severally peculiar
to Matthew and Luke. Thus Matthew alone tells us of ‘‘the Wise Men ;” and Luke
of ¢ the shepherds,” of “Simeon,” and of * Anna.” Matthew and Mark tell us of the
“leper;” and Luke only of the *widow of Nain.” Matthew, of the mission of the
twelve ; and Luke, of the mission of the seventy disciples. Matthew draws with startling
clearness the portraiture of Herod the Great. Luke refers to Zacchaus. To each
synoptist-evangelist, therefore, we owe special characteristics and portraits of indivi-
duals which are scarcely more peculiar or unique than those which are peculiar to John.

Other portraitures of the Fourth Gospel correspond in a very impressive way with
those of the synoptic Gospels. Where these portraitures differ in some striking feature,
the ground of the difference is not far to seek.

(a) The treatment of the person of the mother of our Lord provides one illustration.
Brevity and reticence characterize all that is said in any of these documents concerning
the life or death of Mary the virgin-mother, A few scattered notices, all charged
with suggestion which might lead astray, and which have left room for extraordinary
development both legendary and dogmatic, contain all that we know. Her house and
lineage as the betrothed and espoused wife of the last heir of the throne and family of
David are declared at length, It is not improbable that both the genealogies are those
of Mary as well as of Joseph, but this cannot be positively proved. The story of the
miraculous conception as given in Matthew is enriched with several interesting details
by Luke, which make evident Mary’s holy submission to her mysterious destiny, her
purely Old Testament piety and anticipations, and her acquaintance with the great pro-
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totypes of the earlier history of her race. The visit of Elisabeth to her, the marvellous
accompaniments of her Child’s birth, the visit of the shepherds, the song of the angels,
and the pondering by Mary over these mysterious events, are recorded by Luke. The
providential deliverance of the young Child and his mother from the jealous madness
of Herod is preserved by Matthew, while Luke adds the appearance in the temple when
Simeon forewarns her that a sword should pierce her own heart. We further discover
her maternal solicitude, the obedience she claimed and reccived up to a certain point
and no further. The one incident recorded during the thirty years implies on her part
(it may be) some carelessness and failure of apprehension of tho wondrous charge
eutrusted to her. Sorrowing and anxious, she and Joseph receive a word whioh, like a
sword, pierced her. There were depths in her Son’s consciousness which she could not
fathom, and there was an inward voice he heard, but which she could not hear. A
solitary event subsequently recorded, and by Mark only in its fulness, which shows that
the Pharisees had, by a diabolic plot which they hatched to shut up Jesus as one “ beside
himself,” endeavoured to make the mother and brethren parties to it. The way in
which Christ baffled this design, and even emancipated himself from the control of
mother and brethren, is highly significant (Mark iii. 20, 30—35).

After this Mary appears to have followed him on his last visit to Jerusalem, and to
have stood by him when in his death-agony. After the Resurrection she is (in Luke’s
continuation of his Gospel) mentioned once only, and then as being present in the upper
chamber. Not another syllable bearing upon her character or even existence can be
found in the New Testament or early Christian literature. Neither St. Paul, St. Peter,
nor St. John, neither St. James nor St. Jude who may have been her own children,
make the faintest reference to her.

It is open to question whether she is obscurely referred to in the Apocalypse (xii.
1—6). We dare not lift the veil, nor do we appeal to the apocryphal gospels. All
that we may reasonably infer is her self-repression, her Old Testament standpoint, her
desire for the honour of her Son, and some doubtfully placed measures taken for his
safety. Her belief in his resurrection, and her association after the Resurrection with
the twelve apostles and the brethren. The gentle, holy, retiring spirit hides itself in
the glory of her Son and Lord.

The fourth evangelist, who clearly speaks of himself as the beloved disciple, who has
never once mentioned his own name nor that of his own mother, never breathes the
name of *“ Mary,” and folds her memory in the Ferfumed cerements of a holy charge he
received from his dying Lord. He states firmly that her home was in his house. He
becomes her protector and keeper to the end. Where that took place he does not say ;
put the very fact that he shounld have received the charge at the cross, confirms a
statement made by St. Luke (Acts i. 14). This visit to Jerusalem wasfull of interest to
the other and older tradition. The Fourth Gospel simply shows how this event brought
its author into closest relation with the blessed virgin-mother of the Lord. Yet with
one exception he adds nothing to what we know, and with reverent silence he passes
over details already widely current for a generation before he wrote his Gospel. Still,
in mentioning the mother at all, he clears himself from all docetic, Cerinthian, or Mar~
cionite teaching. The author, by the underlying presupposition of the entire Gospel,
viz. that Jesns was “the Word made flesh,” and by his repeated attempt to illustrate
Christ’s consciousness of having “ come down from heaven,” and being essentially *the
Son of God,” not “ born again,” but “sent from God,” originally and fundamentally
“ born of the Spirit,” coincides with, if he does not give the deepest explanation of the
immaculate conception. It is very startling that the one thing he positively mentions
is the scene at Cana, where the Lord indicated his freedom from the maternal yoke, his
refusal to claim Messianic dignity in the manner indicated by her, and yet along other
lines, in answer to her considerate appeal, lavishes love upon her friends, showing forth
the glory of his love even more than that of his power.

In ch- vi 42, by the phrase, “ whose father and mother we know,” the author of the
Fourth Gospel reveals the fact of current belief in Christ’s human parentage, and also
of the change of abode made by the fumily of Jesus from Nazareth to Capernaum

ch, iL 12).
¢ Such su)btle harmonies of thought convince us that the author was familiar with the
eame unigue Personage, and was delineating the same character,
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b) The synoptio and Johannine portraitures of John the Buptist unquestionably
difler, but the points of divergence are conspicuously due to the circumstance that the
synoptists virtually close their account of John with the baptism of Jesus. The fourth
evangelist commences his account of the “ man sent from God ” after that prophet bad
come into contact with the Baptizer with the Holy Ghost. A question has often been
asked whether one who could have delivered such a testimony concerning Christ as
that whith is preserved in ch. iii. 27, etc., could, as the synoptists assert, have sent
from the prison the inquiry, ** Art thou the coming One, or may we look for another ? ”
The question has been melted down into a very moderate amount of anxiety by some
apologists, and exaggerated into irreconcilable contradiction by the opponents of the
Fourth Gospel. The middle course is the more rational. The full coming of the
Christ is so variously estimated by the Jewish schools, that some believed in a twofold
coming—that of a tender plant out of a dry ground, and that of a Sun and King of
Righteousness, Some anticipated a son of woman and also a Son of God, the coming
of a suffering and also of a triumphant Messiah, The prophecies were then and are
now difficult to disentangle. Is the holder of the sceptre the same as the “ Prophet”
who should come into the world? Is the ““ David” and the ““ Melchizedek ” the same
predicted manifestation? Is there more than one coming? is there more than one kind
of revelation? The query, “ Art thou he that should come ?” (¢ épxouéros), may have
reasonably meant, ¢ Granting that thou art the suffering ‘ Lamb of God,’ the Son of
the Father, the Bridegroom of the Church, art thou the fina! manifestation, seeing
that thou art continually withdrawing from the asseveration of thy Messiahship ?
Like myself, art thou only a forerunner of the conquering Prince who is mightier than
either of us?” (*“ Do we look for another ?”) This inquiry may have been built on
the purely Old Testament standpoint on which the great forerunner took his stand.
It was difficult, if not impossible, for him to discard the transitional réle which he had
been commissioned to fulfil. He would, like Judaism or Hebraism itself, have never
accomplished the work assigned to him, if he had not held to it with a tenacity which
was really superfluous after his preparatory work had reached its climax Great as
the testimonies of John were, as seen and recorded in the Fourth Gospel, yet Christ
says (ch. v. 36), “I have greater witness than that of John.” This subject is discussed
in the author’s * John the Baptist,’ pp. 419—449.

(¢) The character of Simon Peter is marvellously consistent as recorded in the
synoptists, The “Peter” of Mark and Luke is a study of courage and weakness, of
generous impulses and eager self-assertion, and of a rocklike energy, which nevertheless
shivers and is pulverized by the onset of doubt. From first to last he is ready to take
matters into his own hands and criticize and even remonstrate with the Lord, to suggest
almost childlike proposals which the Lord was compelled to reject. He is humble
under rebuke, and impulsively makes some fresh suggestion equally wide of the mark.
The very earliest account of Simon strikes the key-note of the delineation. When
amazed at the miraculous draught of fishes (Luke v. 8), he cries impetuously, “ Depart
from me, for I am a sinful man.” The spirit was right, but the expression of it was
directly adverse to the whole mystery of Divine love. On the mount of Transfizura-
tion (Luke ix. 33 and parallels) he made the vague suggestion, “Let us make three
tabernacles, one for thee, one for Moses, one for Elijah,” hurrying to a conclusion
utterly beyond and aside the display he had just received of the Lord’s inherent
majesty. The *decease to be accomplished ” suggested to him as yet no clear idea.
When multitudes of the disciples walked no more with their Master, and vague and
conflicting rumours were passing between lip and lip, Simon, son of Jona (or John) gave
utterance to a confession of transcendent importance upon which the Church has been
built, and against which the gates of hell will not prevail ; but when, upon the faith of
this Divine conviction, Jesus proceeded to explain the tragic issues of his present
mission, Peter could not count upon the wisdom or truth of ‘the Son of the living
Goa ’ and began to rebuke the very Christ, and to say (Matt. xvi. 22), “ That be far
from thee.” Then Peter soon finds that his wisdom was not the measure of the ways
of God. Simon Peter must have been by analogy the spokesman of the eleven who
were anxious to second the wish of the multitudes to make Jesus by force ito their
king, and whom Jesus “constraincd ” to get into the boat and depart from the scene of
the great miracle (cf. Mark vi. 45 with cb. vi. 15). While the other disciples cried out
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for fear at the apparition of Jesus walking on the sea, Peter, forerunning his Master,
cried with most insufficient self-knowledge (Matt. xiv. 28),  If it be thou, bid me come
to thee upon the water;” the permission rather than the command (¢A8¢) led him to
demonstrate that his little faith was soon the occasion of bewildering doubt,

When Jesus warned all his disciples that they would be offended at him (Matt,
xxvi. 31—35), eleven receive at first the rebukein humble silence; Peter, with habitual
boldness, virtually exclaims, “ Thou art not right this time, O my Master. Though all
men should be offended at thee, yet will I never be offended ; though all men deny thee,
though T should die with thee, [ will not by any means deny thee” (vers, 33—36). On
the way to the garden of Gethsemane he thought and suggested that two swords would
be of service against the Roman guard, and in the melée at the entrance of the garden
one of the disciples (the synoptists do not say which of them) drew a sword (Luke
xxii. 50 and parallels), and smote off the ear of the servant of the high priest, only to
receive the solemn rebuke of Jesus. While other disciples fled, Simon Peter followed
to the door of the high priest’s palace (Luke xxii. 54), but, having entered it, he could
not bear, alas! the first charge or insinuation that he was one of the disciples of the
insulted and condemmned Master, and he added oaths and curses to his base denial
(Mark xiv. 70, 71). All the synoptists indicate that his contrition was almost as
sudden as his fall. After the Resurrection (while John stood trembling at the entrance
of the sepulchre), Peter (Luke xxiv. 12) went hurriedly into it, to search for the
wounded corpse of the Master whom he had so basely deserted.

The Evangelist Luke carries forward the story of the Apostle Peter’s splendid courage
on Pentecost, of his ready insight, of his eagerness to be the mouthpiece of his fellow-
disciples (Acts ii.), and then to speak for John as well as for himself (Acts iii. and iv.).
His prominence in the scenes with Ananias and Simon Magus all show the same
impetuous energy, but the history reveals the same curious blending of somewhat con-
tradictory elements; e.g. Peter’s reply to the heavenly voice, “ Rise, Peter, slay and
eat,” is eminently characteristic : “ Not so, Lord; for I have never eaten anything
common or unclean.” His language to the Sanhedrin, to Ananias, to Simon Magus, to
Aneas, to Cornelius, is curiously in harmony with all that we know of the noblest

of his character; but the energy with which * Peter continued knocking” in the
dead of night at the door of Mark’s house was enough to have brought the whole
quaternion of soldiers after him; and his ready obedience to the will of God at
Cemsarea and at Jerusalem in the matter of the circumcision of Gentile Christians, and
of social intercourse with them, reflects the generous and gracious side of his character,
open to new ideas and surrounding influences. *“Who am I that I should withstand
God?” TFacts are stronger than fictions and old prejudices. Nevertheless, St. Paul’s
account of Peter’s conduct at Antioch (Gal. ii.) draws in a sentence a portrait of the
same deeply marked character. “ When certain from James arrived, Peter withdrew
and separated himself, and refused to eat with the Gentiles, fearing them of the
circumecision.”

Even tradition tells us that Peter fled from Rome in the midst of the Neronian per-
secution, and, seeing a vision of the Lord apparently making his way towards the city,
was ready with his characteristic question, “ Domine, quo vadis?” And the last thing
recorded of him is equally so. He refused to be crucified after the manner of his Lord,
but besought to be impaled with his head downwards. Such a marked individuality
is one of the most striking notes of accuracy. There is nothing exactly like it in any
other portion of the biblical history. Does the author of the Fourth Gospel reflect the
same general characteristic in bis representation of St. Peter? If he had given us
another Peter, a mystical conception, a fancy portrait to fill out some tl.ne'ologlcal theory,
if he had shown himself ignorant of these numerously attested peculiarities, the pressure
of the argument against the historicity of the narrative would have been strong. But,
on the contrary, the fourth evangelist records the earliest conference.upon Peter of the
name of Cephas, and a brief citation of Peter’s great confession (ch. vi. 68—70), *“ Thou
art the Clrist, the Son of the living God ; we have believed and we have come to know
that thou art the Son of the living God [or, ¢ thou art the Holy One of God’]; " but
when we come to the Last Supper (ch. xiii. 6—11), the composite nature of Peter is
touched off with a characteristic scene, The Lord prepares to wash his disciples’ feet. Bt.
Peter says, “ Thou shalt never wash my feet,” and repeats it after remonstrance; buthe
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no sooner grasps the meaning, as he thinks, than he gives his Lord some further sug-
gestions : * Not my feet only, but also my hands and my head.” There is the same hurry
and impulsiveness, the same blundering forward into rebuke and fresh light. After
this, Pcter, irrepressible as ever, suggests to the beloved disciple to inquire who was the
traltor, and thus he would again forestall his Lord. We have the same shade of
character once more, hinted in the eager inquiry, “ Whither goest thou ?” and *“ Wh

cannot I follow thee now ?” “I will lay down my life for thy sake” (ch. xiii. 36—38).
The enger acts of the night of the Passion are preserved in the Fourth Gospel, and they
reveal the need, both of reproof and miracle, to obviate evil consequences (ch. xviii. 10,
11). The unnamed disciple who had smitten the servant of the high priest is declared
by John to be none other than Simon Peter. This is given with no intent to humble
Peter, but rather to exalt his courage. The features of the temptation and the fall of
Peter are abundantly explained (ch. xviii. 15—18, 25—27). The haste of Peter to rush
into the sepulchre is specially noted in the Fourth Gospel, and the most characteristic of
all these scenes completes John'’s portraiture. Peter distinguishes himself (ch. xxi. 7,
otc.) by the special desire to plunge into the sea to reach his Lord, and to draw the net
to shore. When interrogated by the Lord as to the intensity of his personal love,
Peter at length shows impatience as well as grief (see ver. 17). He would, even in
his last word, give the Lord some advice as to the revelations it would be wise for him
to make. Such a unique combination of tendencies and methods as are presented by
the New Testament generally must represent an historical character of great indi-
viduality. The Fourth Gospel, in all its references to Peter, though for the most part
involving a separate group of occurrences, is in minute and impressive harmony with
the synoptic and Pauline portraiture. In no case are these utterances and acts of Peter
more than silhouettes of his Personality, but the dullest student of analogy cannot fail
to feel the identity of the character. Nor are the Tiibingen writers or Renan altogether
just when they endeavour to draw from the references to Peter an animus against him on
the part of the author of the Fourth Gospel. On the contrary, these references are more
sympathetic by far than the records of corresponding scenes in the synoptic narrative.

(d) The characters of Caiaphas and Pilate are drawn with tolerable clearness in the
synoplists, although they scarcely do more than bring them into the searching light
of the Divine presence of the Lord Jesus. Luke tells us (iii. 1, 2) that the one was
priest and the other was the Roman representative (fyepovedorros) in Judea, and we
are reminded also by Luke of Pilate’s hatred of the religion of the people over whom
he ruled, as well as his cruelty to Galileeans who had properly belonged to the hegemony
of Herod Antipas (Luke xiii. 1).

Caiaphas in the synoptic narrative is the president of the court before which Jesus
is tried, and we discern his hatred of his Victim, his anxiety to secure even valueless
testimony against Jesus, rather than none at ell; and to obtain, moreover, a kind of
testimony which would not turn the hearts of the excitable Pharisaic party to take his
side. His eagerness to condemn, to call forth an answer which should, according to
his understanding and exposition of the Law incriminate Jesus; and the impetuous
haste with which he fastened a charge of blasphemy on the Lord, are among the most
tragic features of the trial.

Caiaphas knew that the Messiah was “the Son of the Blessed” (Matt. xxvi. 63;
Mark xiv. 61) and “the Son of God.” Yet the one thing that in his judgment and
that of his court was a capital offence was the calm claim on the part of Jesus to be all
that was involved in this great Name, It was the confession of the Lord himself that
constituted the gravamen of the charge. The charge, however, which the priests
brought before Pilate was that Jesus was stirring up the people, and forbidding them
to pay tribute to Cemsar, and was making himself a King (Luke xxiii. 2). Thus
Cajaphas was bending his own feigned loyalty to Roman power into the instrument of
his theological hatred, into the tool of his jealousy towards a spiritual power which he
could not rival and had not the power to extinguish. So pertinacious was the priestly
clique, that when Pilate sent the mysterious Prisoner to Herod, anxious to be rid of
go troublesome a case, the rabble of priests rushed after him to Herod’s court, and
“vigorously accused him (edrévws xarnyopoivres)” (Luke xxiii.11). The Barabbas incident
is (Mark xv. 11) clearly the low and unserupulous scheme of the Caiaphas party (of 3
bpxiepels &véoeigar Tdy BxAov),
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Now, though the fourth evangelist does not deseribe the scene before Caiaphas asgivon
in the synoptists, he tmplies that the court had come to a pseudo-decision, and had taken
legal action (ch. xviil. 35), had “delivered” Jesus to the Roman power, that it might
execute the ecclesiastical verdict. Moreover, there is one remarkable sentence in the
Fourth Gospel which sketches the character of Caiaphas with entire accuraoy. The
council of the Jews was in great trepidation lest the Romans would come and take away
their place and nation, their personal and corporate authority. Caiaphas used their alarm
to propound the heartless and unjust doctrine: * Ye know nothing at all, nor consider
that it is expedient for you that one man should die for the people, that the whole
nation perish not ” (ch. xi. 49,50). Let them put Jesus to death on a false charge, and
save themselves. ‘It was a happy chance that they could seem to vindicate their
loyalty while they gratified their hatred ” (Westcott, ¢ Introd,,’ Ixxii.). Caiaphas knew
Lis own mind thoroughly, and carried it through remorselessly. He instigated and
executed the tragic suit. John shows the spiritual obtuseness, the stone-blindness and
religious fanaticism out of which the whole proceeding sprang. The character of
Caiaphas becomes far more explicable from the key to it which is thus supplied by the
Fourth Gospel.

T'he portraiture of Pilate himself is fully given by the synoptists and the fourth
evangelist ; and, though the portrait is drawn in different materials, yet it is the same
personage, and the particulars have a lifelike force which Renan and other hostile
critics are candid enough to admit. In both series of events there is the same irresolu~
tion and perplexity, the same desire to save the life of Jesus, if he could contrive it
without injury to himsell. There is the same desire as long as he dared to worry and
tremple on the people and priests whom he bitterly hated. John gives an instance
(xviil. 31) in which Pilate banters the leaders of the accusation with a scoffing permis-
sion to judge the Prisoner by their own Law, and draws out {rom them their humiliatiog
confession that they had no legal or admitted right to execute a man, nor did they
want to risk the possible unpopularity of such a step. The synoptists all show that
Pilate saw in a moment through the hollowness of the charge, A humiliated Victim
of priestly malice could not, as a Jewish prince, occasion the smallest danger to the
Roman state, and the mere silence of Jesus before such a charge greatly puzzled the
governor. John, however, does more: he shows that Jesus, in a private audience, had
confessed that he was King; but that the words “king ” and “kingdom " were used in
no secular or temporal sense, that he was utterly without avowed support, and that he
desired for his subjects only those who were loyal to heavenly truth. Luke gives the
characteristic transmission of Jesus to the jurisdiction of Herod ; and Matthew gives
the message of Pilate’s wife. Mark, with great particularity, details the demands of
the people for a prisoner’s pardon, which Pilate—as a drowning man clutches at a
straw—tried to use for the moment on behalf of Jesus. We see even from the rand-
washing (described by Matthew) that Pilate’s irresolution was partly due to some sense
of unseen powers, some spice of superstition in his nature, and a Roman soldier’s
unwillingness to do a base thing by power of his office as a governor. John gives a
more subtle key in the certain spell which Christ had cast over him by declaring that
he which had delivered the Heaven-sent King to his own secular court had committed
“ the greater sin.” Our Gospel, however, as well as the synoptics, reveals the revolting
weakness of the man, that he shonld have repeatedly admitted the innocence of Jesus,
and yet have scourged him, and even allowed the most cruel indignities to be offered
to One whom he knew to be blameless. He tried, indeed, to make capital in the favour
of Christ from the absolute contrast between the Jewish charge and the condition to
which ¢ the just Man” had been reduced. John gives the truest explanation.of the
final capitulation of Pilate, entirely characteristic of his nature: “If thou let this man
go, thou art no friend to Casar,” and “ We have no king but Cemsar,” Here was an
argument which he could not resist. He knew these rebellious Jews were lymg in
their ‘eeth while they ostentatiously descended to the lo'wes.,t depths of national
apostasy. He yielded to a clamour that might cost him his l_lfe 1_f he were to d.ls.rega.rd
it auy longer. Certainly Christ died for Pilate, But quite in l.}armo_ny \’mth the
curious composite passious of the moment, the F_‘ou:th Gospel er:pphamzes Pilate’s words,
which he meant to be biting satire: “ Your King;"” “your King.” The four Gospels
are upanimous in the main terms of the accusation written over the cross, “ Kmva ov
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TuE Juws,” It was thus in all the narratives—Matthew especially emphasizes it—
that we see how Pilate chuckled over the satire which took the edge off the pleasure
which the priestly party found es they gloated over their vile revenge. We have the
same Pilate in all four Gospels, and the materials in which John perpetuates his
portrait, though differently chosen, are consistent with the synoptic delineation. Nay,
additional light is thus cast upon the entire transaction, and the historic outline of
Pilate’s figure more deeply etched.

C. Answer to some objections based on special discrepancies between the synoptists and
John.

1. Thus Holtzmann (‘Einleitung,’ p. 429, etc.) refers to the exaggeration in the
supernatural elements of the Fourth Gospel; e.g. the transformation of water into wine ;
the impotent man had been thirty years in that state; the blind man had been blind
from his birth; and Lazarus had been dead, buried, and might have been putrid,
before his resurrection ; he walks on the sea of Galilee, and is not taken into the boat ;
the nobleman’s son is healed from a distance.

These peculiarities are more apparent than real. The transformation of water into
wine finds its parallel in the creative multiplication of the bread. The walking on the
sea is not more wonderful than the hushing of the storm ; while the healing of leprosy
(the incurable disease, and type of the consequences of sin, and the image of death in
the Mosaic ritual), is omitted by the Fourth Gospel. The thirty years of the impotent
man in ch. v. is paralleled by the woman who had been crippled for eighteen years
(Luke xiii. 11). The healing from a distance in ch. iv. 52, etc., finds its exact counter-
part in Matt. viii. 5—18. The gathering and growing significance of the resurrection
of Lazarus after he had lain in his grave is not denied; but Luke’s narrative of the
young man carried out to his burial is more memorable and startling than Matthew’s
narrative of the resurrection of the maiden daughter of Jairus. There is an affluence
of material at the disposal of the earliest tradition out of which this writer has made
judicious selection, and from obvious reasons that these particular events proved the
occasion and text of very special and related discourse. It is more than evident that
the Fourth Gospel, though the latest of the narratives, is not the most profuse, nor
the most imposing in its enumeration of miracles, and is the one Gospel in which
supernatural events are regarded as constituting a lower kind of evidence tban the
unsustained words of Christ (ch. xiv. 11, 12). In this connection, the omission of the
Transfiguration and of the great outbursts of healing power, which are recorded in the
synoptic Gospels, deserves special consideration. Moreover, the miraculous accompani-
ments of events common to the synoptic and Johannine narrative are positively shorn
in the latter of some of their supernatural features; e.g. the current report of the
baptism of Jesus is corrected (see p. xcviii., and notes) by a representation which places
the miracle in the consciousness of John the Baptist. The stupendous portents attend-
ing the Crucifixion are limited to the fulfilment of prophecy in the parting of the
garments and in the piercing of the side of Jesus,

2. The synoptists are said to differ from the fourth evangelist in representing the
continuous human development of the plan of Jesus, if not of his character and self-
consciousness.! Dr. Davidson considers that very grave objections may be taken
to Schenkel’s method of establishing this contrariety to the Fourth Gospel. The
numerous writers (e.g. Hase, Renan) who have repeated the same objection overstate
the stages of development as visible in the first three Gospels. The Third Gospel
(Luke iv. 16—30) sets forth that, at the commencement of his ministry, Jesus, in the
synagogue at Nazareth, inaugurated the Messianic kingdom, and declared that Isa.
Ixi. was fulfilled in his own Person. Mark represents him, at the beginning of his
minsstry, as hailed by the demoniacs who knew him as “the Holy One of God,” as
curing leprosy by his touch, and claiming the right to forgive sins. He indicates the
period—one far earlier than most harmonists find it convenient to place the sermon on
the mount (Mark i. 22)—when he must, according to Matt. v.—vii., have identified his
own cause with that of * righteousness,” assumed a position parallel to that of Moses,
discriminated himself from the sioful human race, and declared that he had the
destinies of the entire world in his hands.

There is not much more room for development after that! Abundant indication is

1 Sohenkel, ¢ Charnoter of Jesus,’ § ii, ; bat throughout the volume reiterated.
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supplied by the synoptists that Jesus was, by some of his hearers, more clearly appre-
hended as the months rolled on, but at the first he was hailed from heaven as “the
beloved Son, in whom the Father is well pleased.” There is scarcely anything more
explicit, more allied to the crown of imperial majesty, than this. To get rid of the
force of it the whole conception of John’s baptism of Jesus has to be explained away
(see Schenlkel, foc. cit., pp. 44—47, where the testimonies of the Baptist, as given in the
Fourth Gospel, are but “* forms of later ideas ”). The important fact is that the vision
of John and Jesus, as given in the synoptic Gospels, is practically identical with the
testimonies which, according to the Fourth Gospel, many days later were borne by
John the Baptist to Jesus (ch. iii. 27, ete.).

~ We are not disposed in the least to question that there must have heen development
in the soul of Jesus from his childhood to his boyhood, from twelve years old to thirty.
But Jesus did not wait for the dasmoniacs or the multitude to tell him that he was the
King of the new kingdom. So great a nature as his was not governed by Hillel or
Gamaliel, by Esscne or Rabban, by Sadducee or Pharisee. The immense originality of
Jesus, as at the very first displayed in the synoptic marrative, showed how far his
consciousness of mission and origin had gone, * Sonship, as an element of Messiah-
ship, grew and deepened with time,” says Dr. Davidson. The element of time, if we
take even the longer chronology of John, is almost a vanishing factor in the exhibition
of the character of Jesus. He had reached his maturity when he appeared as a candidate
for John’s baptism, His mind was made up with reference to what was involved in
the r6le of Messiah, both as a Son and as a Safferer, as a Prophet and asa King. Hedid
not wait for circumstances’ to reveal him to himself. But the stages of some kind of
evolution and revelation of his nature, conditionated, so far as his hearers were concerned,
by their susceptibility to his teaching, are not absent from the Fourth Gospel. Thus
compare the teaching bestowed upon the woman of Samaria with that to the leaders of
religious thought in Jerusalem :(ch. v.); e.g. compare the elementary ideas of the
spiritnality of “ God ” and of “ worship,” and the power of Jesus to give the water of
life, with the grounds on which, as the Son of God, he was able to follow the leading
and do the will of the Father in works of mercy. Add to this the growing revelation
of himself as Life, Light, and Love, from ch. v. toch. xi. In this respect, also, compare
the teaching bestowed on the different groups of disputants in ch. vii. and ch. viii.
with the more explicit and abundant revelations of his character, functions, and work
as the Shepherd of the sheep, and his unity with the Father (ch. x.). Almost all
shades of modern criticism admit the impressive change in manner and teaching
inaugurated in ch. xiii., after he had retired from the temple, and, with his beloved ones
around him, proceeded to reveal the way to the Father, the imminence of his departure,
the certainty of his mystic presence, the mission of the Comforter, and the oneness of his
vhurch. So far as progress is concerned in the self-revelation of the Lord, the records
of our Gospel are as explicit and marked as those of the synoptic Gospels. We are ready
to concede a different level of instructions and a class of teaching better adapted to indivi-
duals than to multitudes, more suited to the midnight auditor, or to the solitary waif at
a wayside well, or to the knots of perturbed ecclesiastics, or to the family at Bethany,
than to the ordinary synagogue life or the miscellaneous crowds on the hills of Gaiilee.

The synoptic Gospels, if they are left to tell their own story, and are not torn to
pieces in order to secure a chronological arrangement in harmony with a preconceived
theory, disclose, as the Fourth Gospel does, that the mind of the Lord was mature and
made up from the first, and that the apparent progress is due to the increasing sensitive-
aess and susceptibility of the hearers of his wondrous words.

8. The presence of Alexandrine and Gnostic ideas is supposed to dominate the
Gospel, and thus to discriminate it from the synoptic narrative to the disadvantage of
its genuineness. In dealing with the sources and language of the Gospel, with its
platform and antecedents, we have seen what ground there is for accepting a certain
method or style of representation more prevalent in Ephesus than in Jerusalem, in
Rome or Alexandria than in the Palestinian schools, and also the limitations to which
this explanation is submitted, and the indications of the eye-witness that strike through
the whole weft like silver threads. It is desirable in this place merely to call attention
to the exaggerations of criticism in this behalf. Attention has been already called to
the presence, in Matt. xi. 27, 28,and Luke x. 21, 22, of phraseology which is identical
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in tono and suggestion with that which occurs in the Fourth Gospel. This single
textual fact is suflicient to dispose of large part of the allegation.

It has been said, * Instead of saying that God created the world, as the synoptists
do, & kingdom of darkness exists from the beginning under the dominion of the prince
of this world. This being is hostile to God; he is the devil, Satan, the wicked one.
Because of his esgential opposition to God, he is connected with matter.” It is unfor-’
tunate that no })assage from either of the synoptists is forthcoming in vindication of
this contrast. In Mark x. 6 Jesus speaks of the “ making” of men male and female
at the beginning of the creation (én” dpx7s kr{oews). The connection and the reference to
@en. i. 27 show that there is no dogmatic assertion of the creation out of nothing, even
there. 'We are told that ¢ all things (éyévero) became, came into being, through the
Logos.” What right has any critic to say that 4 54 (““matter ”) is excluded from wdvra ;
and that the devil, because of his opposition to God, is connected with matter? “ Dark-
ness ” is not referred to by the author until he has spoken of life, and the Life which is
the Light of “men.” The darkness is not chaotic or acosmic, but moral, and the
antagonism between “licht” and “darkness” is not dualistic in the philosophic sense.
It is no other than a current placitum of the Old Testament. Gen. i. 2—5 : © darkness”
is simply the negation of light; in Ps. xviii. 28 it is the symbol of sorrow; Ps. xci. 6,
the physical region where the unknown causes of evil dwell (Ps. cxii. 4; Isa. lviii. 10;
and cf, Luke i. 79 and Matt. vi. 23, where it represents the moral condition of those
whose spiritual vision is bleared or blinded). As to the existence of the devil, or Satan,
the synoptists have more to say than the Fourth Gospel, and it is in Matthew’s and
Luke’s account of the temptation of Christ that the relation of the &idBoros to the
world is most explicitly asserted. *The wicked one,” & wornpds, does not in this sense
appear in John, unless ch. xvii. 15 be such a reference ; but if so, then Matt. v. 37; vi.
13; xiii. 19; xiii. 38; Luke xi. 26, convey the same idea more forcibly. The synoptists
describe the kingdom of Beelzebub and Satan as set over against the kingdom of God,
and as “standing ™ because of its inward organization and the obedience and loyalty of
its subjects. The Gmostics have made far more use of th?s conception than they have
of the Johannine revelations of the father of lies. * Jesus,” in the Fourth Gospel,
according to Dr. Davidson, “ for this reason does not pray for the world, which is
incapable of conversion, but for his disciples.” Is this conceivably the meaning of
John, who puts ch. iii. 16, 17 into the lips of the Lord ? cf. ch. i. 29 (John the
Baptist); iv. 42 (the Samaritans); vi. 33, 51; viii. 12; xii. 47; zvi. 8; xvii. 21.
““Not until the prince of this world is expelled from his kingdom, as the result of
Christ’s death, shall all men be drawn into the faith and fellowship with the Word.”
The assault delivered at the might of Satan by the incarnation of Christ, the victorious
issue from temptation, and victory over death, is one of the great themes of the New
Testament. There is more reason in a supposed Gnostic origin of Luke x. 17—20 than
for a solitary reference to the prince of this world in the Fourth Gospel (cf. Heb. ii. 14 ;
Col. ii. 156). A docetio element is attributed to the representation by the Fourth
Gospel of the humanity and bodily life of our Liord. The fact is that there is no book
in the New Testament which more explicitly demonstrates the physical life and perfect
humanity of the Lord Jesus. His father and mother and brothers are spoken of, his
weariness and thirst, his tears, his human affections, his dress, his fuod, his spittle,
his touch, his flesh and blood, his bones and wounded side. He is ““made flesh ;” he
dies; his body is embalmed ; his garments are divided ; and, after his resurrection, he
partakes of fish and bread. To say that all this does not alter the case, because in
ch, vii. 30; viil, 69; x. 39; and xviii. 6, the docetic view is implied, is very wilful, seeing
that these passages all have actual and close parallels in the synoptic Gospels.
Hilgenfeld has pressed especially the sympathy of the Fourth Gospel for Valentinianism,
and specially finds in ch. viii, 43, 44 the Guostic idea of the creation of the devil by a
god o? inferior rank, such as that which the Ophites found in the God of the Jews (see
notes); and the reference to the Gnostic idea of “the father of the devil,” which
appears to us to be a mistranslation, and to introduce elements entirely foreign to the
whole teaching of the Gospel. The opposition between the children of God and the
children of the devil is manifest in Gospel and Epistle, but the distinction is not based
on a primordial difference of essence, but on the different act of the wll, which leaves
the responsibility of being in one or the other category with men, and not either with
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fate, God, or the devil (see ch. v. 39, 40, 44, 47; sce Godet’s admirable discussion,
‘ Introduction,” vol. i. 182, etc.).

We are here concerned with the relation of the Fourth Gospel to the synoptio three,
and cannot do other than come to the conclusion that there is nothing in the contents
of the synoptic Gospels to invalidate the historicity of the Fourth Gospel. We shall
now proceed to some of the special characteristics of the Gospel which are supposed by
some critics to destroy its authenticity as the work of the Apostle John.

4. The style and diction of the evangelist. This is said on all hands to be a good
specimen of Hellenistic Greek, and not to be more Hebraistic than other portions of the
New Testament, but rather less sol—a circumstance which is to be easily accounted
for, if we bear in mind the apostle’s long residence in a Greck-speaking provincs, and
his familiarity with Gentiles as well as Jews in Patmos, Ephesus, and possibly Rome.
Those peculiarities to which some critics appeal as indicating contrast between the
diction of Christ as recorded by John and that attributed to him by the synoptists, are
extremely few and unimpressive. The mere fact that John should use in his own
narrative, or put into the lips of various interlocutors, certain words and phrases,is nothing
more than to say that this most remarkable author had 8 moderate amount of individu-
ality—tbat he had a certain style of his own. Thus that he should use such words as
avipaid, EvrAnua, drosvwdyaryos, BiBpdaey, yYAwaodxouov, Saxpbeiv, 8{Supos, éyralvia, tmxplew,
0hixm, Opéupata, Képua KoAvuBihbpa, povoyevhs, vixrhp, e, wpoBatins, mposalrns, and many
others only resembles what may be stated of almost every book of the New Testament.
The vocabulary of the evangelist is small, and the same expressions are repeated with
great frequency. @ds occurs twenty-three times; 3dfa, dokd{esfas, forty-two times;
{wh, (v, fitty-two times; uaprvpla, waprupev, forty-seven times; ywédoxew, fifty-five
times; xdouos, seventy-eight times; mioredew, ninety-eight times; &pyov, twenty-three
times; fvoua and dAnbela, twenty-five times; omnpueiov, seventeen. These words are
found, from their varied position and context, to have special connotation, and to grow
in significance as we pass from the prologue to the epilogue. That we should find
uévrroi six times, though not used in other Gospels; that oJv should be used as a con-
nective particle far more frequently than in the other Gospels; that uév should almost
be dropped out of use; that xa! should be used where we might expect 8¢; that he
should be so often content to bring opposing statements into simple juxtaposition,
leaving the conclusion to be felt rather than emphasized by himself (ch. i 5; xv. 24;
iii. 11); that the use of the optative should be discarded, unless in_ch. xiii. 24; that
Aéyes should be used in a special sense in the prologue and in the First Epistle; and
that a multitude of expressions should be found in the Epistles which also occur in the
narrative or reflective portions of the Gospel, all combine to show that, apart from the
language put into the lips of our Lord, there is a discoverable dogmatic style adopted
by this writer. It is worthy of special note that whereas, e.g., the termn Adyos is used
by the evangelist when speaking in his own name (pot only in the prologue, but in
1 John i 1 and Rev. xix. 13) of the Lord, yet John was never tempted to put this
language into the lips of Jesus, Another expression common to the prologue and First
Lpistle is “ to be born of God.” There were many occasions when it would have been
easy to have justified the phrase by attributing it to Jesus, but the evangelist avoids
the phrase in ch. iii. and elsewhere.

The charge is made that all the interlocutors, John the Baptist and Nicodemus, the
woman of Samaria, the Jews and Pilate, slike speak the same Johannine dialect, and
that this is also identical with that which is put into the lips of our Lord. Consequently
it is inferred that the entire language of the thought which has broken away from the
atmosphere and dialect of the synoptists is the invention of the writer. With the
phraseology, the thought is supposed also to be Johannine,and we are said to be reading
a powerful romance rather than a carefully arranged series of biographical fragments
Now, we are ready, nay, compelled, to concede a considerable subjective element in the
delineation. The choice of one group of discourses, debates, events, and results, rather
than of another, is clearly the work of the evangelist. He himself asserts that the
meterials at bis disposal were far more numerous than thoso which he has utilized (ch.
xx. 30). The Spirit that moved him to this particular choice utilized the specialty"of
his meditative mind and impulsive love as the means and process of the revelation. Wo

' Winer, ‘Grammar of New Testament Greek ' (Eng. trans.), p. 85.
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must go further, and say that in no case can we suppose that he preserved fotidem
verbis the whole of the discourse or conversations. The interview with Nicodemus
lasted longer than five minutes ; the debate in the fifth chapter more than ten minutes;
the sharp controversios of ch. vi—x, can only be given in outline. Doubtless the
salient points were preserved in each case, the ideas and words that left the deepest
impression on the writer’s memory were recited ; but the putting together of the whole,
the brilliant dramatic scenes of chs, vi.—viii., record the gist of lengthened and animated
controversy, The sublime converse in the npper chamber must have heen curtailed
and arranged so as to conserve the vital elements of this unique teaching. No critic
can escape from a-certain subjective clement in the representation. Even if we could
unreservedly accept the theory of Hug, Diodati, and Roberts, that our Lord spake the
Greek tongue in Galilee, or to Pilate, or when in presence of the Greeks, yet it is
difficult to suppose that the Baptist spake Greek, that the conversation with Nicodemus
or in the upper chamber was not carried on in the familiar vernacular. In the extent,
therefore, that our Lord used Aramaic at all, the evangelist must have translated into
his own Hellenistic dialect the Aramaic words. This circumstance is enough to explain
¢ large amount of sameness in the Gospel, even in reporting the ministry and teaching
either of John or Jesus. The synoptic Gospels do, without much doubt, reveal the
existence of an oral or written Greek nucleus from which, while supplementing it hy
special details, their authors drew their main material. Now, the writer of this Gospel
acted independently of that source, and drew more immediately upon his own special
memories and the ideas which he had himself widely diffused by his preaching before
he penned the Gospel. The question arises—Is there any distinction to be perceived
between the Greek diction used by John in the composition of his Gospel and of his
Epistles, and that which, by some sure instinct of reverence and deep memory, he has
used when recording the words and discourses of our Lord ?

Numerous tables prepared for me by the Rev. William Henry Beckett, of Stebbing,
reveal some facts which are worthy of special attenlion. I regret that 1 have not
space to present them ¢n exfenso, and hope that he may be induced to publish them,
with the important conclusions deducible from them.

List A, as below, shows that more than a hundred and forty-five words are put by
the evangelist into the lips of our Lord, but never used by himself; of which thirty-
eight are found in the synoptic records of our Lord’s words, and of which fourteen are
peculiar to the Johannine writings.

List B shows the expansion of the same investigation, where the dominance of a
certain pliraseology in the words of our Lord is contrasted with the use of the same
language by the evangelist elsewhere, in narrative portions and in the Epistles.

List C enumerates the phrases which are peculiar to the utterances of our Lord in
the Fourth Gospel. They are nine in number, of which the most remarkable are the
reduplicated "Auhy, duhv, which occurs twenty-five times; ’Eyd elus six times; "Eyd
it & thirteen times,

List D contains nearly five hundred words (a not inconsiderable vocabulary) which
are used by the writer when pursuing his narrative or recording the words of others,
not our Lord’s, or developing in hortatory form his own personsl conceptions of
doctrine or duty. Of course, much is necessarily ccmmon to the whole diction, but
the facts here adduced demonstrate a distinct character in our Lord’s speech, which did
not pass over into the style of the beloved disciple, and a large element of personal
style adopted by himself, which, nevertheless, he never attributed to the Lord. This,
T submit, cannot be the result of accident, and is best explained by recognizing the
existence of the distinct nucleus of historic and reported speech.

List A.— Words found only ¢n discourses and sayings atirbuted to our Lord by St. Jokn.!

dyaAArew, oh. v, 36; viii, 56. Matt. xxiii. 18, 19 of the gold

&yido, ch. x. 86; xvii. 17, 19; and the gilt; does not occur
used in the Lord's Prayer, elsewhere in the Gospels.
Matthew and Luke, and in 8. dywvifouar, ch. xviii. 36.

' The letter J indicates that the word is peouliar to the Fourth Gospel ; 8, that the word
is confined, in the synoptic Gospels, to the langunge of our Lord.
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bl

&0eréw, oh. xii. 48.

&Arayxdfer, oh. x. 1,

&AAouar, ch. iv, 14,

daAAdrpeos, oh. x. 5.

BumeAos, ch. xv. 1, 4, 5.

[draudpTnTos, ch. viii. 7 (of
1 Epist. i. 8—10, where the
word might havoi)eenused).]

drhp = husband, oh. iv, 16, 17,
18

dwapréopas, ch. xiii. 38; and
dpvéopas, R.T

&miaros, oh. xx. 27,

dwéboToros, ch. xiii. 16.

dwdre, ch. xvil. 12.

dpiordw, ch. xxi. 12, 15.

dpvlow, ch. xxi. 15.

driud{w, oh. viii. 49.

Bdrrw, ch. xiii. 26.

Baoiela, ch. iii. 8, 5; xviii. 86.

ﬂkump‘r]ue'w, ch. x. 36.

Bdokw, oh. xxi. 15, 17.

Bpaua, oh. iv. 34

Bpaas, ch. iv. 32; vi. 27 (bis),
55.

yewpyés, ch. xv. 1,

ywpifw, ch. xv. 15; xvii, 26
(bis).

de, ch. iil 7, 14; iv. 24; ix.
4; x 16; xii. 34 This
word also occurs in ch. iii.
80 and iv. 20; but the evan-
gelist only uses it in ch. iv. 4
and xx. 9. May not both these
pessages be echoes of the
words of Christ?

deirido, ch. xiv. 27.

3épw, ch. xviii. 23.

devpw, ch. xi. 43.

ddaxrds, ch vi. 45 (quotation).

36hos, ch. L 47.

Swped, ch. iv. 10,

dwpedy, ch. xv. 25.

€eldos, ch. v. 37.

éxAéyopat, ch. vi. 70; xiil. 18;
xv. 16 (bis), 19.

dremopebopar, ch. v. 29; xv. 20.

krelvw, ch. xxi. 18.

&rebbepos, ch. viii. 33, ascribed
to our Lord by the Jews;
viii. 36.

éxevlepdw, ch. viil 32, 36,

érri{w, ch. v. 45,

éuwoplov, ch. ii. 16,

&yrapraouds, ch. xii 7.

&rrénopay, ch. xiv. 81; xv. 14,
17 [viii 5, by the Jews].

&téyw, ch. x. 3.

tvrvifw, ch. xi. 11

éxlyeios, ch. iii, 12.

8.
8., excepting
Lu. xxii. 33.
J.

bR

8., excepting
Lu. i 42,

bl

8., excepting
Lu. L 45;
xi. 27.

8., excepting
Mk, xv. 40;
Lu. xix. 8.

8.
J.

¢md(Swpai, oh. xilf, 26; 5(8awpm,
R.T.

&rovpdyios, ch. iii. 12,
éroqud{w, ch, xiv. 2, 8,
&Toupoes, oh. vil. 6.

(wyydw, ch. xxi. 18 (bis).
{womoiéw, oh. v. 21 (bis); vi. 63.

0aooéw, oh. xvi. 83; ocours six
times in the synoptic Gos-
pels,ineachinstanceascribed
to our Lord.

6epl{w, oh. iv. 86 (bis), 87, 88,

Ocpiopds, oh. iv. 85 (bis).

64x9, oh. xviii, 11.

OAlyis, ch, xvi. 21, 83.

8s7nvéw, oh. xvi. 20,

86w, ch. x. 10.

"IepanAlrys, oh. 1. 47,

xafalpw, oh. xv, 2.

xabapds, oh. xiii. 10 (bis), 113
xv. 3.

xalw, oh, v. 35; xv. 6,

raxds, ch. xviii, 23.

xdv, oh, vili. 14; x. 88; xi. 25.

xapméds, ch. iv. 86; xii. 24; xv.
2, 4, 5, 8, 16.

kataBo)g, ch. xvii, 24.

raraxplve, oh. viii. 10, 11.

xarfyopos, ch. viii. 10; R.T.
omits,

#AérTw, ch. X, 10,

KAfjua, ch. V. 2, 4, 5, 6,

xduros, ch. xii. 24,

xdwos, ch. iv. 88,

xpaTéw, oh. Xx. 23 (bis).

uplua, ch. ix. 39,

AaTpefa, ch. xvi. 2.

Aovw, oh. xiii. 10.

Abxos, ch. x. 12 (bis).
AVmy, ch. xvi. 6, 20, 21, 22,
Avxvos, ch. v. 35.

paxdpios, ch. xiii. 17; xx. 29.

pnnéry, cb. v, 14; viii. 11,

pY obk, ch. xviii, 11,

purpdv (adv.), oh. xiii. 83; xiv.
19; xvi. 16, 17, 18, 19,

uikpds, ch. vil. 83; xii. 35.

modords, ch. x. 12, 13; B.T.
omits,

wynuovebw, ch, xv.20; xvi. 4,21

uovf), oh. xiv. 2, 28,

véos, ch, xxi. 18,
vouf, ch. x. 9.

tnoalve, ch. zv, 6,
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8, 887yéw, ch. xvi. 18. 8. oxopni{w, ch. x. 12; xvi. 32
bvraws, oh, viii. 36. 8. omelpw, oh. iv. 36, 37.
Sppavds, oh. xiv. 18. aukd, ch. i. 48, 50.

8 ¢us, oh. iii. 14. cwrypla, ch. iv. 22.
watpls, oh. iv. 44 (?). 8. Tépas, ch. iv. 48.
wewdw, oh. vi. 35, J. TeTpdunvov, ch. iv. 35,
mepirods, ch. x. 10, TinTw, ch, xvi. 21.
wepiTéuvw, ch, vii. 22, 8. Tipdw, ch. v. 23 (four times);
wepsTopdy, ol vii. 22, 23. viii. 49; xii. 26.
wopty, oh. x. 2, 11, 12, 14, 16. T, el iv. 44 (?),
moluyy, ch. x. 186, 8. 7pls, ch. xiii. 38.
movpalvw, ch. xxi, 16. 8. Tpdyw, ch. vi. 54, 56, 57, 58;
wéais, ch. vi, 55. xiii. 18.

8., excepting morapis, oh. vii. 38. 8. Suérepos, ch. vii. 6; viii, 17;

xv. 20.
oméderypa, ch. xiii. 15.
brourfioxw, ch, xiv. 26.
dorepov, ch. xiii. 36,

1.

J. wérepov, ch. vil, 17.
morfipioy, oh. xviii. 11,
wmpockbrTw, ch, xi. 9, 10.

J. wpockvynThs, ch, iv. 23. N . e _
T "i o0 pdyion, ch, xx1. 5, Si 3!?6{];";11]3 "'ng’ ch. iii. 14; viii. 28; xii.
8. wpopacis, ch, xv. 22, T :
J.  #7épra, ch. xiii. 18 (quolation). ¢etyw, ch. X. 5, 12, 13; R.T.
wip, ch. xv. 6. omits.
. éw, ch. vii. 8 xelpwy, ch. v. 14.
S 38 (to flow). J.  ‘ordw, ch. vii. 23.
8. airos, ch. xii. 24, oprdw, ch. vi. 26
B., excepting oxardarl{w, oh, vi. 61; xvi, 1. XOpTE®y t
Matt. iii, 12; 8., excepting &omep, ch. v. 21, 26.
Luke iid. 17. Lu.xviiL 11.

Some grammatical peculiarities must pass under review. The peculiarities of
grammatical expression adopted by the Fourth Gospel are not numerous ; e.g. he places
the article before oipavo where the other evangelists omit it (except ch.i 32). He uses
the present tense for an apparent future, when that future is represented as being
as good as present (ch. xiv. 3); so ch. iv. 21; xvi. 2 (¥pxera: &pa dre)—but cf. Matt.
xvil. 11—and ch. xii. 26; xiv.3; xvii. 24, with dmov eiul éyd, which may mean, “ where
I shall most surely be,” or, “ where I am even now at home > (Winer, loc. ¢it., p. 332).
Ang, again, where the action seems on the point of realization (ch. x. 32; xiil. 6, 27 ;
xvi. 17; xvii. 11; xxi. 3); but similar usage is found in 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. xiii. 1;
Rom. xv. 25. John’s notion of {w# almost requires the present tense (ch. iii. 36; v. 26).

Notwithstanding the urgency with which Winer maintains the telic force of Wa
throughout the New Testament, in many places where va can and must be limited to
a simple apposition, or to what Canon KEvans felicitously terms *“a contemplated
result,” yet Winer enumerates the passages in JoAn's writings where it cannot mean
more than what might be expressed by an infinitive clause, as ch. xv. 8; zvii. 3; xv.
13; 1 John iv. 17; 3 John 4 (see also notes on ch. viii. 56). And though Winer with
difficulty renounces the telic force of wa (1 John iii. 11; ch. vi. 40; xii. 23; xiii. 1;
xvi, 2, 32), he says a Greek writer would have perhaps used ore Sofaobisa: instead of
Tva Sokdodp (see Winer’s treatment of dwws in pp. 575, 578). The use of Tva in this
weakened sense shows the sense of a Divine aim pervading all the ordinary nexus of
human relations.

Not only John but Paul used certain prepositions (e.g. &) in a mode unknown to
Greek writers, but adapted to express Christian ideas, which were originally expressed
for the apostles in specific force given to Aramaio prepositions. One characteristic
feature of the grammatical style of the evangelist is the occurrence of repeated asyn-
deta—the breaking up of sentences which might otherwise be woven into a context by
elne, or Aéye ad7, or &mexplfn adrd (see numerous examples in ch, i, iii.,, and iv.). Some
of these short sentences, like “ Jesus wept ” (ch. xi. 35); *“ Now Barabbas was a robber ”
(oh, xviii. 40); “ And it was night” (ch. xiii. 30); “ Now Jesus loved Martha,” etc. (ch.
xi. B) ;—reveal a suppressed fire which flashed at times through the apparent monotony
of the style,
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These various peculiarities simply show that the writer’s niind was familiarized with
the forms of later Greek construction, and open some glimpses into the simplicity and
intensity of his nature, his receptivity to a succession of thoughts and facts which one
by one left their impression on his mind. They are not of such a charactor as to
separate the writer from his colleagues, or to remove him to another ceutury. They
reveal his idiosyncrasies, which have their parallels in Paul and Luke. Some of them
are unknown to the classical Greek, while the repetition of the same idea in a positive
and negative form, and the play of ideas produced by setting the same term in an ever-
ascending and climacteric series of relations, are the demonstrable consequences of a
Hebrew training. Thus ch. xvi. 21, the image of the travailing woman, may be com-
pared with Isa. xxi. 3 and Hos. xiii. 13 ; that of “ living water” (ch. iv, 10) with Isa.
xli. 18. Ewald justly says, “ In respect of the spirit which animates it, no language
can be more purely Hebraic than that of our author.” In respect of mere slavish
imitations of Hebrew syntax, or Talmudio form, Renan is right in saying that there is
no symptom of either. Luthardt remarks and proves that “there is a Hebrew soul
in the Greek language of the evangelist.” Keim has eloguently asserted the same idea.
The style is no barrier whatever to the theory suggested by the entire external and
internal evidence, that the beloved disciple was the author of the Fourth Gospel.

5. The character of the discourses contained in the Fourth Gospel. Notwithstand-
ing the abundant proof thus summoned from the Fourth and synoptic Gospels of
general identity of the signal portraitures, including that of the Lord himself, and also
of special and subtle hints of the moral nature of Jesus, and his mental habitude; and
though we have pointed out very numerous touches of positive agreement and same-
ness of utterance between our two sources, and thatin the limited vocabulary placed by
John into the lips of the Lord there are not fewer than forty words or terms also
attributed by the synoptists to him ;—yet the lengthened discourses in ch. iii., v., vi.,
x., xiii., Xiv.—Xvi, xvil., do unquestionably introduce the reader of them into a new
atmosphere. We do not altogether miss the spirit or even the actuality of parabolic
speech, as witness especially ch. x. and xv., yet the contrast is very marked between
the parables of the kingdom, in Matt. xiii. and parallels, and the semi-parables and
semi-allegorical representations of the closing discourses of the Fourth Gospel. The
form of the discourses differs almost as much from the general form of the synoptic
discourses as the ¢ Dialogues’ of Plato do from the * Memorabilia ’of Xenophon. That
well-known difference of form includes also a profound difference of subject-matter and
of definite teaching ; yet no one presumes to deny that Xenophon and Plato were alike
disciples of Socrates. We need both, and the ¢ Comedies’ of Aristophanes also, to draw
our portraiture of the historical Socrates, and to form a sound opinion of the authentic
teaching of the great philosopher. The case of Socrates and his followers is an extreme
one, because there is hardly anything in common, either as to teaching or framework,
in the three representations to which we have referred, whereas in the four Gospels,
with their characteristic differences, there are, as we have seen, subtle resemblances of
a unique kind, which bridge the chasm between them, and blend the divergences into
a wonderful unity. It is so often said that a later disciple placed his own theology and
soteriology into the lips of Jesus, and so sought and secured a wide diffusion for his
personal opinions, that some investigation of the alleged charge must be here made,

The ingenious and fantastic treatment of the great discourses by Albrecht Thoma,
as well as the allegations of Keim, remove any necessity, even the faintest, for travelling
en into the second century for the material or spirit of the Christology. According to
Thoma, abundant antecedents are found in the synoptic narrative, in the Pauline
Epistles (even the universally accredited Epistles to the Romans, Corinthians, and
Galatians), and in the speculations of the Alexandrines, the LXX., and the Old Testa-
ment, for every shade of doctrine, every form of narrative. The author (whosoever he
was) may, therefore, have produced this Gospel, so far as all necessary antecedence goes,
in the closing decade of the first century. Ho does but work out in & narrative the
material and ideas which were widely circulated, and formed the basis of Christian
communities between A.p. 60 and 70. The question then passes from an inquiry into
the chronological conditions, into the psychological possibility of our Lord having been
the real Author of the ideas about himself which are attributed to him by the Fourth
Gospel.
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There appears to us scarcely an idea or utterance for which some basis might
not be found in the utterances of the synoptists, or in the obvious and intense con-
victions of the Apostle Paul and those to whom he wrote, The point really raised is—
Are these ideas presented to us in their primitive form as they veritably fell from the
lips of Jesus ? or have they been fashioned by the apostle, who mentally assimilated
them, and new-wrought them out of the synoptic narrative and the current theology of
the earliest Church ? Buch questions need not have arisen out of malice prepensel
There must be, there is, a subtle aroma investing]alike both narrative and discourse,
which suggests a strongly subjective element in the arrangement of the material, and
in the full-orbed splendour with which ideas, which undoubtedly existed when Paul
wrote his Epistles, appear to have flashed from the consciousness of Jesus, and to have
taken a sharply defined shape in his words. Criticism under the teaching of evolution,
or the law of continuity, may be compelled to admit the prevalence of the ideas, but
it cannot rest content with the obvious explanation of their origin which the Gospel
suggests. Consequently, it is supposed the author, rather than the Christ, originated
the form of the great discourses.

The following remarks are offered. (1) A large portion of the synoptic narrative is
equally charged with a God-consciousness on the part of Jesus which is absolutely
unique. In many cases, as we have seen, the language of the synoptists approaches that
of the Johannine Gospel, and his personal assumptions are equally dogmatic and
august. (2) The fourth evangelist presupposes and supplements the earlier Gospels,
not feeling called upon to review and recite the anthropological and ethical teachings
of Galilee, but to dwell on those utterances of the Lord which revealed (theologically)
the eternal basis on which the worship of his holy Name was justified. (3) “ The
synoptists, in the history as in the doctrine of Jesus, present the concrete phenomenon
in time; John presents the eternity that has appeared in time. The synoptists do not
deny the transcendental, and even allow it to be conjectured that infinite contents
dwell in the concrete phenomenon; but they take their point of view on the side of
the phenomenon. John does.not deny, but lays emphatic stress upon, the fact that the
¢ eternal life’ entered historic actuality, and became a phenomenon striking the senses,
that ‘the Word became flesh;’ but he takes his point of view on the side of the
infinity which forms the contents of the phenomenon” (Luthardt, %5. cit., p. 230). If
we can believe that * the Word did become flesh ” in Jesus, we cannot feel, or need not
feel, that there is any psychological impossibility in the utterance by our Lord of the
ipsissima verba that John attributed to him. (4) A subjective element cannot be
denied, so far as the choice of subject-matter is concerned, and even the order, the sym-
metry, the dramatic grandeur, and monotony of Divine substratum and ethical appeal ;
but it appears to us infinitely impossible that the subjectivity went so far as to create
the form and substauce of the Johannine Gospel.

It is conceivable that the author, in’the longer discourses, may have introduced
germane thoughts and words which belonged to different occasions—as it is commonly
assumed that Matthew and Luke have also done (Matt. x., xiii., xxiii.; Luke xii., xv.,
xvi.)—and he may, morcover, have selected those more notable and impressive teach-
ings which justified and created in his own mind the sublime theodicy of the prologue ;
but it is inconceivable that the author of the Gospel invented, rather than recited,
marvellous utterances of the Christ, that he appealed to his imagination rather than to
his memory for the significant portraiture of him who was pre-eminently “ Grace and
Truth,” “ the Truth,” “ the Life,” and “ Light of the world.”

The Jews were accustomed, far more than we can now readily appreciate, to depend
on the memory of the spoken words of their most honoured teachers. For hundreds of
years the Mishnah and large portions of the Gemaras and of the Midrasb on the sacred
books must have been verbally retained in the memory of reverential disciples, and
consequently the whole of these discourses would make a comparatively small demand

1} A defect in Dr. Salmon’s most excellent ¢ Introduction to the New Testament ’ is that
he repeatedly attributes the recent hostility to the Fourth Gospel to an arriére-pensés of the
following lind: * If it be genuine and historical, then the supernatural order must be
admitted, and the Divinity of the Son of God is proved. And, seeing that such conclusions
as these can be drawn from its historicity, the Johannine anthorship must be traversed at
all hazards, and repudiated either by fair or by false means.”
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on the powers of such a disciple as we imagine St. John to have been. The prolonged
discourse on the night of the Passion may easily have been indelibly impressed upon
the mind of the more susceptible hearers. The history of the Church as it enacted
itself at Jerusalem and elsewhere would perpetually bring to light and tend to empha-
size the specinl instructions given on that memorable night, so eminently adapted to
prepare their minds, not only for the great catastrophe, but for such scenes as Pente-
cost, and for the numerous conflicts which arose as the little baud went forth to face
the world, and to become rapidly that illustrious society which spread from the upper
chamber in Jerusalem to Antioch and Ephesus, to Babylon in the East, and to the
maetropolis of the world.

If Jesus can be believed to be the “ Word made fiesh,” the Head of a new humanity,
the Door opened into heaven, the Giver of eternal life, the Dispenser and Baptizer with
the Holy Ghost ; if he were one with the Father, and continued after his departure to
rale, teach, and save his disciples, and to blend them into a sacred and unique fellow-
ship ;—it is ot in the least degree abnormal that he should have uttered every one of
these august and solemn words.

IX. Tee TEACEING OF THE FoURTH GOSPEL.

Numerous hypotheses touching the occasion of the production of the Gospel vanish
if the main thesis which has been sustained throughout the foregoing pages be proved.
‘We are brought back from the agitations of Gnostic heresy to earlier struggles. The
speculations are less complicated; the struggle between the Hellenic and Hebmic
element in the Church less severe than in the days of Marcion, Justin, and the Clemen-
tines. The early influence of the Cerinthian ideas was a source of agitation in the
Church. The perfect humanity of the Son of God was doubted on the one side, his
enthronement as our “Lord God ” spurned on the other. The aged apostle was induced
to add to the widely circulated symoptic literature his own richest reminiscences of the
teaching of the Master. The fulness of this instruction may be usefully exhibited by
reducing it to the following heads or groups of thought.!

1. The teaching of the Gospel, whether on the lips of Jesus or the evangelist himself,
touching the Godhead. We have already shown that there are fundamental distinctions
in the style and vocabulary of John and of the Johannine Christ; but it is more than
probable that John’s own style was framed by the influence which his communion with
the Lord had exerted upon him. There can beno doubt that the thoughts of Jesus inter-
penetrated him. He was saturated with them, and they gave a character to all his own
meditations on the outcome and meaning of the Lord’s life. The prologue is the generali-
zation of all the teaching of our Lord, and is based line by line, thought by thought,
upon the teaching of Jesus and the special activities that he records. The teaching of
John may be derived, therefore, from every part of the Johannine writings.

The concrete presentation in the Old Testament of “the One,” “the only God,” the
free creation of all things by the Word or Spirit of his own eternal essence, is the basis
of the Johannine teaching. The unlikenable One of Isaiah; God invisible not merely to
the eyes of flesh, but even to the faculties of human intellect, which cannot find God by
gearching; God dwelling (as St. Paul says)in the inaccessible light;—was a fundamental
idea with the apostle. “No one hath seen God at any time” (ch. i. 18) is a saying

1 The literature on this subject is extensive. A few only of the recent writings on the
subject may be mentioned. Neander, ¢ History of the Planting and Training of the Christian
Church’ (Eng. trans, ii. 1—58). Reuss, ¢ Histoire de la Theologie Chre_tlennq.' u..369—
561 also his ‘ Theologie Johannique.” Bchmid and Van Qosterzee have, in their ¢ Biblical
Theologies of the New Testament’ (Eng. traps.), separated the theology of Christ as
contained in the Gospel from that of John himself in his prologue and Epistles and
Apocalypse. Baur, ‘Biblische Theologie,’” represents the doctrinal aystem of the Fourth
Gospel a8 the highest form of New Testament teaching, rising above both Judaism and
Paulinism, and accentnating the difference between them. Késtlin, * Der Lehrbegriff des
Evangeliums und der Briefe Johannis’ (1843) is from the Tiibingen standpoint of dogmatic
and polemical aim of the writer, B, Weiss, ¢ Biblical Theology of the New Testament’
(Eng. trans.), ii. 311—421; Hilgenfeld, ¢ Das Evangelium und die Briefe Johannis nach
ihrem Lehrbegriff durgestellt; Thoma, * Die Genesis des Johaunes-Evangeliums ein Beitrag
zu seiner Auslegung, Geschichte und Kritik’ (1862), pp. 171—302.
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avouched or implied in our Lord’s words (ch. v. 37). This reduces the theophanies of
the Old Testament to something less than they were supposed to establish. They are
along the line of Divine manilestations, but he himself was witness of far more than
patriarch or prophet ever beheld. The representation, however, is perfectly different
from the philosophic conception of *the abyss,” or “ the absolute,” from the dream of
the Gnostic or the impassive and impersonal abstraction of the Hindu. The personality
and individuality of the very essence of Deity is affirmed by every reference to the
activity and characteristics of God.

(1) One of the most fundamental utterances is that “God is [a] Spirit” (ch. iv. 24)—a
statement which makes the spiritual nature of man the surest guide to human concepts
of his invisible essence. Man’s inmost ego, his self-conscious intelligence, the centre of
his mental processes, gives the direction to all our approximations to the essence of God.
He is the “ veritable God” (ch. xvii. 3), answering as no heathen deity has ever done to
that august reality. Two other commanding and comprehensive terms lie at the heart of
the Johannine conception. * God is light,and in him is no darkness at all” (1 John i. 5).
This is suggestive of the absolute perfection of the Divine Spirit, the illumination
which proceeds from him, by which all other things can be perceived, as well as of the
unsullied purity of all his character. We learn that God is (not luminous, but) Light
itself. The Lord addresses him as “righteous ” (ch. xvii. 25), justifying all his ways
and vindicating all his providence.

The other supreme definition of the essence of the Godhead is ‘‘ God is love,” and
“love is of God” (1John iv. 8). The most fundamental and comprehensive idea of God
is that he loves, that he lavishes, bestows himself upon the objects which he has made.
The God of whom Jesus speaks “loved the world” (ch. iii. 16), and evermore con-
templates the world which he has made with supreme satisfaction. He is “in the
beginning ” (ch. i. 1), and therefore * before all things;” and his “ bosom ” (ch. i. 18) is
spolen of as the dwelling-place of infinite blessedness.

(2) But the most instructive term which is frequently on the lips of the evangelist is
“the Father.” The idea is not an original one fashioned by this writer or set down
alone by him, but it is the dominant and all-pervading one. God was described by the
prophets as the Father of the theocratic people (Deut. xxxii. 6; Isa. Ixiii. 16; Ixiv. 8;
Jer. xxxi. 9, 20; Hos. xi. 1). Israel is spoken of in some of these passages as his
“gons and daughters” (Isa. i. 2, 4; Ixiii. 8; Deut. xiv. 1). A spiritual relationship
between God and his people, based on fundamental qualities, and connoting far more
than the creatorship or the makership of Zebs wathp dvdpdv Te 8edv re. Our Lord is
reported by the synoptists to have called God “my Father ” (Matt. xi. 27), and in
many places to have spoken of “your Father” (Matt. vi. 4, 6, 8, 15; xxiii. 9; Luke
vi. 36). The term is expanded in many ways by the addition “in heaven,” or “heavenly”
(Matt. v. 16, 45; vi. 1, 9, 14, 26, 32; vii. 11). God is not the Father of inanimate
or irrational beings, showing that those who can call God their “ Father ” possess a
nature akin to his own. But the Fatherhood of God suggests a special form of moral
and spiritual relationship which may have been forfeited, and which by Divine love is
re-established.

The Gospel of John represents our Lord as continually speaking of God as “ the
Father,” “my Father,” and as ¢ your Father” (ch.xx.17). He is the “living Father”
who has “life in himself  (ch. v. 26), who seeks for spiritual worshippers (ch. iv. 23),
who loves the Son (ch. v. 19; x. 17; xvii. 24, 26) with a supreme affection which yet
passes over and through the Son to those who have entered into living harmony with
himself (ch. xvi. 27; xvii. 26). The connection between God as Father and God as
Spirit is strenuously preserved (ch. iv. 22—24), the latter term expounding the method
in which the Fatherhood energizes and reveals itself in its fulness of power. The
Father is AZmighty, and this is especially enforced in his power to quicken the dead
(ch. v. 21). He is greater than all (ch. X. 29)—greater than the Son (ch. xiv. 28). He
i8 eternal (ch. xvii. 5, 24), holy (ch. xvii. 11), and righteous (ch. xvii. 25).

This writer builds his entire conception on this as its fundamental basia. It differs
profoundly from that of the Alexandrine or Oriental metaphysic; and though abundant
preparation had been made for it in the Old Testament, and though all its essential
features are found in the synoptists, it is the disiinguishing element of the teaching of
Christ in tho Fourth Gospel, and had verily saturated the mind of the authol:- of the

JOHN, d
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Gospel and Epistles. In a sense, and to a degree never before realized on earth or
expressed in literature, do we come face to face with One whose God-consciousness was
veritably expresscd by the epithet, “ the Father,” “my Father.” Christ is not merely
the Expression of the ineffable One, and * the Image of the invisible God SCol. i. 16),
but the Son of the Father. The relation of Logos to Zheos is warmed into and
expounded by the relation of @ Son to @ Father. The idea is not peculiar to John, for
St. Paul declared that “it pleased the Father that in him should all fulness dwell,” and
that “ through Christ we have access to the Father;” and the writer to the Hebrows (i. 2)
had Jaid it down in words suggested by the author of ¢ Wisdom of Solomon,’ that Christ
the Son was the Effluence of the Father’s glory, the express Image of his substance or
essence. That essence was a Father's heart; that eflluence was the Son of the Blessed.

(38) The Father and the Son. The Fatherhood of God does mot exhaust the concept
which 8t. John formed of the Godhead; for within the bosom of the Father, in his
essential Divinity, insphered in his eternal glory before the world was, “ with him,” and
yet “One with him,” was “the Son.” The Fatherhood was essential to God, and
therefore the Sonship was before all worlds. The gracious self~communication, the
infinite benevolence of God, appertains to his eternal essence. From before all time,
and independently of time and place and earthly service, the evangelist saw love in
infinite activity, streaming forth in boundless, inexhaustible fulness, and adequately
responded to. This conception of God goes down to the depths of thought, and forms
the basis of all the moral perfections of Deity, and discriminates it from the impersonal
abstractions and characterless quiescence and inaccessibility of the Supreme Monad of
the Platonic schools.

The Johannine conception starts with the use of certain expressions which had arisen
in the schools of Jewish thought, and confers upon them a meaning and application
from which those schools would have shrunk. The ©®eds, whose most fundamental
Name and whose essential Being is set forth as ¢ the Father,” is first of all described as
before the creation of the world, or of every thing and force which has come into being,
standing in intimate immanent relations with the Adyos (the expression of his own
thought and will), who is, while “ with God,” also God himself. Distinction from God
is twice over covered by the esplicit assertion, “ the Word was God,” and the same idea
is subsequently expressed in the prologue (ch. i. 18) by the terms of *Father” and
“only begotten Son.” The povoyerfs is in the bosom of the F_at.her, and therefore alone
competent to reveal him. Equality of essence is predicated alike of Father and Son, of
Theos and Logos, and yet distinction of hypostasis is also asserted. The Godhead,
therefore, involves an internal and reciprocally immanent relation. Reuss strongly
maintains that the evangelist simply leads us back to the beginning of time, and enys
nothing of an eternal relation. Any such assertion is, according to criticism, an
inference from the text, and not contained in it. We may concede that the earliest
Creeds, culminating in those of Nicaa, Chalcedon, and the so-called Athanasian,do draw
this inference; but it is one which logically and immediately flows out of the text. The
converse of the inference, or the Arian assertion, “ that therg was (t.une_ or period) when
he was not,” and “before he was begotten,” does immediately predicate an infinite
difference between the Father and Son—a statement entirgly incompatible with the
~quality of nature and essence and with the true monotheism of the entire biblical
Tevelation. But so far as the self-consciousness of this Son is repregented in the con-
sciousness of Jesus, we frankly concede that there is in the Divine order a superiority,
primacy, solity, ascribed to the Father: he who has independently life in himself
gave the like self-dependence to the Son (ch. v. 27). The Father sest, the Son. “The
Son can do nothing of himself, but what he secth the Father do” (ch. v. 19). The
Father and Son are one, but the Father sanctified and sent the Son into the world
(ch. x. 31—37). The Father created all things “through (8:2) the Logos.” “The
Father is greater than 1,” said Christ (ch. xiv, 28), “I live,” emfi he (3i& 7dv Tarépa,
ch. vi. 57), “ on account of the Father.,” ‘The Father gave the Spirit to the Son (ch. 1ii.
34). This headship of the Father does not contradict the 'eternal filiation, but both
ideas are necessary to interp-st the fulness of meaning which St. John gives to the
concept of the “ only veritable God.” . . . L.

(4) God and the Logos. The characteristics of the Adyos before his manifestation in
the humanity of Christ are that he is the Divine Agent in the creation, the Source o7
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life and the light of the world, because both the Life and Light of God. He was ever-
more coming like light into the darkness of humanity, like life into the soul of man.
He came in many ways to his own. He gave power (¢2ovoia) to those who believed on
his Name * to become sons of God.” Although the Father sent him, commissioned the
Bon for these lofty purposes, yet it was as * beamn” proceeds from “light,” as “ Word ”
follows “8pirit.” He dwells, like Wisdom, in the midst of the throne, and in the bosom
of the Almighty, He is one with the Father in being, essence, and will. This blending
and unity of the Father and Son, of Theos and Logos, was the metaphysical basis of the
entire Johannine superstructure. We see that it is not peculiar to John, The Oid
Testament was built on the same synthetic representation. Jehovah, and the Angel
of Jehovah, the unapproachable self-existent, eternal One, yet came into personal and
anthropomorphic, visible and audible, relations with men. The true Wisdom in the
heart of man, found and cherished by those who love her, is the eternal effulgence of
God’s glory and co-possessor of his throne (see p. li.).

The conception interprets the phenomena of both providence and prophecy, of
conscience and theophany. The Lord is always coming to his own, and even giving
them power to receive him, and authority to become sons of the ever-blessed and
Almighty Father. Before he came in the flesh, human nature was fashioned in his
image and likeness, and his most appropriate manifestation assumed freely the appear-
ance of an august and Divine humanity. The Word or Angel of the Lord was con-
cerned with the fortunes and perils of individuals whose career would affect the whole
subsequent history of the people of the covenant. Abraham, Jacob, Moses, Hagar,
Joshua, Gi\eon, Manoah, received these open visions until the rise of the prophetic
order, whos, function was “to bear witness to the true Ligsht which lighteth every
man.” The Christ of the Fourth Gospel recognizes those who are “of the truth,” and
come to the Light of the world, and who hear his voice. This ¢“Light” and this
“voice” must have Dbeen available apart from the special revelation and effulgence of
his glory in the Son of man. One peculiarity of the Johannine conception was that
in the Word there was life, and instead of making this life the consequence of the light,
the process is reversed—the life was the light. * Life” is more than being, and in its
fulness of manifestation could appertain on earth to man only. The reason or the
motive cf the manifestation of life was communication of blessedncss and kinship to
the Source of all blessedness to the human race. From the Divine Zfe produced in
man, from the new creation wrought in human nature, light has been evermore gleam-
ing. In proportion to the reality and extent of the life is the brilliancy of the light.
But while he came to his own, even to those best prepared to receive him, they
“received him not.” The darkness of humanity did not apprehend the light of Deity,
so that 2 method of approach for the life and the light, more explicit and efficacious
than any which had preceded, became necessary to satisfy the irrepressible and unutter-
able love of God.

(5) The Word made flesh. The great proof-text, the motto of the Johannine Gospel, is
that “the Word became flesh” (ch. 1. 14), 7.e. became man in his weakness and dependence,
and in his composite and mysterious nature. “Flesh” (odpZ) does not mean the bare
physical nature, nor the physical and psychical natures combined. ¢ Flesh * in numerous
Passages connotes the whole of human nature without grace, and therefore the wvevpa as
well. Abundant evidence is forthcoming to show that Jesus possessed both soul and spirit
(ch. xi. 33; xii. 27 ; xiii. 21 ; xix. 30), and therefore the Fourth Gospel must be supposed
to include under the odpk which the Adyws became, the whole interior manhood, inclusive
of “will,” ¢ spirit,” “soul ;” but the term is used in preference to &8pwrmos, in order to
mark especially the visibility, the corporeity, the sensuous and phenomenal aspect of this
his last and greatest self-communication to man. Great conflict has prevailed in laler
years over the nature of the “ becoming ” which St. John here attributes to the Logos.
The kenotic speculations of Thomasius, Gess, Godet, and others press the force of St.
Paul's statement that he who was in the form (uopgh) of God emptied (éxévwaer abrdr)
himself, forewent his glory; and that therefore the expression before us must imply
such a depotentiation of the Logos that he was no longer Logos, but that temporarily
he was odpt, and odpt only, without any of the consciousness of his own Divine perfec-
tions, not even of Divine love and righteousness. This theory has insuperable difficulties
of its own, The consciousness by Christ of his own pre-existence iifts him above mers
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odpt, or any psilanthropical interpretation. The simple (act that he waa conscious of
*a glory with the Father before the world was,” and that he was about to return to
it (ch. xvii. 5, 24) and roveal it to his disciples; that he was conscious while on earth
of being “in heaven,” having come down thence (ch. iii, 13); that his earthly life was
8 “coming down from heaven ™ as heavenly manna; that he was about to ascend to
where he was before (ch. vi. 33, 51, 62); that before Abraham came into being he
could say, “ I AM”—[urnish abundant proof of his self-conscious pre-existence, and show
that the EG0 in and of which he spake was more than the cdpt—was nothing short of
the Adyos. Reuss is very urgent in calling attention to the faet that the human life
of the Logos was not (according to the Fourth Gospel) any humiliation, or exinanition ;
that 3e‘3en death itself was his 8¢ and his doboas (ch. iii, 14 ; viii, 28; xii. 23, 32;
xiii. 31).

Yet it must be admitted that the author of the Fourth Gospel calls more express
attention to the humanity, and to the dogma of Christ having come “in the flesh,” than
any other writer of the New Testament. He was Son of a huinan mother, was interested
in the domestic aflairs of his neighbourhood (ch. ii. 1-~12), had brothers who wers
unable frankly to admit his claims to Messiahship (ch. vii. 3—6), was influenced by the
movements of different tendencies at work in Judxa and Galilee, was ““weary and thirsty
with his wayfaring in the heat of the day (ch. iv. 1—3, 6, 7), “ wept ” at the grave of a
friend (ch. xi. 35), was pierced by the treachery and unsusceptibility of his disciples
(ch. vi. 66, 67, 70) as well as by the Roman soldier’s spear (ch. xix. 34—37), was con-
cerned about his mother even when hanging on the cross (ch. xix. 26—27), and about
the physical need of his disciples after he had risen from the dead (ch. xxi. 9). Wecan
accept the position that his essential Person was never obliterated, but we consider that
the Fourth Gospel represents the very union of this humanity with the Divine nature
to be a humbling of himself to human conditions that is altogether unspeakable. The
limijtation of human knowledge, the consciousness of physical need, the pain and suffer-
ing, temptation and resistance, experienced throughout his career, were the expression of
an iofinite love and condcscension. The closeness of the union, the perfect blending
into one Person of the purely human with the Logos who was with God (or with the
Only Begotten of the Father), involved two things : (@) the humiliation of the Logos,
and (%) the glory of the Only Begotten, full of grace and truth. The eyes of the
apostles saw and received this fulness, perceived the continuous glorification of the
humanity by which they were being drawn, mastered, overwhelmed; but it is
perfectly compatible with this conception that the Lord by his Divine nature was
actually made participant in the humiliation and weakness of the flesh and the bitter
hostility and prejudice’of the world. It is abundantly evident that only a few men
rose to the full apprehension of his glory. Consequently, he must have had the
perpetual consciousness of indescribable loneliness and sorrow. The almost feminine
inquiry, “ Do ye now believe ? ” (ch. xvi. 31, 32), enlorces the opposite of the contention
of Reuss.

It is often said that prayer on the part of Christ is in itself an unmistakable indication
of the depotentiation of the Logos, or else it was a meaningless display of what was in ne
sense genuine prayer. We do not regard it a8 either one or the other. John’s Gospel
especially reveals the necessity on the part of our Lord’s humanity for the exercise of
prayer, and so farindicates the humiliation of the Son of God in the mediatorial work he had
undertaken (ch. vi. 16; xi. 41; xii.27; xvii.). But why should the Logos be supposed,
in these prayers, to have retired into inaccessible depths of Deity ? It is the Logos now
made flesh of whom the apostle is speaking, and therefore experiencing in his media-
torial work the need of prayer, and giving, moreover, the true conception, and embodying
the fundamental ideal of prayer, viz. of the human in perfect harmony with the Divine,
knowing that God hears him always, anticipating the conscious acts of God. Prayer,
like death, is a Divine act of the Son of God, only capable of being enacted througb
the humanity that he assumed.

The ¢ Logos made flesh ” corresponds with * water which became [was made] wine”
in this—that, as water was not transubstantiated into something essentially different
from itself, but rather took up into itself elements not previously in the water, so the
Logos took human nature up into itself, and the Iigo of the Incarnate Word could
bengeforth feel aud declare that, though the Father was “greater than ho,” the Fathar
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and he were essontially one (ch. xiv. 28). The Father and the Son were one in a0
deep a sonse (ch. x. 30) that all men were to honour the Son even as they honour the
Father (ch, v. 23, 24). In the question, “ Have I been so0 long time with you, and yect
hast thou not known me, Philip?” (ch. xiv. 9), Jesus felt that Az had not been
recognized by his disciples if they had not perceived the Father in him, They must
have formed an entirely inadequate notion of himself if they had found nothing more
than his human perfections. Even the outline of the Man must have been blurred, and
the impression of the humanity imperfect. Notably so; the very tone of his prayers,
the quality of his assumptions, the greatness of his human claims, the declaration that
he would quicken the dead and judge the world, would be sure to have led those who
heard these words into wrong notions of his humanity, unless they could have also
penetrated to the amazing truth that he was in the Father, and the IFather in him.

(6) The Son of God, the Ohrist, the Son of man. These relations between the God-
Man and the Father justify the two great names by which the Lord designated
himself. He calls himself “Son of God.” He did not reprove Nathanael (ch. i. 50, 51)
when he attributed this title to him in a theocratic sense, but he took much higher
ground when he spoke of himself as * the Son of God,"” or *“the Son,” sent by the Father
to save the world (ch. iii. 16, 17), to give eternal life (ch, xvii. 2), to judge (ch. v. 27)
and exercise authority over all flesh (ch. xvii. 2), as the Agent of the Father, the
Messenger of the Father, and as “sent into the world ” to “do the Father’s will ” and
“to finish his work.” The “Son of God” is the eternal Companion and Co-operator
with the Father ; he knows the Father, and is the Object of the Father’s love. The
Father is the Potency, the Son is the Reality of all creative and redemptive operations;
the Father is the eternal Ground, the Son is the Means and Organ and Executor of all
the Divine activity in nature and grace. In all these respects the Divine aspect of his
Personality comes into view, almost separated from the humanity, or overshadowing
it with glory. The Word made flesh tabernacled among us, took up his habitation
among us as in the temple of his body, and the glory which flashed from the adytum
of this temple was the grace and truth of the Only Begotten of the Father (ch. i. 14).

The identity of the *Logos made flesh” with *the Christ” receives the greatest
prominence in the Gospel (ch.i.17). Grace and truth (which are said in ver. 14 to have
streamed forth from the Logos made flesh) came by Jesus Christ (cf. 1 John v. 20, “ We
are in the true, [even] in his Son Jesus Christ”). In the intercessory prayer (ch. xvii.
3), “This is life eternal, that they might know thee the only veritable God, and Jesus
Christ whom thou hast sent.” While the Baptist repudiates the assumption of being the
Christ (ch. i. 20), it is clear that some of the mighty things done by him whom as yet
they knew not were associated with the Christ of whom Moses and the prophets
had spoken (ch. i. 41, 45). The “King of Israel” is but another name to exjress
Nathanael's conviction. The following chapters reveal the purifying process passing
over the conception (ch. iii. 28, 29). The Samaritans hail him as the Christ (ch. iv.
25, 26, 29). The effect produced by his great sign (ch. vi. 14) involves the confession,
“This is the Prophet coming into the world.” He refuses the temporal kingship, but
he raises their conception to the transcendent gift of his Divine Person. The text of
many manuscripts makes the confession of Peter (ch. vi. 68) an acknowledgment of
Messiahship (see notes). The whole argument of ch. vii. 25—43 shows that Jesus is
accepting, and that the author is assigning, the idea of the Christ to the Lord (cf. ch. ix.
22, 85). Martha, without rebuke, ascribes the same function to him (ch. xi. 27), and
all that follows refines, matures, illumines, the mighty Name. "The public assumption
of Messianic glory (ch. xii. 12—19) suffers further exposition (ch. xii. 34—36). All the
revelations of ch. xiii.—xvii. proceed on the assumption. The conversation with
Pilate, the title of the cross, but above all the declaration of the evangelist (ch. xx. 31),
show the full identification of the Christ, the Logos made flesh, and the Son of God.

It is equally remarkable that our Lord, in the Fourth Gospel, quite as frequently
designated himself as “ Son of man "—a term probably derived from the Old Testa-
ment usage, which, though occasionally denoting the bare idea of “man” (in Ezekiel),
in Daniel is associated with the highest manifestation of God (Dan. vii.). The phrase
there seerns to mean the ideal of man, the perfect Image of God, the hea\(enly. Man,
realizing the conception of what St. Paul calls the Second Adam. Christ, in the
synoptists, adopts the namo, though his disciples nover attribute it to him (except in
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the two exceptional casesof the dying Stephen, who beheld him in his glory, and of St.John
in the Apocalypse). The oceasions on which our Lord thus names himself by no means lay
special emphasis thereby on the humiliation of the Christ. Thus it is as “ Son of man
that he “forgives sin ”—a function which none can discharge but God only (Matt. ix.
G and parallel passages). The Son of man is “Lord of the sabbath ** (Matt. xii. 8 and
rarallel passages), is “ the Sower” of the seed of the kingdom (Matt. xiii. 37); he
seeks and saves the lost (Luke xix. 10); comes not to be served, but to serve (Matt. xx.
28; Mark x. 45). The Son of man will rise from the dead and judge the world (Mark
~viii. 58 ; Luke ix.26; xii. 8, etc. ; Matt. xix. 28). The Fourth Gospel corresponds with
the synoptists in the same usage, and ch. i. 51 and iii. 13 show that the Lord spoke of
himself as “ Son of man ” when implying that, behind the attributes of his humanity,
and conferring upon that humanity its archetypal character, was his Divine nature.
He was “Son of man ” because he was “Son of God.” The heavens are opened round
about him : though on earth, he is in heaven. He is lifted up in the likeness of sinful
flesh, that he may heal the deadly poison of that flesh (ch. iii. 14). He will judge all
men because he is the “ Son of man” (ch. v. 27); not a fertium quid, neither God nor
man; but God in the plenitude of his power, man in the sufficiency of his knowledge
and sympathy. The consciousness of his pre-existence with God must have intensified
the sense of contrast between “ the form of God * and “the form of a servant,” between
the eternal “Effulgence of the Father's glory” and “the fashion of man,” through
which for certain ends the glory was veiled for all, and but dimly and slowly perceived
by any.

There can be no doubt that the evangelist’s conception of the Godhead was not com-
plete by the bare ascription of the name of Father to the Deity. Having learned in the
school of Christ, he considered and taught that, in order to appreciate the Father, we

. must recognize and realize the existence of his only begotten Son. He held that the
fulness of God is not an impersonal unity, but an eternal relationship; that the relation
between ¢ God ” and *“the Word,” between * the Father” and “the Son,” is necessary
to any adequate conception of the Fatherhood of God. Jesus was therefore a revelation
of both the Father and the Son.

(7) The Spirit and the Triunity. But the Johannine conception’of the Godhead was
not consummated in this duality. A mysterious method of speech pervades the Scripture,
by which the self-consciousness of both Father and Son is reduced to a personal unity.
The Old Testament as well as the New is charged with this aid to our imagination and
this solace to our faith. There is no place here for a review of the doctrine or idea of the
Holy Spirit as set forth either in the earlier Scriptures or in the Pauline Epistles beyond
this—that the Spirit of God is there described as the Source and Agent of Divine activity
in the old creation; as effecting and preserving the immanence of God in nature; as itsclf
the Source of human ego ; as the element of order and beauty in heaven and earth; as the
silent but mighty energy which lifts and develops the intellect of man toits highest flights,
and encourages the heart and stimulates the conscience to their noblest excrcise. The
prophets and psalmists confess the power of the Spirit of God, and anticipate that the
highest functions of Messiah will be conferred upon him by the Holy Spirit. Certainly
this appellation is sometimes used as though the term meant nothing more than a
Hebrew parallclism for God himself, but yet in other placcs it expressly defines the
Spirit as the mighty Agency, by which God himself works in the nature of man. The
synoptiste preserve this same phraseology and attitude to the Holy Spirit, the formation
of the humanity of Jesus (Matt. i. 20; Luke i. 35), the direction of his purposes (Mark i.
12), the consecration of that humanity to the Messianic oﬂige (Mark i. 10,11 and para!lq_al
passages), the order and power by which Jesus met and foiled the tempter. The Spirit
of God is the power by or in which Jesus commences his ministry (Luke iv. 1) apd per-
forms his miracles on those possessed by the devil (Matt. xii. 28). ] In .the synoptists the
Lord contrasts the dispensation of the Son of man with that whlch‘ is inapgurqted by
the Holy Spirit (Matt. xii. 20—32 and parallel passages). ) _J csus will baptize with the
Holy Spirit and fire (Matt. iii. 11), and promises the Spirit as the greatest and b.est

gift of the Father’s love (Luke xi. 13). This is the * promise of the Father ”. for which

the early Church waited (Luke xxiv. 49), and which came upon the disciples with stra.nge
potency on Penterost (Acts i, ii.). This Spirit, which bound discordant Flements into

8 unily, into a Ludy, and produced in individuals and on the commwunity the most
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radical changes and conferred the most amazing powers, is reckoned by St. Paul to be
the Spirit of Christ, and the Spirit of him that raised Christ from the dead (Rom. viii,
9—11), Through the eternal Spirit he offered himself without spot, and he was
declared to be Son of God by the Spirit of holiness, by his resurrection from the dead
(Rom. i. 4). 'This Spirit can be resisted, blasphemed, quenched, obeyed, loved, and
adored ; and, while unquestionably Divine, is nevertheless distinct from (he Father and
the Son. What new teaching does the Fourth Gospel introduce on this subject? We
learn that Jesus will baptize with the Holy Spirit (ch. i. 33), and that the Holy Spirit
rested on Christ (ch. i. 32), and was given to him in unmeasurable abundance (ch. iii. 34).

‘When God was said to be Spirit (ch. iv. 24), it would seem that the whole Godhead
(whether TFather, Son, Logos, or Spirit) was Spirit, and nothing can be gathered hence
of any hypostasis or ousta, but rather a hint is given of the supreme character of the
very essence of Deity, as antithetic to theories of his impersonality, of his corporeal
limitation, of ritual observance, or of idolatrous localization of his energies. Christ had
often spoken of the “living water” which he could and would give to quench all human
thirst. He promises the great abundance of this gift, and describes it as a kind of
Dblessedness which would make each recipient a perennial supply of it for others (ch. iv.
14). 8t. John says this was Christ’s_ description of the Holy Spirit, which those who
chould Dbelieve on himself would receive, for the “ Holy Spirit was not yet [given],
because Jesus was not yet glorified ” (ch. vii. 37—39). In other words, when Christ
should, as the Victor over death, have taken his place on the throne of God, then the
whole material wherewith the Spirit would deal with men would so immeasurably
transcend all that had ever been previously vouchsafed, that in comparison with what
had gone before the Holy Spirit had not yet been (given) at all. The entire “ ministra-
tion of death [and of the letter, and of the body] had no glory by reason of the glory that
excelleth.” When the hour at length drew near that the brief manifestation in the
flesh was to be removed from human eyes, our Lord declared more fully the substitute
for his own constant care which he was about to send to them, One who should “ abide
with them for ever,” “ whom the world would not see, or receive, or take away from
them ” (ch. xiv. 17). This * other Paraclete ” is described as the “ Holy Spirit,” whom
the Father would send in his Name, whom he too would send from the Father (ch. xiv.
25, 26), whose coming to them for all gracious purposes was identical with the coming
of Christ himself. Nay, more, his advent would prove a coming to them of both the
Father and the Son. As he had glorified the Father, the Holy Spirit would glorify
him ; for he would take of the things of Christ, and show these to the disciples (ch. xvi.
13—15). He, like the Son himself, would not speak from himself. He would declare that
which he knew of the Father. He would so quicken the understanding of the disciples
as to bring all things to their remembrance, and thus perpetuate the primary instruction
they had received, but the power of which they might lose sight of. The glorious gift
of the Spirit is said to be in answer to his own prayer as the exalted and glorified Christ,
and as co-operating with them, not only for their own solace and refreshment, but also
as a testimony to himself, and (ch. xv. 26, 27) a convicting and convincing power on the
outside world (ch. xvi. 7—11). The exaltation, the departure of Christ, the cessation of
the manifestation in the likeness of the flesh, was indispensable to the full bestowment
of the spiritual gift. Then the world should be convinced of sin, righteousness, and
judgment (ch. xvi. 7—11). In enticipation of this new dispensation, he symbolically
breathed on his disciples, and said, “ Receive the Holy Spirit ” (ch. xx. 22), thus pre-
paring the way for the great manifestation of the Day of Pentecost.

The teaching of the Fourth Gospel was in harmony with the biblical idea throughout,
and it explaing the intensity with which Paul had already dwelt on this sublime theme,
and the detail into which he had expanded the fundamental idea. John had not
borrowed from Paul, nor from Alexandria, nor from Gnostic notions of onic develop-
ment, but set forth those positions out of which both revelation and superstition and
the speculative tendencies of the age have severally developed so much.

To suppose these Johanuine doctrines to have been the crystallization of Pauline, or
Gnostic, or Montanistic thought is contrary to all probability. If Christ himself had
given forth (as John says he did) this idea of the relation of the Huly S;irit to his
own Person and to his prospective work, and if many hints of this specific teaching
were circulating in the Church, the entire Pauline representation and that of the Acts



exxxvl INTRODUCTION 10

2

becomes thinkable. As a condensation of St. ’aul or a corrective of second-century
ideas, it ir incredible and confused. ¢

The Fourth Gospel thus does much to prepare the Christian Church for the full
doctrine of the Godhead. The consciousness of Jesus was so set forth thercin as to
induce nll Chris!ians to believe in God, not in the form of a solitary Monad, but as Ons
who from eternity contained in his own Being the relations of Ifather and Son, and
whose unity of essence is jtsclf as personal as is the Father or the Son.

To bring together the whole teaching that emerges from the * Word mede flesh,”
from the God-Man as the centre of the life of a renewed humnnity, we are led to
rositive distinctions in that Deity which stood in such close relations with human
nature. “The Spirit ” is none other than the Spirit of the Christ energizing in the hearts
of believers. The Spirit of the Christ which unites the Logos and the flesh is none other
than the Spirit of the Logos, the Spirit of God’s Son; and the Spirit of the Son is the
Spirit of the Father, for the Father and the Son are one. The doctrine of the immanent
‘I'rinity seems an inevitable consequence of any admission that the Fourth Gospel sets
forth historically the veritable consciousness of the Lord Christ. The argument moves
on from incident to incident, from word to word, from synonym to synonym, of the all-
Dlessed One; until he who is hailed as Messiah and sacrificial Lamb and theocratic
King appears, to be the Opener of heaven, endowed with creative power, the Lord
of the temple, the Reader of human hearts, the Source of life and healing, the Bride-
groom of the true theocracy, greater than he who was the greatest of the sons of men.
We follow on in the narrative, to find that, though the flesh of the Christ provokes
endless antagonism, and so moves the “ darkness ” that it becomes a fearful and felt
oppression, yet the idea of the Divine humanity becomes more and more intense in
cach department of this mighty synthesis.

The humanity admits the need of water from Jacob’s well, but flashes forth, while so
doing, such epiritual truth that he is hailed as the Messiah-Prophet and Saviour of the
world. The bestowment on the impotent man of life leads Jesus to declare the power
that he wields to confer life on dead souls and bodies, and the authority he has received
to judge the quick and dead (ch. v.); he assumes to be the Life of the world by two
great signs on land and sea (ch. vi.), and by conferring upon mankind himself as the
veritable “ Bread of God which had come down from heaven.,” In great variety of
form he claims to be not only life, but light. He calls himself the Shepherd of souls
(ch. x.), able to give to those who submit to him eternal life, because he and the Father
are one. He wrestles with death, and snatches one whom he specially loves from the
grave (ch. xi.). At that grave his mysterious Personality is displayed as intensely
human apd unmistakably Divine. Throughout the closing scenes he becomes more
and more consciously Divine, as his heart breaks with human tenderness. He loves to
the uttermost when he is most of all alive to the fact that all things are entrusted to
him (ch. xiil. 1—5). So complete is his revelation of the Divine love that he dares to
say, “ He that hath seen me hath seen the Father ” (ch. xiv. 9). He promises to bestow
the Divine gift of “ the Spirit,” and with the Father to come and dwell in human hearts.
He takes the whole future into his glance, and offers prayer for those who shall believe
on Lim to the end of time (ch. xvii. 20). He goes forth to meet his doom, to diink the
cup of trembling and humiliation to the dregs. He is condemned and submits. He
triumphs over death, and receives the unrebuked exclamation, “ My Lord and my God!”.
If this be an historical setting forth of one indubitable series of his highest revelations,
then we recognize the conaciousness of Jesus a8 having cast a gleam of surpassing light
into the “ thick darkness” and profoundest mysteries of the Divine Being. The record
of his words and life, as set forth by his most loving friend, furnishes the largest pro-
portion of those facts which the Christian consciousmess has endeavoured to bring
together in what is called the doctrine of the Trinity. L .

2. The Johannine teaching concerning the world. This divides iteelf into a trilogy,
even as the doctrine of the Godhead does. (1) The world as the creature of God; (2)
the world of men ; (3) the world’s prince.

(1) All things (rérra) came into existence through the agency of the Logos. Not
one (thing) entity, atom, force, can be excepted. The entire region of Divine operation
is itself the creation of God by the Logos, corresponding to the teaching of the writer
tn the Iebrews, that by the agency of the Son (equivalent to Logos) God made the alévas,
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tho very conditions of time and place. In antithesis to this last conception an organized
opposition appears to the Creator-Logos. Darkness, which is not merely negative of
light, but an antagonism to it, must, so far as it is a designation of moral agencies, be
the creation of the Logos, not as darkness, but as free to act in opposition to God, and
thus to take on itself the aspect and characteristics of darkness. In the “all things,”
not, however, called rdouos, there is both an “above” and a “beneath;” the heaven from
which the Son of man has come, and to which he will return, and to which * he lifts
his eyes” in prayer, and where are his ¢ Father's house ” and ‘“many mansions.” He
who i8 * from above is above all.” The process that passes over men in their becoming
sons of God is a birth “{rom above,” or *from the beginning,” or “from the Spirit.”
This heaven opens éver and behind the Son of man (ch. 1. 51), and he is consciously in
“heaven,” and may be seen by regenerated eyes to be one who can and does pass from
earth to heaven, from heaven to earth (ch. iii. 13). The xdouos is often used to denote
the whole of this visible, tangible, terrestrial dwelling-place. Into it the Son of man
comes when the Logos i3 made flesh (ch. i. 13, 14). From it at last he ascends (ch. vi.
62), when he has conquered death and put on the vesture of an immortal humanity
(ch. xx. 17). Christ speaks of the “light of this world,” meaning that which proceeds
from the sun (ch. xi. 9). The Johannine Christ notices the most striking features of
the earth in which we live—the wind that careers over its surface; the local dwelling-
places of men; the food that human bodies need, even his own; the washing of feet
from its defilement; the soil in which the corn of wheat takes root; the vineyard and
the sheepfold; the burning of the pruned and fruitless branches; the contests among
its children for sovereignty over it. All things are put under him, and all the powers
of the world are at his disposal. He can accelerate processes of nature and meet great
forces of the xdouos with his will. He can face all the powers of nature and all their
protest against man with the simple fiat of his will; saving men from starvation and
from shipwreck by his word. He told the Jews that they were “of this world,” but
that he was “not of this world.” There is no indication that the (§An) stuff or matter
of which the world was made was evil, or that the forces of nature were per se opposed
to their Maler or to the interests of man. He utilizes them, he makes them the instru-
ments of his most beneficent deeds (ch. ii., vi, ix., xiii.). Nor is the SAn eternal ; for it
had its beginning, and again the world and the fashion of it will pass away (1 John
ii. 17). It is the scene of Divine manifestation. The very flesh which he had himself
assumed was * of this world,” though e, the Ego dwelling in it, was “not of this world.”
He loved his own to the uttermost while they were “in the world” (ch. ziii. 1). He
did not pray that they should be *taken out of the world,” but kept from the evil
(ch. xvii. 14—16).

(2) The world of men. The sense of the word thus considered is not the whole
connotation of the word. It is used more frequently (xéouos, not aidy, or & vuv aidv),
for the whole of humanity considered independently of God. The xéouos, which was
made by the Adyos (ch. i. 10), recognized him not, even when he was in the world,
whether immanently or by incarnation. This power of cognition, which was not exer-
cised, indicates moral freedom and intellectual power, and therefore refers to men, not
things. In the great prayer the Lord said (ch. xvii. 25), “O righteous Father, the
world [humanity as & whole] hath not recognized thee.” The world of men was, in its
ignorance and estrangement, in great danger of destruction (ch. iii. 16), and was exposed
to judgment (xplois). The world hates the Christ for the light that he throws on its
own evil, and will hate the disciple as it does hate the Master (ch. xv. 16—19). But
the world of men, notwithstanding its antagonism to and separation from God, is an
object of Divine love (ch. iii. 16). This love is the condition and occasion of the
mission of the only begotten Son. Jesus has come to save the world; he took upon
himeelf the sin of the world (ch. i. 29); he is the Propitiation for the sins of the whols
world (1 Johnii. 2); he came down from heaven to give life to the world (ch. vi. 33, 51).
8o that it was not an inert mass of incurable corruption. Those who are “ saved,” who
receive *life,” who are chosen out of the world and called to holy service, reveal the
great contrast between themselves and those who *will not come to him that they
may have lifo” (ch. v. 40), and a more restricted use of the word «douos, is confined to
those who from that standpoint resist, hate, persecute, all who approach and find him.
So that “world” is often the antithesis of the children of God (ch. xiv. 19, 22), Yet
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even the ‘“world,” in this darkest, deadliest, hatefullest form, is not irretricvably
doomed. Jesus sends his disciples into this very world to teach it, and promises the
gift and aid of the Comforter to convict it of sin, righteousness, and judgment (ch. xvi.
8—11). The world may give the disciples much “tribulation; " but (said Christ) * be
of good cheer ; 1 have overcome the world” (ch. xvi. 33). The fellowship and love of
the disciples for each other is to convince the world.  The purport and end of the
conviction is that the world may believe (ch. xvii. 23—26).

The effort that the school of Hilgenfeld and others made to find a Guostic dualism, an
unremediable darkness set over against an eternal light, has failed in dealing with these
definitions of “ the world.” The caustic and terrible words of the eighth chapter should
be judged by the dramatic controversy in which they occur. The deadly hatred of the
Jews to Christ was at its climax intensified by the very suppression and failure of its
attempts, and Christ pressed bome the alliance between them and the author of all
murder and falsehood; and declared that they would “die in their sins " because they
did not believe that he was essentially that which he had evermore said to them (ch.
viii. 24—26). But a very forced conclusion is drawn from the words when this teach-
ing is identified with dualism. The condition of deliverance is conspizuous throughout.
A recognition of the scene as historic certainty at once shatters the speculation that
has been founded upon it.

Doubtless throughout the Gospel, as throughout the New Testament and the Old
Testament, the selective and redemptive activity of God’s grace is referred to. There
are those who are not drawn to the Son by all his tenderness, and are not given to the
Son, that, having reached him, they may find access by him to the Father (see notes,
ch. vi. 44; xiv. 6). There are who practise evil (mpdooorres Td ¢paira), and who will not
come to the light (ch. iii. 20, 21), upon whom the wrath of God abides (ch. iii. 36),
who will eventually come forth to the resurrection of judgment (ch. v. 29), whom the
Moses in whom they trust charges with sin (ch. v. 45). One human being is spoken of
as duiforos (ch. vi. 70). Christ's unbelieving hearers are contrasted with himself as
being &k 700 xoouot TovTov (ch. viil 23). They are “ the servants of sin” (ch. viii. 34).
They are children of the manslayer, of the liar, of the devil (ch. viii. 43,44). They fancy
that they see, but are blind, and their sin remaineth (ch. ix. 41). The final summary
of the teaching quotes Isa. vi., “ He hath blinded their eyes,” etc. (a passage quoted
by all the synoptists and St. Paul). In every one of these passages of St. John there
is no other dualistic teaching than that which pervades the New Testament. The
redemptive work itself is arrested and limited by responsible disobedience and unbelief
of men. The entire position of the Johannine theology recognizes the human will as the
agency which is to appropriate or reject the full benediction. The exclusion from privi-
lege is hypothetical, not predestinated. The mission and message of the Son of God is
not primarily one of judgment, but one of mercy and of deliverance. “The world,”
which is the synonym and comprehensive term for “humanity apart from grace,” is
loved by God. The Son of God came to save it; the Comforter to convict it of in,
righteousness, and judgment; and the answer to the great intercessory prayer will be
that the «douos, till then estranged, hateful, unsusceptible, will believe that the Father
has sent him,

(8) The prince of this world. The Johannine teaching recognizes a centre to the
evil that is in the world, a personal antagonist to God and goodness ; but in this it is not
so explicit as the synoptic or the Pauline teaching. It is to the synoptists we must
turn to see the distinet work of this hostile spirit. The peculiarity of John’s report is
that some of the Jews are addressed as the children of the devil, doing their father's
work, imitating the source of falsehood and the first murderer of human life in the
evil passions and purposes they were at that moment cherishing. 1 have discussed
(sect. VIIL C. 3) the supposition that John puts into the lips of Jesus a reference to
the father of the devil. The language cannot bear this interpretation. We have simply
the strong metaphor which treats the resemblance of nature as equivalent to filiation.
The evil desires and plans of the would-be murderers of Jesus are referred to the
suggestion of the father of lies, They are in the strong language of the synoptio
Baptist and Christ, the * offspring of vipers,” the seed of the serpent. L

John’s Gospel does, however, bestow a title on the great evil spirit which is in per-
fect barmony with the claim made by the devil in the synoptic account of the tempta~
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tion (Luke iv. 6). Christ speaks of him as “the prince (#pxw:) of this -orli”—
a term which is made even more explicit in the Epistles of Paul, where he is ** rul-r of
the darkness of the world” (Eph. vi. 12; 2 Cor.,iv. 4; Eph. ii. 2; 1 Tim. i. 20);
is prince of death (Heb. ii. 14—16) and roaring lion (1 Pet. v. 8). Thoma (loc. cit.,
pp- 202—205) endeavours to make out a fundamental difference between the Johannine
teaching and tho rest of the New Testament in this—that the only region of operation
assigned to “ the prince of this world” is the Auman spirit (even the human spirit of
Jesus himself), not the bodies of men, or the world as such, or the heavens or the
abode of spirits; that we have mo * possession” of the bodies of men, no diseases
entrusted to his manipulation, but rather that the evil mind of the traitor and the
mental trouble of the Master himself is the only region of his activity and the sole
indication of the devil’s nearness or presence. There is no reference in John to * pos-
session,” but observe also that there is no reference to *leprosy,” nor to the “issue of
blood,"” nor to “ dropsy,” nor to * fever,” which evil diseases our Lord healed in Galilee;
but we learn that he did work many signs and works, the nature of wbick is not
portrayed (ch. ii. 23; iv. 45, 48; v. 36; xx. 30). The absence from John’s narra-
tive of a specific reference to healing those possessed with devils may not indicate
any metaphysical difference. In 1 John iii. 8 we are told that * he was manifested to
destroy the works of the devil” We should be going too far, therefore, to say that
John ignores them. The very phrase, “ prince of this world,” gives the flat denial to
the inference drawn by the Tiibingen school. The references to the devil under this
title are comparatively few. In ch. xiv. 30 “ the prince of this world cometh, and
findeth nothing in Christ.” In ch. xii. 31 he i3 cast out of the earth by the submission
of the Son of God; and ch. xvi. 8, 11, because he is judged, the Comforter will convict
the world of judgment. .

‘We learn from Christ that “he abode not in the truth;” and when “he speaketh
a lie, he speaketh of his own” (ch. viii. 44) ; so that some hint is given of the mysterious
event elsewhere referred to, that when the prince of this world began to be, he was not
evil, but became 50 in the exercise of his own free will.

Thoma rejects Hilgenfeld's supposed discovery that the Johannine writer refers to
the demiurge of the Gnostic Valentinus as the father of the devil (see sect. VIII. C. 3,
and notes on ch. viii. 44).

The future of the devil himself is not touched apon in the Gospel; but the ultimate
consecration of the world, and the expulsion from the world, and the final condemnation
of the prince of the world, are firmly promised and predicted. As Reuss admits
(¢ Theol. Chret.,’ ii. 474), there i3 no indication that John emphasized a fundamental,
irresponsible, or inevitable evil, or referrnd 4.6 existence of evil to the decrees of fate
or Divine predestination. In every case the fault lies in the will of the moral agent,
and is tke consequence of the rejection of advantage and of slight offered to opportunity.

3. The Johannine teaching concerning the BALVATION of the world. This compre-
hensive subject embraces: (1) The Person of the Saviour. (2) The nature of the salva-
tion effected by him, as (a) Life, (b) Light, (¢) Love. (3) The means adopted by him to
accomplish the end proposed : (@) his own life (or example); () his revelation of the
truth (light of men); (c¢) his love, in giving himself unto death, laying down his life
for his sheep; (d) his bestowment of the Spirit—the true coming of himself to indi-
viduals and to the Church. (4) The method of human appropriation—faith, recon-
ciliation, love.

(1) The Saviour himself. The Johannine teaching concerning the Godhead has
embraced the main features of his Divine-human Person, which was at one and the
same time the highest representation of ideal manhood, of God’s conception of man, and
the most perfect and exhaustive revelation of the Divine nature of the heart of the
Father. The ultimate end of the Incarnation may well have been wider than the
redemption or salvation of the world. It may be, and it has been supposed to include
(even if man had never sinned), the fullest self-manifestation of the eternal God in
a nature intended from its first inception to bear the full weight of the Divine glory
(see Dr. Westcott’s important essay on “The Gospel of the Creation:” ¢ Appendix
to Commentary on the Epistles of St. John'). Whether it were so or vot, the Gospel
describes the (proximate) end of the Incarnation and of the sending of the Son of God
into the wo-ld as nothing less than the salvation of the world of men. He came (nat
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to condemn, but) to save the world (ch. iii. 16, 17), and that all men through him
might be saved. He is hailed in Samaria as “the Saviour of the world " (ch. iv, 42;
1 John iv. 14). “Salvation” (cwrapla) is not & new idea invented by the author of the
Fourth Gospel. The Old Testament constantly uses the won to describe the greatest
necessity of man and the mightiest work of God. It is the most compreheusive of all
terms adopted to express the beneficent action of God. It is the restoration of all the
relations between God and man which had been disloeated by sin, and the conference
of subjective conditions and experiences of transcendent preciousness and importance.
It would be easy to show that this word covers all that is meant by justification and
new life, by reconciliation, pardon, and sanctification, by adoption and eternal life!
The term * salvation ” covers all that this evangelist describes by his use of the verb
cédav. He who is able to do this thing must possess lofty powers and Divine Person-
ality. As John uses the word, it implies a terrific and hopeless condition into which
the world has fallen. Darkness, ignorance, unsusceptibility, falsehood, rebellion, bondage,
and exposure to moral destruction (drdArem, ch. xvii. 12), death without any prospect
or principle of life. The serpent-bitten, plague-stricken, and dying hosts of Israel ; sheep
exposed to the ravages of the wolf, existence without any life, death in sin, death in all
its defilement, shame, and mystery, are metaphors more or less explicit and translucent
to describe the condition of humanity independently of God’s saving grace. St. John
discriminates between * sins ” and sin, and shows that to him sin is not an isolated act
of transgression. His definition of &uapria, is &voula, or lawlessness (1 John iii. 4),
f.e. antagonism to the known Law and will of God. It assumes in Gospel and Epistle
the twofold meaning of concrete acts of rebellion and transgression, as in (ch. v. 14)
“ Go, and sin no more,” and “ He that delivered me to thee hath the greater sin” (ch.
xix. 11); 1 Jchn ii. 2, “ He is the Propitiation for our sins,” etc. ; 1 Jobn i. 9, ¢ He s just
to forgive us our sins.” But it is also used as descriptive of a power or principle of cor-
ruption, a tendency to sin, as in (ch, viii. 34) “ He that doeth sin is the bond-slave of
sin,” and (ch. viii. 46) “ Which of you convicteth me of sin?” Whereas Jesus gaid
boldly to the religious leaders in Jerusalem (ch. vii. 19), “Which of you doeth
[keepeth] the Law ?” This is the state of man from which Christ comes to deliver the
human race, commencing with individuals. There is a positive "objective work to be
dope in and for human nature by its Saviour, and there is inducement and motive to
be supplied to perishing man to accept this objective work of his.

The sending, the coming, the descent, the work, the acts, the words, of the Son of
God have all been conditioned by the desperate condition of humanity. It is admitted
that in some sense he had always been coming, and had always been in the world, had
been seen by prophets (ch. xil 41) and testified to by the prophetic spirit (ch. i. 5);
that patriarchs desired to see his fuller manifestation (ch. viii. 56), that the great Law-
giver had written of him (ch. v« 47), and the entire Scripture of the Old Testament
testified to him (ch. v. 39); but all this agelong and universal approach of the Logos
to the mind of man had not disarmed resistance, nor did the darkened understanding see
the brightness of theglory of the Father. 8o, before any further or final display of the
purpose of God in the salvation of men could take place, “the Logos,” says John,
“ became flesh, and tabernacled amongst us.” The Divine humanity thus constituted
was specially equipped for the work to be done. Every lofty name he bears or assumes
has a distinct reference to the reconstitution, saving, and redemption of humanity ;
while the very mature of the changes to be wrought in human nature and individual
souls corresponds with the attributes and perfections and offices that in the Fourth
Gospel he is prepared to fulfil. Thus he is to save the world ; to save those that believe
on him from destruction (ch. iii. 16, 17); to set them free from bondage to sin, their
hard taskmaster (ch. viii. 36); to provide, for whosoever looks to him with eye of faith,
deliverance from worse than the bite of fiery serpent (ch. iii. 14, 15). He is “ the good
Shepherd,” who has come to deliver from the fangs of the wolf or the malice of the
thief who comes on apace “ to steal, to kill, and destroy ” (ch. x. 10), “I am come that
they might have life.” He is the Giver to the starving soul of man (ch. vi. 50) of the
true food, of which, if a man eat, he shall not die. )

(2) The nature of salvation may be summ.ed up in three great terms, alike descriptive
of the need of man and the character of the Christ and his work—ife, light, and love.

! Essny on “ Forgiveness of Bins,” in ¢ Ecclesia,’ firat serics, by the present writer.
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(a) Salvation must be 2ife, the possession of more than the transitory, ever-vanishing,
always-threatened earthly existence which we are content to call by the name. It s
& mode of being unmenaced by the ten thousand perils of earth and by the organized
enmity of hell, rendered incapable of perishing, delivered from the tempter, an! freed
from the fear which hath torment. Iife, not a diseased, paralyzed, and distorted exist~
ence, the source of endless unrest, and ever tending to destruction ; but life in its whole-
ness and perpetuity—*“life” independent of these local conditions and physical sur-
roundings, and *“ more abundant” than can be realized in the flesh; * veritable,”
answering to its fundamental idea, a life which is proper to man as a veritable child of
God ; “eternal life,” a life which flows on like a river abounding in its strength into
the great ocean of eternity. ¢ The living water,” the spiritual life, the Holy Spirit him-
gelf, shall be in those who receive his gift of life as a well-spring which leaps up in
boundless fulness and entire sufficicncy for all human eraving for ever and ever. The
constant references made in the Gospel to “life,” “ eternal life,” show that it was the
synonym of the salvation which Christ came to give. It i3 more than existence, or
continuity of an existence which had been forfeited. It is the blessedness of complete
satisfaction, the continuity of participation in the very nature of him who has life in
himself, and who ¢ hath given to the Son to have life in himself” (ch. v. 26, 27). In the
Logos is life, and in the Logos incarnate, * made flesh,” is life (ch. i. 4, 14); “ He that
hath the Son hath life;” ¢ God hath given to us eternal life, and this life is in his Son ®
(1 John v. 11, 12).

The record of the Gospel insists upon and illustrates the life-giving power of the
Logos when made flesh. Thus he maintains that, though the temple of his body be
destroyed, he will raise it up ; and though he lay down his life, he will take it again, by
the intrinsic life which is in him. Due relation to him is to secure eternal life”
(ch. iii. 186, 17, 36); he offers to give it to the Samaritans (ch. iv. 14); he confers « life ”
on the paralyzed man (ch. v. 9); and he vindicates his authority to do this on the
sabbath by the position that “as the Father raiseth and quickeneth the dead, so the
Son quickeneth [maketh to live] whom he wills” (ch. v. 21); and he predicts that the
dead souls and dead bodies of men shall arise to life at his word (ch. v. 25—29). He
supplies the means of life to the starving multitudes (ch. vi. 1—14), he protects from
death his troubled disciples (ch. vi. 15—21), and then expounds his willingness to give
himself as the veritable Bread of God for the life of the world. “He that eateth of
this Bread shall live for ever” (ch. vi. 51). The apostles recognized this lofty preroga-
tive, and declared their unalterable decision not to leave him, because he had * the words
of eternal life” (ch. vi. 68). In other imagery describing those who appropriate the
Word and the gift, he said (ch. x. 28, 30) that they should not by any means perish,
and they should have eternal life, and no power should pluck them out of his hand or
his Father’s hand, since he and the Father are one in essence and power to protect and
bless. The life-giving is most wonderfully set forth afterwards as a concrete fact. The
death of the body, the corruption of the grave, are mo barriers, though they may be
a concealment of his power to give life, and so he snatches from death and the grave
the man he calls his * friend” (ch. xi.). He further illustrated his power to give life
on the night of the Passion, by saying, * Because I live, ye shall live also” (ch. xiv. 19).

In the intercessory prayer he gives eternal life to those whom the Father has given
him (ch. xvii. 2, 3). The final scenes record the victory he won over death in his
own Person, and the pledge he thus becomes and gives to all who, whether they have
had phenomenal proof of it or not, believe on his Name. The whole Gospel is written
that believing we might have life in his Name (ch. xx. 31).

(b) Salvation, however, is more than Zife: it includes a further conception, which
pervades the Gospel from end to end; it is synonymous with %ght. The antithesis of
life, or of continuous participation in the nature of God, is death—death of body and
death of soul, destruction, loss of privilege, insensibility to the Divine. The antithesis
of light is darkness, equivalent to ignorance, corruption, impurity, evil The life that
is in the Logos is Zight. “ God is light, and in him is no darkness.” This is the
great burden of the New Testament. All darkuess is alien from his nature, whatever
our weak sense or feeble intelligence may suggest to the contrary. The Father is free
from nll imperfection, and the glory, moral splendour, of his essential nature consists in
this, that it is diffusive, radiating forth as unshadowed light in all places of his dominion;
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the means whereby all moral agency in the universe is competent to know both himself
and all things. The gospel is concerncd with men, with the moral universe of men,
and with the fearful possibility and fact that the moral nature of men has been alienated
from the life of God, and that, though the life streams forth as light upon the universe,
yet the frec-will of man has resisted and opposed itself to the life of God, and * dark-
ness” has failed to comprehend the unsullied beam. Salvation for man includes o
piereing of this darkness; the sphere of death is conspicuous in that department of
man’s nature by which he comes to know (ywdoxew) God. His very faculties were
themselves arrested.  His eyes were blinded, The irradiation of all things with which
man has to do by the life of God failed to produce its legitimate effect upon him, by the
prolonged indifference, the mental incapacity, the moral blindness, the judicial blind-
folding, that had befallen him through sin. Moral death is mental blindness. This is
the inversion of the Platonic thesis which charges all moral obliquity upon intellec-
tual deficiency. 8o, though the Logos is in the world as life and light, yet the world
knows it not. God is not in men’s thoughts.

In the Logos is Life and Light. There is an eternal effulgence of the glory of God
in the coeternal beam of the Divine Word. He is the Brightness of the glory of God,
the express Image of his substauce. St. John's teaching is that the Logos, when made
flesh and when tabernacling with us, inhabiting the temple of the body prepared for
him, was Light. The glory of the Only Begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth,
shone thence upon all human life.  This illumination, this forth-streaming of the:
omnific Word in a perfect life, is calculated to turn the darkness, the intellectual per-
versions and moral corruption of men, into light. The salvation which the Logos
incarnate ministers to men is illumination. On more than one occasion Jesus declares
himself to be ¢ the Light of the world” (ch. viil. 12; ix. 5; xii. 35, 36, 46). Coming
to him is called 8 coming to thé Light (ch.iii. 19—21). Apart from the light that the
Lord has cast upon the way which a man should take, he will not sce the path, but,
by keeping in his light, he becomes ¢ a child of the light.” The entire world is illu-
mined for him, the darkness of death and the grave are pierced, the realities of the
otherwise unknown, invisible world are revealed. The corresponding term to “ Light ” is
“Truth,” the adequate expression of reality, the veritable utterance of the thought of
the Father. Weiss, ¢ Biblical Theology,’ ii. 354, “’AAffeia is not knowledge, but the
object of knowledge ; not therefore identical with life; but the revelation of the truth is
the presupposition of it,”—Christ as Logos-made-fiesh, full of grace and truth (ch. i. 14).
«T am,” said he, « the Truth, as well as the Way and the Life ” (ch. xiv. 6). He is the
Truth about God’s essential nature, adequately revealing it; he is the Truth about
man’s ideal nature, as God conceived it and produced it; and he is the Truth about the
relation between God and man, showing & unity of consciousness and will with the
Father, which issues in the confession that he does always those things that please
God, and knows that the Father hears him always. His meat is to do the will of God,
and to finish his work (ch. iv. 34). ) )

The conditions of adequate knowledge of God and duty and deliverance are provided
in the simple fact of his being. He has come to bear witness to truth, as well a8 to be
Truth (ch. xviil 37; viil 40); t.e. the Person of the Saviour is not only a revelation of:
reality in itself, but it illumines other realities as well. ~All who are of the truth do
hear his voice (ch. xviil 87). So great a light as his life is mot only glorious a,'nd
refulgent in itself, but it brings before the open and susceptible eye a world_ of reality
not otherwise known. The light behind him is an opening of heaven; the light before
him reproves all evil by revealing it in its true proportions.  The effect of * walking
in the light” is moral purity and conformation of character to the Light of God, so
that those who accept this Light have none occasion of stumbling in them. 8o St.
John speaks of believers as “being of the truth,” as denying all that is false (1 John
ifi. 19; ii 4); and, moreover, a8 “walking in the truth,” and *doing the truth”
(8 John 4). . . .

But truth, objective revelation, the shining of the Sun of nghteou.snes.s, is not the
only condition of salvation by light, seeing that the “darkness” of man is not o bald
negation, but ap unsusceptibility to light. Power is therefore wielded by the Logos
incarnate to open blind eyes. The synoptists frequentl_y recognize this as a featgre of
the Christ’s work, and represent the Lord as restoring vision in various ways to blinded
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men, a8 symbolic of the direct persopal treatment of souls. In the synagogue at
Nazareth (Luke iv. 18); in the blind man at Bethsaida, whose aradual cure seems to
correspond with the gradual illumination of the disciples (Mark viii. 22 —26); in the
two blind men at Capernaum ; and in blind Bartimaus,—the great privilege is sought and
conferred in vindication of the prime condition of faith (Matt. ix, 27—31; xx. 29—34).
In reply to the messengers from John's prison, he bade them tell the Baptist that “ the
blind receive their sight” (Matt. xi. 5). The Fourth Gospel, in one of its most
characteristic and circumstantial narratives, sets forth the Light of the world as
opening the eyes of one born blind.  Christ does not even ask for faith, but he heals
first, and then reveals himself as Son of God. The teaching of the narrative corresponds
with the whole of the Saviour's work with humanity. The power of vision is conferred
by the new birth (ch. iii. 3, 4). The writer takes explicit pains to reveal the entire
moral of the cure of blindness, and regards this as the complement to the assertion, * I
am the Light of the world.” Salvation as light is inadequate and incomplete, unless
with light comes also the power of vision. “I am come that those which see not might
see,” said the Light of the world. The special grace which is thus suggested is not the
objective illumination with which his unique Personality floods the xdouss, but the
subjective work of his Spirit on individual souls, re-creating their dormant faculties,
producing a new manhood, calling into being powers which from birth or by disease or
folly had been in utter abeyance. This imperial exercise of the power to save leads us
forward to the grandest definition of all.

(¢) Salvation as LovE. The first great utterance of the prologue is that the glory of
the Only Begotten was full of grace, i.e. of unmerited, self-communicating favour. The
sublime suggestion of the eighteenth verse is that he the Only Begotten was the
eternal Object of an infinite love: “ He was in the bosom of the Futher.” He very early
made the supreme announcement that God loved the world (ch. iii. 16), and sent him
forth as the expression of the Divine love. ‘ God is Love,” said St. John; “ and he that
dwelleth in love dwelleth in God;” ‘“He that loveth not knoweth not God ; for God
is Love” (1 John iv. 16, 8). Jesus was reminded on grand occasions of the Divine love
to himself; and he knew that the Father loved him, because, said he, # I lay down my
life that I may take it again” (ch. x. 18). His most exhaustive and comprehensive
self-manifestation was not of life or light, but of love. The whole of the Divine self-
manifestation as set forth in the Gospel is a revelation of this the most comprehensive
of all the Divine perfections, and is the adequate expression of them all—the supreme
blessedness of giving, of imparting self for the life and joy of others. The other
apostles grasped the same thought, and Paul held it not to sacrifice thereby, but to express
therein the Divine rightcousness. “ God commendeth his love to us.” Love of God
shed abroad in the heart, and producing within us an adequate response, is one of the
fundamental themes of the Epistle to the Romans (v, 5, 8). Jude tells us to “keep our-
selves (Tnpeiv) in the love of God,” as in a citadel and well-defended sanctuary, “looking
[thence] for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life” (Jude 21). But the
chiof burden of the Fourth Gospel is the love of God, and the manifestation of that
love in power, in healing, in sacrifice, in death, in resurrection. The motive of the first
miracle, though it be one of power, is love to his mother and her friends. The key-
note of the discourse to Nicodemus is the self-sacrificing love of God. The self-humilia-
tion of the well of Sychar discloses the vast compass of his love to men, that his great
aim was the saving of others by the forgetfulness of self. The great miracles of
ch. vi, 1—21 are displays of love to his disciples, and they become the text on which
he proclaims the extent of his own self-sacrificial love in securing the life of the world.
The love which saves the sinuer while it denounces sin beams through the heated and
angry discussions of ch. vii. and viii.; and it dictated the healing of the blind man,
and it is also the stimulus to the good Shepherd to effect the redemptive acts which
would save the scattered and imperilled sheep. The treatment of the family of Bethany
and of the deceased or sleeping Lazarus is the very apotheosis of love. Jesus risks his
human life that he may give life and cheer to the home which he loved. He weeps. He
struggles with death. He wins by love. )

The victory of love over death is followed by the first and earliest response of
unbounded love to himself (ch. xii. 1—8); a token was given which has been the
precious memorial of Christendom, and, by its imitation, the beginning of heaven upon
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earth. He testifies his love unto the uttermost in ch. xiii. 1, etc., where the humiliation of
the God-Man receives its highest sanction, and prepares for a most surprising and con-
tinuous display of the throbbing of an infinite love to his very own. His high-priestly
prayer for those who have belicved that he came out from God, was that ¢ the love
wherewith he had loved them,” to the point of “laying down his life for them,” might
be “in them,” that they might know that “the Father himself loved them " even as
he loved the Son (ch. xiv. 21; xv. 12; xvi. 27; xvii. 23—26). "The love for them is
recn in marvellous display on the arrest by the temple-guards S:h. xviii. 8). The entire
demeanour of the august Victim is the unveiling of an eternal love to those who were
bitterly misconceiving it. The care of his mother, in his dying moments, expresses and
intensifies the consummation of a perfect lova. The whole manner of the resurrection
lays special emphasis on the condition of mind which would most certainly appreciate
and believe in the revelation. The highest revelations were made to the Magdalene,
whose love opened her eye and ear to perceive the stupendous fact. The disciples whom
he loved, and Thomas who was ready to die with him, were singled out to be recipients
of his supreme revelations. The final scenes on the Lake of Gennesaret were for the
last time the putting into human forms of the Divine self-abandonment of a perfect
love.

“ The Logos made man ” is the expression of the supreme affection of the eternal
God to man, heightened and completed by the response of human love ; and the moral
and spiritual result in humanity of the reception and response of love to God is, on the
part of believers, love to one another. This is especially conspicuous when the curtain
falls over the public ministry, and the Lord enters into familiar relations with those
who have at length, for lile and death, accepted the revelation of heaven and of God
made in his Person. Thus love to himself is made the ground and reason of obedience
to his commandments (ch. xiv. 15), and (ch. xiv. 21) love to Christ carries with it the
love of the Father, and further manifestations of himself; and the surprising assurance
is given that “ we will come and take up our abode with him who guards and keeps the
Adyow of Christ.” The abiding in the love of Christ becomes the initiation of holy joy
(ch. xv. 9—11). The ruling condition, guarantee, and fruit of holy love is keeping
the greatest commandment of all, viz. the love of one another (ch. xv. 12, 17). The
supreme benediction for which the high-priestly Intercessor prays is that “the love
wherewith thou lovedst me may be in them, and I in them ” (ch. xvii. 26).

(8) The MEsxs adopted by our Lord to effect the salvation of men. How does St. John
represent the Life and Light and Love of God becoming ours? Most certainly Christ
gives life. He ds the Life of those who are united to him. *Because I live, ye shall live
also.” He vindicates his authority to bestow life upon those partially and absolutely
deprived of it or in peril of losing it. His full authority to do this thing is reserved
for the future, when the Son of man shall have been lifted up, shall be glorified, shall
have re-entered upon the glory which he had with the Father before the world was
BStill he describes himself as the Vine-stock, of which the disciples are the branches, and
the life in himself is to awaken and sustain their life (ch. xv. 1—10). He speaks of
power to convey,this life, to dispread this energy, through the personality of those united
to bim. “J am come that they might have life more abundantly ;" “He that eateth
me shall live on account of me.” The union of his life with that of his followers is the
special theme of ch. vi. and xv., and implies an exercise of Divine authority, and
pothing short of Divine prerogative. The Divine Humanity is the stay of all believing
men. As he is one with God, they also become one with the Father, and one in him.
He is their Resurrection and their Life, to such an extent that whosoever liveth and
believeth in him shall never die, shall not experience tn dissolution what deuth means—
shall live for ever. 'The method he is represented as employing is a Divine giving to
those who can and will receive the gift.

(a) The shining of the Light. 'We have already seen that his method of communi-
cating light and truth to souls is twofold. He ¢s Light, and he opens blind eyes to see
this illumination, and all other things thereby. The constituticn, therefore, of the
Personality of the God-Man is the forthstreaming of eternal light on human 1_1fe and
duty, or human way and human destiny. This is not all, because of the opacity and
dulness of Luman faculty, and so by his spiritual power he produces receptivity in the
buman subject. The Spirit will lead into all the truth concerning himself and all athey
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things, past, present, and to come (ch. xiv. 26; xvi. 13). The method of light-giving is
the exhibition in himself of a perfect exemplar, which, though he is the l.ogos-made-
flesh, and they nre flesh, nevertheless they are bound to imitate. This is the high
teaching of ch. xiil. 12—17; xv. 12 (sce 1 John iv.17; ii. 6; iii. 3, 16). Tt is also the
thome of many passages in the Epistles of Paul and Peter (Phil. ii. 5; 1 Pet. ii. 21;
iv.1). To realize this lofty ideal of life and light in human experience might seem
and would be impractical and impossible, apart from the allied and co-operating sugges-
tion thot his life is actually given to the mew humanity, and that he came by s
Spirit to generate a new life in (he barren stock of Adam’s race.

(b) The sacrificial death. In the manifestation of the love of God to man there is 2
breadth and specialty of teaching which cannot be overlooked. The method of the love
of the God-Man to man received one high and far-reaching development, and was
accompanied by one stupendous consequence, which was a necessity, an order, an évroAd
of the Father, which the author of the Fourth Gospel not only does not conceal but con-
spicuously enforces. The death of the God-Man is to him the indispensable preliminary
of the full and even the unrestrained communication of Iife, and the exercise of his
life-giving powers.

Reuss labours hard to exclude from the teaching of the Fourth Gospel all reference
to the sacrificial or expiatory value of the death of Christ, and the Tiibingen school of
criticism insists much on the contrast between the synoptic and Pauline doctrine of
the death of our Lord, and that of the Fourth Gospel. It is obvious that his death
is not explicitly spoken of in this Gospel as a humiliation, but a glorification, Thus
the corn of wheat becomes, by dying, the source of much fruit. The “lifting up of
the Son of man” (ch. iii. 14; xii. 82) is somewhat ambiguous, though the evangelist
and the Jews understood Jesus to speak under this term of his death and departure
from the world. The glorious issues of the death of Christ so filled the mind of the
apostle that the repulsive and humiliating features had themselves become effulgent with
new glory, and he who had seen “the Lamb slain” in the midst of the throne may
have not felt the shudder and recoil at the premonitory hints of the necessity, quality,
and meaning of his death. Nay, more, we are ready to admit that the imperial majesty
of the sublime Sufferer overpowers the features of shame and curse which were irrevocably
blended with it. The death-scene in his case is a victory over death. His very corpse
propels at once a life-stream for the healing and cleansing of the world. John is silent
concerning the deatb-struggle in Gethsemane and on the cross, as well as the institution
of the Supper of the Lord, and does not cite the special saying, ¢ This is my blood shed
for many for the remission of sins.” The question arises—Does the Fourth Gospel ignore
the piacular and propitiatory aspects of the death of Christ? Weiss (in his ¢ Biblical
Theology of New Testament’ (Eng. trans.), vol. ii. pp. 358, etc.) has well replied to
Schenkel, Fromann, Reuss, Baur, who have in different degrees affirmed this position.
Let the following points be remembered. He refers (ch. i 29) to the language of the
Baptist as having been the first and inducing cause of his own adhesion to the Lord.
The Lamb of God (see notes, ch. i. 29) is the image of the great vicarious sacrifice
portrayed in Isa, liii. 7, the victim wounded for the sins of others and smitten for
the transgression of God’s people, who bears their iniquities and carries their sorrows,
by whose stripes they are healed. Thesins to be taken away, cleansed by blood, are in
the Epistle (1 John i. 7) sins that have been committed and leave their guilt and stain and
curse on the conscience until they are cancelled; and inii. 2 and iv. 10 the Lord Jesus
is the ‘Inacuds, the * Propitiation for the sins of the whole world.” His death, therefore,
in Johannine thought, wag anticipated and explained by the presentation of the blood
of the sin offering before the Lord. If all that John believed the Baptist to mean was
that the Son of man would purify the conscience by the presentation of a higher standard
of obedience, why did he not say, * Behold the Prophet or Servant of God, who by his
life and preaching will purify the sons of sin, that #hey might offer unto the Lord an
offering in righteousness” ?

However, from first to last the Fourth Gospel is written under the shadow of the
cross, which, when the author wrote, had become irradiated with the crown of glory,
and was illumining and saving the world. Continual anticipations of Calvary occur.

In the first cleansing of the temple Jesus cried, ¢ Destroy this temple, and in three
days I will raise it up.” The animosity that he aroused in some created an omen
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which repeatedly led to the measures which might have at once oulminated in his
death (¢h. v., viii., x.).

Twice over (ch. xi. 61, 52; xviii. 14) the evangelist refers to the words of the high
priest Caiaphes, who unwittingly prophesied of one who should die ($*2 T0d Aaod) on
behalf of the people, 8o that the whole people should not perish.

In ch. vi. 61 Jesus declares that he has not only come down from heaven, but will
give his flesh for the life of the world.  As meat and drink sustain life, so his flesh
and blood, which seem to be so separated by violent death, become the means by which
the world, which has fallen under abiding death, is maintained in life” (Weiss).

In ch. iii. 16, ete., the work which the Son of man will be able to effeot is to save
men from (xplois and &vdAeia) condemnation and destruction. The eternal life which
he secures for those who believe on him is verified by the uplifting (as the serpent in
the wilderness was uplifted) in the very image of the diseased and poisonous and sinful
flesh, conquered, slain, and yet exalted to be the provocative of faith and the channel
of the supreme love to a dying world.

In ch. x. Jesus speaks under the figure of a Shepherd, who is not only willing to give
his life for the safety of the sheep, but who is actually preparing to do this that they
may have life, and have it more abundantly. Reuss thinks that the metaphor conveys
no vicarious or propitiatory ides, because a shepherd who dies in endeavouring to save
his heep still leaves them to the fangs of the wolf or the wiles of the thief, and because
a shepherd Ry not dying is better able to save if he have courage to risk so much for
their advantage. But let it be especially noticed that while giving, sacrificing, laying
down his life for the sheep, the good Shepherd represents himself as victoriously clutch-
ing his sheep from the fangs of the wolf, and declaring that his dying arms are one with
the everlasting Father's arms, because he and the Father are one. The allegory of the
tenth chapter is continually dropped for the sake of the spiritual and transcendental
truth conveyed by it. Those parts of the work of Christ imperfectly supplied by the
imagery when carried out by Reuss, are actually introduced by our Lord when he says,
“ Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life, that I might take
it again. . . . I have power to lay it down, and I have power to take it again.” He
contemplates death and resurrection, and a continued presidency and guardianship of
the sheep for whom he relinquishes his life.

Apart from his death, the love of God to man would not have been revealed to the
uttermost. Hence the uplifting of Christ in agony and redeeming might was the
highest glorification of God, and a means of glorifying himself; for it was a condition
of the ultimate glory of his resurrection and of his ascension to where he was before,
We do not meet with the phraseology of *ransom,” “redemption,” or * propitiation*
on the lips of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel; but the idea had entered into the thought
of the evangelist, as we judge from the Epistle, where the IAaouds is referred to (1 John
ii. 2; iv. 10) : “ Our sins are forgiven us (d¢péwrras) for his Name’s sake” (1 Johr ii, 12);
“He laid down his life for (iz¢p) us: and we ought to lay down our lives for the
brethren” (1 John iil 16); “God sent his Son to be the Propitiation for our sins”
(1 Jobn iv. 10).

It is clear from the valedictory discourse that the Lord’s departure from the world,
from the fellowship of his disciples on earth, wae the great condition of his power to
fulfil his great and mysterious promises. The world would rejoice over its temporary
victory, but would ultimately be convinced of its sin and of righteousness and judgment
by his going to the Father. It was granted that the disciples would have sorrow (Admn),
8 travail-pang, but their bitterness would be transformed into joy. The whole address
turns on this departure of his from the world as a necessary preliminary to their
blessedness. Seeing that the evangelist has prepared the way for these great utterances,
be follows them up by the tragedy of the death of the God-Man, and records subse-
quently an explanstion of the mystery in Pauline phrase; it seems to us idle to sepa-
rate the teaching of the Fourth Gospel from that of the synoptists or of St. Paul, and
still less from that of the Apocalypse (see sect. VIL p. lxxxv.), .

(c) The rising again., The teaching of the Fourth Gospel with reference to the
method of salvation is crowned by the historical detail of the Resurrection. The life
was laid down and taken again ; and the evangelist shows the recommencement of the
new and heavenly life in a form which is itself a new revelation of the possibilities and
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mode of human existence, like and yet unlike the humanity which had secured the
nffection and impressed itself on the memories of his disciples. He reveals in his own
Porson some of the most impressive differenti® of the eternal life. One with his fermer
life, bearing the marks upon him of his awful death, *“ the Lamb as it had been slain,”
he nevertheless wields the power of the Supreme. He is ascending to where he was
before, 8o that his disciples may thenceforth—by faith and independently of sight—
“touch ” him. He reveals himself and this higher mode of Being to the fervent love
of the Magdalene, to the meditation and intuitions of Lhe disciples, even to the honest
and devout doubt of Thomas. He imparts the Divine Spirit and the heavenly commis-
sion ; ho takes command and superintendence of his Church; he rules the destinies of
individuals; he bids them wait evermore for his coming again. These historical details
of the death and Resurrection are incompatible with the mere phantasmal or docetic life
of the Logos-manifestation in humanity, The evangelist was not inventing a romance,
but professes to give the facts which, if men believe, they will know that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son of the living God; and believing, they may and will have life in his
Name (ch. xx., xxi.).

(@) The Paraclete. The most complete manifestation of the love of God in Christ
is the royal bestowment of the Holy Spirit, *the other Paraclete,” upon those' who
would receive him. ¢ The Father will send him in my Name;” “I will send him to
you from the Father;" ¢ He will teach ; ” *“ He will show you things to come;” “ He
will lead you [make a way for you] into all the truth ; ” “He will bear witness of the
truth ;” “He will take of the things that are mine, and show them unto youw.” §St.
John knew that the promise had been redeemed, and exclaimed, “ Ye have an unction
of the Holy One, zms know all things.” This coming of the Comforter would not be
other than the coming of himself. The spiritual presence of which they would be
inwardly conscious would prove to be a veritable return and indwelling of himself in
their nature and in the world, even unto the end of the age.

(4) The METHOD OF APPROPRIATING the salvation, which is light and life and love.
(a) Faith in his Name. The Fourth Gospel is as explicit as either of the other records
of the life of Christ, or as is the teaching of St. Paul and 8t. Peter, in the primary place
assigned to faith. In the prologue (ch. i. 12), those that believe on his Name (equiva-
lent to “receive ™ the Logos) receive (¢tovala) ¢ power to become sons of God.” Belief
in his Sonship or in his mission is the great link between himself and his earliest dis-
ciples, and it is the seed or germ within them of still greater and nobler communications
of himself. Moral and mental surrender to his will is the test of discipleship (ch. i.
39, 41, 45, 50). The glory of his creative power, manifested as love, becomes the life
of his disciples when they “ believed on him ” (ch. ii. 11). When they made the full
discovery of the fact that his body (destroyed and raised again) was the true temple of
the living God, “ they believed the Scripture, and the word which Jesus spake” (ch.
ii. 22). Jesus told Nicodemus that * whosoever believed in him might have eternal
life.””. This isjrepeated in great variety of form in ch. iii. 15—18; John the Baptist
repeats it (ch. iii. 36). The truth taught the woman of Samaria was of a more elemen-
tary character, yet she was enjoined to receive and “drink the living water,” to make
her own the offered blessing of life and truth. The Samaritans kmow and belisve that
he is * the Christ, the Saviour of the world.” In both her case and that of her fellow-
citizens, the “sign ”’ that convinced them of this life-giving truth was the perception of
his superhuman knowledge and his penetration of the secrets of all hearts. * Ha told
me all things that I ever did : is not this the Christ?” To induce faith in himself was
the purport of other *“signs and wonders,” though they ought not to have been necessary
(ch. iv. 48; of. ch. v. 36; x.37,38). The belief on him that sent him is the condition
of eternal life, and transition from veritable death to life (ch. v. 24). The physical act
of “coming” to him, surrendering human will to his Divine-human will, is often the
synonym of faith, and is olearly identified with it (ch. vi. 86). This faith is the work
assigned to men, ¢ the work of God” (ch. vi. 29); and this faith will lead to a life that
is the pledge of amastasis at the last day (ch. vi. 40). The eating and drinking of his
flesh and blood, again, are strong phrases for this moral acceptance of his incarnate love
and also of the significance of his sacrifice, The Divine drawing may be a necessity, is
a preliminary, in every case; but he himself is the great Power by which, through the
Son, the Father draws men unto himself (ch. vi. 85; cf ch. xii, 32; xiv. 6, notes); and
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“no man cometh unto the Father but by him.” The climax of Peter’s expericnce is,
“We hﬁav)e believed, and have coree to know that thou hast come out from God " (oh.
vi. 68, 69).

Most significant light is thrown on the meaning of faith by the contrast between
the open antagonism of ‘“Jews,” the misapprehension and * stumbling ” of the Caper-
naites, and the worldly anticipations of the brethren of Jesus, who did not believe on
him. There was & preliminary to full belief, and this was the purely intellectual con-
viction that his teaching (5idax#) was the eternal truth (drffen) of God himsell. How
was this mental certitude to be achieved? By a willingness to do the will of God
(ch. vii. 17). Ignorance of the true nature of God and the real meaning of the véuos,
of the ai ypagal, were the obstacles in the way of such recognition of his claims as, when
made, would infallibly lead them to full moral surrender to his claims (ch. vii. 19, 28;
v. 39; viii. 19).

Belief in him was declared to be the necessary condition of receiving the Holy
Spirit (ch. vii. 37—39), and to be the antecedent of * following ” him and consequent
“walking in the light” (ch. viii. 12).

(&) FoLLowixza Jesus, with ¢ts OONSEQUENCES. Faith, however, from this point
onwards, always demands this “following,” such continuity of relationship, veritable
abiding in him, and it is accompanied by corresponding consequences. Thus * faith
snd ““abiding in him ” and “in his word * would prove— . .

(a) An emancipation from the bondage of sin. None but *“the Son,” who is ¢ the
Truth,” can set men fres from this bondage (ch. viii. 31—37).

(8) It will lead to love. The opposite of love to him shows that in the deepest sense
God is not the Father of such souls. The unloving have not been begotten anew; they
have not come to him that they might have life (ch. viii. 42). Truth ought, by the
nature of truth, to induce belief; if it does not, it shows that those to whom it is pre-
sented are “not of God;” for as he said to Pilate, “ Every one that is of the truth
heareth my voice” (ch. xviil. 3). The blind man (ch. ix. 35) is asked, * Dost thou
believe on the Son of God?” and the issue in this case is even more than “love ;™.
it is— -

(v) Worship (ch. ix. 38; cf. ch. xx. 28).

() Faith is the great assurance, pledge, and sign that a human soul is one of the
sheep of his flock, that follow him, am% that receive from him eternal life, who will
therefore never perish (ch. x. 27—29). As the revelation advances, Christ declares
that faith in him ought to be equivalent to faith in the fact that he is the Conqueror of
death, the Resurrection and the Life (ch. xi. 25). Faith in the Lord, notwithstanding
his approaching death and burial, is strongly commended (ch. xii. 7, 8), and the follow-
ing of Jesus will involve a hating and a denial of self-life, and & willing relinquishing
of it for his sake (ch. xii, 25). And even this is not all. The Lord not only promises
life, eternal life, & life independent of death, but a life with himself, a sharing with him'
of the glory which was his before the world was (ch. xii. 26 ; xiv. 1—3; cf. ch. xvii. 24).

(¢) In the sublime summary of the public ministry, in ch. xii. 44, etc., faith in a vision
of himself is faith in @ vision of the Father that sent him. Such faith means immunity
from judgment. The awful consequences of non-faith, of the rejection of his claims, aug-
ments the solemnity of the prime condition. Throughout the valedictory discourse the
key-note of faith is perpetually heard associated with these and other consequences, until
at its close, when his disciples reiterate their confession of faith, the Lord seems to say,
“ Now then I can go onward and to my Passion and my cross with joy ” (ch. xvi. 29—
33). The greatest and most impressive of his beatitudes was that which followed the
exclemation of Thomas, * Blessed are they who have not seen, and yet have believed |
“These things, says the evangelist, “ are written, that ye may believe that Jesus is the
(Varist, the Son of God’; and that belicving ye might have life.”

But the antecedents and consequences of faith scarcely express the fulness of that
appropriation of ealvation on which the Gospel insists, .

(¢) Union with Christ, on earth and in the Father's house, is one of the sublime
themes of the Gospel throughout—union with him in his Person, his sacrifice, his vic-
try, his exaltation, his Divinity. ‘I'he will of men lost in the will of God. *From
bis fulness of grace and truth have we all received,” said John, when he wrote his pro«
logue, “ and grace in place of,” and as capacity for the reception of more ¢ grace,”
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(n) The union of his own with himself, even in his eternal life and glory, is a key-note
of his teaching. Even the Samaritaness is told that the gift of living water should be
in o man a fountain of blessedness and refreshment. The great Sower of the harvest-
field, and those that reap, shall rejoice together (ch. iv. 37). 'The union with himself is
pre-eminently involved in the strong metaphor, “ He that eateth me, he shall live on
account of me” (ch. vi. 57). Still more s0 in the solemn word, « Verily, [ say unto

ou, He that receiveth whomsoever I shall send receiveth me ” (ch. xiii. 20), even thongh

e adds, “ He that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me.” “ The Paraclete whom
the world cannot receive, will abide with you, and will be in you” (ch. xiv. 17). In
other words he adds, *Because I live, even ye shall live. And ye shall know that [
am in my Father, and yo in me, and I'in you” (ch. ziv. 19, 20). Love will promote
obedience; *“ And my Father will love you, and we will come, and make our abode
with you ” (ch. xiv. 23). The mutual indwelling of the vine and its branches explains
the reciprocal relation—the branch abides in the vine by the connecting link of faith ;
the vine abides in the branch, enabling it to bear fruit, by the flow and circulation
of the life. As the stem and the branches form one vine, so he suggests that his own
God-Manhood is incomplete without the living contact of those that believe in him with
himself (ch. xv. 1—10). The intercessory prayer i3 charged with the same sublime
hope, even though it involve separation from them. Separation, so far as visibility goes,
will be compatible with the union which a head has with a body. They will still have
his “peace,” his * joy,” his “love,” his “glory ” (ch. xiv. 27; xv. 11; xvi, 22; xvii.
22, 26).

4. The Johannine teaching with reference to the future judgment and the future life.
We are bound to concede a greater contrast here with other and antecedent types of
Christian doctrine. There are no parables of theocratic judgment, of final discrimina-
tion between the wicked and the good (Matt. xiii.); no casting out of the unresponsive
guests into the outer darkness; no prophecy of the fall of the existing order of things;
of the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place; of the confusion of the
theocracy and the saving of the remnant; nor any august picture of the final judgment
when the Son of man comes in his glory, to separate the nations and decide the des-
tinies of the world. The judgment (xplois) of which Jesus speaks is “that men love
darhness rather than light.” The awful process is brought about by the offer of love.
“ Now,” says he, ““is the xplous of this world, now is the prince of this world cast out”
(ch. xii. 81). The blinding of the foolish heart, the abiding of the wrath of God upon
the disobedient, the perpetual discrimination ever going on and brought about by the
forth-streaming of a Light which some neither apprehend nor walk in,—seems to take
the place of the dread consummation when the Son of man should come in the glory of
his Father and of his holy angels. )

Yet it must not be forgotten that, in the Fourth Gospel, Jesus does speak of « the
resurrection at the last day,” of “the resurrection of life,”” and of * the resurrection of
judgment ” (ch. v. 28, 29). He speaks (ch. xv. 6) of the burning up of the fruitless
branches, pruned, cut off, from the living Vine; that those who refuse to believe in him
will “die in their sins” (ch. viii. 21). Just as in the parable of the rich man and
Lazarus, the unbeliever and those who do evil have Moses in whom they trust to judge
them, “If I judge,” says he, “ my judgment is just” (ch. viii. 16). The world is to
be convinced of judgment to come by the condemnation of the prince of the world

ch. xvi. 11).

¢ ‘We would not underrate the swrprising contrast between the visions of judgment in
Paul’s Epistles, in Matthew’s Gospel, and the Apocalypse, and, on the other hand, the
searching inward work of judgment which tho Fourth Gospel describes as constantly
going on in the inmost nature of souls. The whole history of Christ is represented in
this Gospel as a discrimination between man and 1nan; a constant sifting of the grain
from the chaff; a perpetual separation between the sheep and the goats, between those
who see and those who see not, between those who only profess to be and those who really
are the true disciples. We must remember that, when these words were recorded, the
terrible drama of the visible theocracy, the obliteration of Hebrew nationality, had been
long consummated. Much that had been predicted had been seen in awful fulgurous ful-
filment. John had himself described these scones in phrases drawn from the synoptic
Gospels and from the carlier prophecics, and it would seem as though long meditation
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on_the word of Jesus made him linger in his historic narrative on the principles of
judgment which are evermore at work, and to which the Lord had referred,

Morecver, in the Epistle we do find that the author anticipates an approaching
climax of all this judgment (1 John ii. 18, 28; iv. 17). The Lord is coming, and those
that believe ought not to be ashamed before him, but should have boldness in the day
of judgment.

Reuss admits (‘ Theol. Chret.,’ ii. 563) a difference between the view of the future
contemplated by the author of the Gospel and of the Epistle, and some have pressed
it into a reason for assigning the two documents to different hands (pp. Ixii., lxiii.).
There are, however, too many indications of harmony betwcen the two writings to
justify such an interpretation. Reuss concedes this, but imagines the fragmentary
residue of notions familiar to the author in his earlier life, which had not been absorbed
completely nor perfectly repudiated by his mysticism.” But are not the views mutually
compatible and reconcilable? Is there not enough in the Gospel, in the passages
rEel'errfde above, to justify all the solemn fear and sacred hopes discernible in the

pistle

5. The Johannine teaching with reference to the formation of a kingdom, the
JSounding and training of the Church. In harmony with the previous synoptic and
Pauline teaching, Jesus, in the Fourth Gospel, is “ King of Israel.” He came to his
own, and some, though not all, received him as such. As a Prophet and Master of the
old theocracy he cleansed the temple. He declared that neither. at Gerizim nor Jeru-
salem would men worship the Father. Though recognizing the patriarchs, the fathers,
the Moses of the old covenant, he anticipated the time when all who were of the
truth would hear his voice. He rejoiced that there were sheep of different folds who
would hear Lis voice, whom he would bring into and make part of one flock. When the-
Greeks were anxious to see him, he broke forth into a great exclamation, * Now is the
Son of man glorified1” He declared to Pilate that he was a King, though not of this
world. The Fourth Gospel represents the very accusation placed over his head upon
the cross as nothing short of the fact, not assumption, *Tmis 1s THE KiN@ oF THE
Jews.” The ironical testimony borne by a heathen governor to the agelong hope of
Israel was transfigured and displayed in the agony of a suffering Saviour, in the dying
and uplifting upon the cross of One who would thereby draw ail men to himself. The
fellowship in his death and resurrection, in his Person and glory, is to embrace all who
believe on him through the word of the apostles. The union and communion of the
disciples in mutual love is to be the most powerful testimony to his mission from
heaven, and the reality of his spiritual presence.

The baptism of John is referred to, and we are expressly told, what we learn nowhera
else, that at the beginning of our Lord’s ministry the disciples baptized men into a
general admission of his claims—into the confession of Christ, and the hope of One who
would baptize with fire and with the Holy Ghost. The society was thus commenced,
but Jesus declares the supreme importance of birth from the Spirit, and of worship in
spirit and truth. The true mesning of the well-known Supper of the Lord was illus-
trated by John, not by the record of the institution, but by the discourse in Caper-
naum, which lay deep foundations for a spiritual brotherhood of those who assimilated
his flesh and drank into the spirit of his life, who could appreciate the Divine back-
ground of his human personality, and accept the fact of his sacrifice.

Thoma concludes his view of this great theme, * Christ is the Shepherd of the sheep,
who only have to follow him to find rest. . . . He is the all-dominant Idea, the Light of
the world, the Sun to which every eyc must turn, by which all things live, and to which
all things tend. The doctrine of the Johannine Gospel is throughout pothing less than

a Christology.”

X. ABRANGEMENT oF THE CONTENTS OF THE FounTn GosPEL,

The perception of the plan of this Gospel has varied with every theory of its author-
ship, and every hypothesis as to the occasion or motive which led to its publication.
Augustine, Chrysostom, Theophylact, and even later writers who entertain no breath
of suspicion as to the apostolic origin and perfect historicity of the Gospel, were con-
tent to ignore the question of its plan. It was enough for them that the facts came
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within the cognizance of the writer, and that the words were heard by the credible
witness. The order in which they are narrated was simply the order of time and
nature, The motive stated in ch, xx. 80, 31 was all-sufficient, and was everywhera
apparent. The Glalilman fisherman was innocent of art. He simply spake that he
knew, ond testified to that which he had seen and heard. Hardly an attempt was
n ade by either of these writers to classify or arrange the contents of the Gospel.

Lampe (1724, Utrecht) was the first to propose a simple classification : 1. The pro-
logue Sch. i. 1—18). II. The narrative (ch. i. 19—xx. 29). This narrative was sub-
divided into the * public ministry ” (from ch. i. 19 to xii. 50) and the “last acts ” (ch.
xiii, 1—xx. 29). This was followed by : IIT. The epilogue (ch. xx. 30—xxi. 25). The
most important principle suggested here, was the strong line of demarcation hetween
the public ministry and last acts of our Lord, drawn with respect to ch. xii. and xiii.

Bengel, followed to some extent by Olshausen, and even by Liicke in his first
edition, classified the entire subject-matter that follows the prologue (ch. i. 1—18) by
exhibiting the chronological sequence of the feasts—the three Passovers (ch. ii. 13
vi. 4; xiii. 1), the Pentecost (or Purim) of ch. v. 1, and the Feast of Tabernacles (ch.
vil. 2). The ceremonies and import of the great feasts furnished our Lord with illus-
trations of his own Person and mission ; but they leave the theme of the discourses and
multitudinous detail untouched. Bengel drew some attractive parallels between the first
week of our Lord’s ministry (ch. i. 19—ii. 11) and the last week (ch. xii. 1—xx. 31).

De Wette, who conceived that the writer’s main purpose was to exhibit the glory of
Christ, supposed that in ch. i. the idea was set forth summarily ; that in ch. ii.—xii.
the same thought is set forth in actions; that between ch. ii. and vi. the glory ie
revealed in particular examples, while in ch. vii.—xii. preparation is made for the
last catastrophe. The glory of our Lord then appears in all its brightness in ch. xiii.—
Xx,; in ch. xiii.—xix. inwardly and morally; in ch. xx. by his resurrection. Both
Luthardt and Godet regard this as by far the most suggestive and beautiful arrange-
ment of the material up to De Wette’s day.

Baumgarten-Crusius (‘ Einleitung,” xxx. 11) divides the narrative portion (1) into the
record of Christ's works (ch. i,—iv.); (2) his conflict, including misunderstandings of
his character and word ; (3) this is followed by his vicfory ; and (4) by his glorification.

Liicke (in the third edition, 1840, of his ¢ Kommentar iiber das Evangelium,’ vol. i.
183) does not subdivide ch. i. 18—xii. 50 any further than by notifying the advance
of opposition to our Lord in ch. v. He sees, however, in the later part of the Gospel, in
ch, xiii.—xix., the glorifying of the Father by the Son, and in ch. xx. the glorifying
of the Son by the Father, both in his death-hour and by the Resurrection. This last
contrast is fanciful, and in some respects might be inverted.

Schweizer (‘Das Evang. Johannis,’ 1841) added an important consideration, in
making a part of the author’s purpose to be the development of unbelief. 1. Ch. i.—iv.,
““The battle is only heard at a distance,” [We submit that it is heard very audibly,
as in ch. i. 29, 37, 46, in the temptation of his mother (ch. ii. 3), in the criticism of the
suthorities (ch. ii. 20), in the distrust of Jesus (ch. ii. 24), in the misconception of
Nicodemus (ch. iii. 4,9—12; cf. ch. iii. 32), in the hostility of the Pharisees (ch. iv. 1),
and the numerous misapprehensions of the Samaritaness, the disciples, and the lovers
of signs and portents (ch. iv. 12, 15, 33, 44, 48).] IL. The struggle breaks out in its
violence (ch. v.—xiii.). III. The closing chapters detail the issue. Schweizer errs in
not recognizing the part which faith takes as well as unbelief, and how the growth of
both is a consequence of each step which Jesus takes.

Reuss (‘ Historie de la Theol, Chret.,’ ii. pp. 392—394 ; ¢ Theologie Johannique,’ etc.)
limits the prologue to ch, i. 1—5, and from sh. i, 6—xii. 50 supposes the author first
to exhibit an orderly representation of vatrious Christian ideas to the world, which
secures, however, in ch. {.—iv., an enrolment of disciples, and ia ch. v.—xii. the selec-
tion of the innermost circle of his followers, to whom (ch. xiii.—xvii.) he then makes
known, in practical and mystical form, what had been previously set forth in its specu-
lative or polemical aspects. The third part (cb. xviii.—xx.) is, according to Reuss, a
kind of pseudo-historic treatment of the dénouement of the whole: “Jesus remains
dead to the unbelieving ; while to believers he rises again victoriously.”

In Reuss, ¢ Hist. Sacred Soriptures of New Testament,’ Eng. trans., § 221 (1884), a
alightly different arrangement occurs, I, Ch. i.6—axii. (1) Entranceinto the world of tha
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incarnate Logos, nttestation of testimony, miracle, prophetic zeal, prophecy (ch. i.=—if.).
(2) Jesus and the world. (a) The world seeks him ; i.e. the people, the schismatics,
the heathen, all do 8o on better terms than does scholastic wisdom (ch. iii., iv.). &bx)
The world as hostile (ch. v,—xi.), recapitulation and hint of calling the Gentiles, .
Ch. xiii.—=xvil.,, Complcte contrast with the foregoing—love, secrecy, the favoured fow,
promise and prospect, victory in death, practical and ethical treatment. III. Ch. xviii.
—xx., The narrative of the Passion, but only in small degreo lifted up to the theological
standpoint of the rest of the Gospel. IV. The epilogue (ch. xxi.).

Luthardt and Godet, in their comments on this scheme, appear to think that, by.
showing this exaltation of the ideal and dogmatic element, Reuss virtually destroys
all the historic element, or that, by confounding the facts of the Lord’s death and
resurrection with & “ mere mirror of religious truths,” Reuss’s theory would be con-
demned. But it should be remembered that Reuss avowedly treats the Gospel as a
“ mirror,” or plastic arrangement of ideas—a series of reflections on the Person of Christ,
and nothing more.

Baur’s division of the Gospel corresponds very nearly with that of Reuss. (1) The
first manifestations of the Word, and earliest symptoms of faith and unbelief (ch. i.—vi.).
(2) The victory, dialectically, of faith over unbelief (ch. vii—xii.). (3) The positive
development of faith (ch. xiii—=xvii.). (4) The death of Jesus, being the work of
unbelief (ch. xviii., xix.). (5) The resurrcction of Jesus, being the consummation of
faith (ch. xx.).

After the fashion in which the Alexandrines resolved all the histories of the Penta-
teuch into psychological facts and ethical relations, so, according to Baur, the Logos is
that which is Divine in itself It is set forth illustratively in Jesus, as coming for
him into a consciousness which all elect souls may share, There is no essential fact
accentuated as having taken place in the Incarnation, only the idea of belief in such a
possible experience produced by the antagonism of light and darkness. The testimony
of the Baptist to the Logos-lizht was a mode of finding the link of relation between
the old and the new. Ch. iv.—vi. are the record of the first movements of faith and
unfaith. Nicodemus (ch. iii.) represents Jewish faith, Samaria (ch. iv.) the faith of
the world ; subsequently the faith of the Jews is unveiled as nothing less than unbelief
(ch. v, vi.), which is then dialectically refuted (ch. vii—x.). After this the Divine
element of Logos must declare itself to be the absolute life (in ch, xi.), and opposition
to this reaches its highest expression. From ch. xiii. to zvil the Logos presents itself
in all its fulness, but only to implicit faith. From that innermost circle the traitor is
excluded. The ides of the Logos thus revealed must complete itself in its historical
glorification. The death is a glory brought about by the unbelief of the Jews, to whom
Jesus is dead. The Reswrrection is the view of the Logos in the eye of faith; so the
process of unbelief, as seen first in Nathanael’s doubt (ch. i.), is seen eventually to be
scattered in the triumphant exclamation of Thomas (ch. xx.). Baur regards the final
section (ch. xxi.) by another hand.

The appearance of biographic fact is thus regarded as the mere clothing of the pro-
cesses of faith, stimulated by the antagonism of unbelief. The object of faith disappears,
because the incarnate Logos is simply a mental process, an ethical experience of the
second century. The Son of God, as a Saviour, a8 life, light, and love, cannot, with
Baur, be the object of faith. He is in his final glory nothing but pure absolute idea.

This survey of various efforts prepares the way for the admirable and penetrative repre-
sentation of Luthardt. Two points especially emerge of prime importance: (1) the
great change in theme and tone which is observable between ch. iv. and v.; and (2)
the opening of a new theme in ch. xiii. Luthardt, however, emphasizes the historic or
chronologic relation of ch. xij. with what follows. The final week, which is introduced as
the sequel of the death-sentence recorded in ch. xi., certainly commences with ch. xii. 1.
The subject-matter of ch. xii., as well as the tone and spirit of it, does, however, belong
to themee which precede in ch. v.—xi., rather than to those which follow, in ch. xiii.—
xvil.; e.g. the anointing refers to the animosity and deadly antipathies of the Jews then
reaching their culmination, but it is a prophetic anticipation of the “burial” The
incident of “the desire of the Greeks” certainly betokens the offer of the Messianic
kingdom to the Gentile world, and reflects strong light on more than ono angry returt
in the previous chapters; but it is also closely intertwined with the mysterious agony
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ond death through which the seed-corn of the great harvest should bring forth much
fruit. Consequently, it faces both ways. Moreover, it contains the anticipation of
Gethsemang, and thus anticipates the agony and victory of the cross.

Luthardt and Godet disagreo about the close connection of ch. xiii.—xvii. with ch.
xvili.—xx, They are simply two sides of one and the same thing according to
Luthardt. In Godet’s view they are utterly disparate, and cannot be regarded under
the one heading of **Jesus and his own.” 1If they are looked at in their union of idea,
Godet is right in repudiating the title ¢ Jesus and his own ;” but if the whole notion be
love in its uttermost manifestation—the eis 7 wavréres of ch. xiii. 1—then it corre-
sponds with the rerédeorar of ch. xix. The pedilawiwm of ch. xiii. is closely linked
with the tragedy of self-abandonment that follows in ch. zviii.,, xix. The warning to
Peter (ch. xiii.) and the expulsion of Judas are connected with the story of the treachery
of Judas and the denial of Peter (ch. zviii.). The whole conception of the departure
(ch. xiv.—xvi.,) prepares for the manner of its occurrence, and the intercessory prayer
for  the resurrection,” the promise of the Comforter with the spiration (ch. xx.). But
to let this pass. Luthardt is singularly happy in his perception of the dramatic unity
of the whole book. “In the first part the threads are laid; in the second the knots
are twisted ; in the third the whole is resolved into the glorification of Jesus on the one
hand, and in the completion of both faith and unbelief, and of the spiritual communion
of the believers with Jesus, on the other.” 1. The ¢ntroduction of the Logos incarnate
to the. world. (Ch.i—iv.) IL The struggle between Jesus as thus revealed and the
Jews. 111, The revelations of love in word and deed. (Ch. xiii.—xx.) IV. The
epilogue. (Ch. xxi.)

Albrecht Thoma, in his *Genesis des Johannis Evangeliums,’” has arranged the
matter as follows in five sections :—I. The significance of the essence and work of
Christ., II. The work of Christ: Association and diviston, II1. The conflict with
the world. IV. FAREWELL commission and promise. V. THE Hour: the glorification
of sorrow. Appendiz: an outline of apostolic history.

There is no reason to conclude, even if we proceed to set forth in detail a more
abundant classification of these discourses, narrations, and lessons, that the author of the
Gospel needs to have strained a fact, or to have altered the chronological order of a single
narrative, or to have invented a solitary revelation of the eternal life which was with the
Father, and was manifested to the world. The possible point of view on which the
evangelist took his stand was entirely justified by the history. He does not clash with
the current synoptic narrative. All along he acknowledges its existence, and gives hints
that he is aware of the charge of possible or apparent discrepancy, and by a side note
or parenthetical expression he leaves room for all the additional matter that belongs to
the Galilean ministry, Throughout, the synoptists are necessary for a right under-
standing of the Fourth Gospel. Moreover, there is so much of profound transcendental
utterance and claim in the synoptic narratives, that fhey are to a large extent incom-
prehensible if the customary aspects in which the Lord appears in the Fourth Gospel
had not been historically prepared for our use. We ought never to forget that the
synoptic narratives do not, any more than the Fourth Gospel does, consist of sustained
biographical treatment of the life of Jesus. Each of the Gospels betrays a distinct purposs
on the part of its author to justify the presupposition on which it rests. Matthew
diacerns with vivid insight the Messiahship ; Mark, the great features of the Son of God ;
Luke, the dominating grace of his perfect humanity ; and John proceeds on the sup-
position that he was nothing short of, and nothing less than, all of these, because he was the
J0gos made flesh—the Only Begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth. The biography
is neither exhausted nor completed by the fourfold representation. FEach narrative
abounds in startling lacunes, in blank spaces of time, of which a few solitary expressions
or incidents only have been preserved. The portraitures are none the less real because
they presorve only specimens of the life-work of Jesus, characteristic moments in the
great life, not the successive hours, days, weeks, and years of his sublime and wondrous
existence.

Tho Holy Spirit of truth and revelation has followed here the great method which
has been virtually followed in preserving the memory of the greatest men of our world’s
history. Many of the philosophers and poets of antiquity, of its princes, legislators,
and patriots are preserved for us in a few scenes only of their busy and protracted
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!i"elsf—ill 8 few sentences only, by means of which their inner life fn part expressed
itself.

Should a biographer be content, in delineating the career of Luther, to paint with
perfect accuracy three or four palmary events in his life, to provide tho sotting of three
or four memorable utterances of the Reformer, which appear to the writer to represent
the essential spirit of the man,—he ought not to be charged with inventing those faots
or fabricating the_ sayings, even should it turn out that the events and words inherently
possess a dramatic propriety in themselves. A description of Luther nailing his theses
to the church door; his journey to Worms ; his characteristic speeches on ii progress
thither and before the Diet; his language to the prophets at Wittemberg, when he
burst from his retirement to confront them; his conSuct during the Diet at Augsburg,
and the death-scone,—would not constitute a biography of Luther. Yet should & com-
petent student, who perceives in these events and words powerful expression of the
chief momenta of Luther’s mission in this world, elect thus to represent it, and confine
himself to them, their dramatic relation to one another ought not to invalidate confi-
dence in their accuracy and historicity. Other consistent hypotheses of the personality
of the great Rcformer might be framed which would not include more than one or two
of these events, but might include other groups of sayings equally historic and revela-
tory. They need not be charged with being merely subjective creations because of this
difference of subject-matter.

The Personality of the Logos incarnate, if such an hypothesis or presupposition be
rational at all, could not have evolved itself in human life without evoking a faith and
a distrust which acted and reacted on each other. The leading revelations of his own
essential Being would be made through actions and words more or less obviously related.
The unconscious poetry and dramatic effect of the revelation of the conflict and the
victory must evince and evolve itself to one who reflects upon the whole effect upon
his own mind of the life and ministry of the Lord, The dramatic unity of the whole is
a testimony to the reality of the facts. Such a conception of the life, vindicated by
the citation of its chief momenta, renders the testimony thus borne to Jesus the most
remarkable fact in all literature. The Fourth Gospel is so interrelated in all its parts,
and conveys such powerful testimony to what was consecutively unfolded, accounts so
wondrously for the catastrophe, and prepares so fully for the final revelations of the
risen Lord and strong Son of God, that little controversy remains as to its unéity. No
mythopeic tendency can have produced such a drama. The whole is so harmoniously
built up out of its eeveral parts that a variety of authorship is hardly so much as sus-
pected by the most resolute of its opponents. The vision is not one of many minds at
different epochs, but of one richly stored mind at one consummating period of his own
carecr. The elaboration of the details and the exhaustive presentation of great truths
touching the work and person of the God-Man reflect in every verse the spiritual
apprehension of one exalted mind. There can be no question that the writer wishes
himself to be regarded as the near relative and most intimate friend and beloved
disciple of Jesus. If the considerations slready advanced justify us in holding that
this writer was the identical person whom he represents himself to be, we have scarcely
any option—we must believe that Jesus was and is the Son of God. If such a concep-
tion of his Master was prepared by an intimate disciple and one who knew that he
spake truth, then in him we have * the true God and eternal life.” Before making
any attempt to grasp the representation in its fulness, we have need to take our shoes
from our feet—we are on holy ground. .

The aid to this task obviously available in the numerous arrangements of the subject-
matter to which we have referred alone makes it possible to the present writer to propose
the following scheme :—

L. Tae REVELATION OF THE L0Gos TO THE WORLD.

Exposition of the fondamental nature of “the Word,” and comprehensive specimens of his
nature and method, with the twofold eflect of his self-revelation. Ch. i.—iv.
1. The explanation offered by the evangelist of the serics of facts which he 13 about to narrate.
This is contained in ch. i, 14, “ The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us.”
But before he makes this assertion, he states—
(1) The pre-existence, Personality, and Divinity of the Logos, Ch. i. 1, 2.
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(2) The creatlon of all things through the Logos, as the Agent «f the eternal counsel and
activity of God. Ch. i. 3.
(a) Inclusive of the fact that he has always been and now is the Life, and therefore
(b) The Light of men, Ch. {. 8, 4.
(8) Throughout the entire history of the action of the Logos on man, the effulgence of
the light has been encountered by the misapprehension of human darkness. Ch. i. 5.
(4) The general manifestations of the revealing Logos. Ch. i, 6—13,
(@) The prophetic dispensation recapitnlated in John's ministry, with its eflects,
bearing witness to the Light, but not itself the Light. Ch.i. 6—8.
(@) The illumination streaming from the veritable Light before he came historically
into the world. Ch.i. 9.
(0) The twofold effect of the pre-Incarnation activity, anticipatory of the complete
manifestation in the elected nation and individuals. Ch. i. 10—13.
(5) THE INCARNATION OF THE Logos. Ch.i. 14.
(6) The testimony to this fact by the prophetic spirit. Ch. i. 15.
(7) The expericnce of the writer. Ch. i. 16—18.
Close of the prologue,
2. The testimony of the Baptist. Ch, i. 19—34.
(1) He defines his own position, negatively (ch. i. 19—21); positively (ch. i. 22, 23).
(2) His testimony to the pre-existence and superiority of the Christ, with indications of
place and time. Ch. i. 24—28.
(3) His perception of the fulfilment, by Jesus, of prophetic symbolism, in virtue of his
pre-natal glory. Ch. i. 29, 30,
(4) The prime purpose of John’s mission—to introduce him to Israel; and the special
preparation by which he was empowered to do this thing. Ch. i. 31—34.
*.* The incarnate Word recognized as SoN oF Gopn, LAMB OF GoDp, BAPTIZER WITH
THE HoLY GHOST.
3. The first disciples, and their testimony. Ch. i. 35—51.
(1) John and Jesas. John directing his own disciples to Jesus. Ch. i. 35—39.
(2) The naming and first convictions of the disciples. Ch. i. 40—49.
(a) The Messiah, Ch. i. 40—44,
(b) The theme of the Old Testament. Ch. i. 45, 46.
(¢) The Sox oF Gop, and King of Israel. Ch. i. 46—49.
(d) The SON OF MAN, the link between earth and heaven. Ch. i. 50, 51.
4. The testimony of signs to the glory of the Word who was made flesh. Ch. ii. 1—iii. 2,
(1) The first sign, mastery over the old creation: sign of love and power. Ch. ii. 1—11.
(2) The second sign, supremacy over the theocratic house : illustrations of righteousness,
. power, and sacrificial ministry. Ch. ii. 1222,
(3) Numerous signs in Jerusalem, at the Passover, with twofold effect—some yielded a
momentary but untrustworthy allegiance ; others knew that God was with him.
Ch. ii. 23—iii. 2.
5. The revelation of earthly and heavenly things to one who knew that God was with him. Ch.
iii. 3—21,
(1) The conditions of admission into the kingdom of God. New birth of the Spirit, Ch.
iii. 3—12.
(2) The truth concerning the Son of man and his sacrifice. Ch. iii. 13—15.
(8) Divine love and judgment, Ch. iii, 16—21.
6. The swanlike song of the Baptist. Ch. iii. 22—36.
(1) Circumstance which led to its ntterance. The ministry and baptism of Jesus in
Judea. The baptismal difficulty. Ch. iii. 22—26.
2) The earthly and the heavenly commission. Ch. iii. 27—32.
23) The consequences of accepting and rejecting the supreme revelation. Ch. iii. 33—36.
1 The ministry and revelation of the Lord to thoss beyond the strict compass of the theocracy—
Samaria. Ch. iv. 1—42,
(1) The contrast between Jewish unsusceptibility and Samaritan predisposition to faith,
in the entire narrative, as compared with the previous chapter, richly prophetic
of subsequent development. Circumstantial introduction. Ch. iv. 1—6.
2 Regelations and misunderstandings comprised in the interview with the Samaritaness.
h, iv. 7—26,
(a) The Giver and Crentor of all asks alms, thus submitting to the conditions of
humanity. Ch. iv. 7—9.
5) The LIVING WATER offered and misunderstood. Ch. iv. 10—15.
8 The heart-searching issuing in the perception of the PROPUETIC rank of Jesus,
by the Samaritan woman. Ch. lv. 16—20.
(d) The spiritual nature of God and his worship. Gobp 1s Sexrir.  Ch, iv. 21—24.
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(¢) THE CHRIET, as concelved by Samaria. Ch. iv. 25, 26.
(38) Revelation and misunderstanding involved in the couduct of the disciples, Ch. iv.
27—38

(4) The harvest of the Lord’s sowing, and the SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD. Ch. iv. 30—42.
8. The Galilean ministry. [Summed up in one event, of great importance, as illustrating the
superiority of word to signs and wonders,] Ch. iv. 43—54.
Here the first great division of the Gospel terminates.

[1. CoxFLICT WITH THE CHOSEN PEOPLE IN JERUSALEM, GALILEE, AND JERUSALEM AGAIN,
FROM ITS meérl:;sr MURMURS OF HOSTOUTY T0 THE FORMAL DEATH-SENTENCE OF TUE
SANHEDRIN. . V.—xi,

*,* The conflict brings out loftier claims on the part of Jesus, and divergent results among
the people. The assault stimulates the self-revelation,

1, Christ proved by sign ared various tastimony to be the Source of life. Ch. v. 1—47.

(1) A remarkable sign on a paralyzed body and unsusceptible soul. Ch. v. 1—9a.

(2) The outbreak of hostility due to the breach of the sabbatic law enjoined by the new

Prophet on the healed man. Ch. v. 96—186.
(3) The reply of Jesus to the hostile Jews. Ch. v. 17—47.
(a) 'I‘hed ::;ilm of"11 specialClx\'elation and equality of operation with the Father evoking
y malice. . v. 17, 18. .
() Christ vindieated his equnlit; with the Father. Ch. v, 19—29,
() Hecis THE SgN, and his work is a following of the Father's sctivity.
h. v. 19, 20a.
(8) The greater works. Ch. v. 20629,
(i.) The resurrection of the dead, Ch. v. 21—26,
(ii.) The judgment of the world. Ch. v. 27—29,
(¢) The witness borne to these supreme claims. Ch. v. 30—40,
(a) The Father's all-embracing (ch. v. 32, 37, 38), and including—
(B) The temporary witness of John, Ch. v. 33—35.
(v) The witness of the works. Ch. v. 36.
(?) The witness of the Scriptures. Ch. v. 39, 40, -

(d) The effect npon the people of the revelation of the Son, and his offer of himself

a8 the “Source of life.” Ch. v. 41—47,
9. Christ declares himself to be Sustainer of the life of which he is the Source. Ch. vi. 1—71.

(1) The supply of human wants illustrated by a “sign " of power and of his being the

Source of all things, Ch. vi. 1—15.
#_* The misunderstanding of the sign. Ch. vi. 14, 15,

(2) The mastery of the forces of nature in the control of wind and wave, a « sign” of
love. Ch. vi. 16—21,

(8) The sequel of the signs (ch, vi. 22—59), with the discourses at Capernaum, in which
he offers himself as—

(a) “The veritable Bread,” “the Bread which cometh down from heaven,” as well
as discovery of the method of participating in it, end the everlasting life
which those who feed on it enjoy. Ch. vi. 26—386,

(b) Episode on the blessedness of those who “come ” to Christ. Ch. vi. 37—40.

(c) The murmur of the Jews encountered snd aggravated by the additional claim
that bis flesh (humanity) is “the living bread which came down from
heaven.” Ch. vi. 41—51.

(d) The conflict among the Jews 2s to the possibility of their eating his flesh,
leading him to insist on special participation of his * flesh and blood,” i.e. of
his Divine homanity and his sacrificed bumanity as the condition of life.
Ch. vi. 52—59. :

(4) The twofold effect of these instractions. Ch. vi. 60—71. .

(a) The unbelief of the Capernaltes, lea]:ding him tobpl;‘oceed g;lrth_ersa:d t];:u(;'e(hct. the
ascension of his humanity, to where HE was before. . vi, 60—66. .

(®) The loyalty of the twelve, wi’th a note of prophetic warning. Cb. vi. 67—71,

8. Christ the Souroe of truth. Ch. vii. 1—viii. 11, )

(1) Treatment of his unbelieving brethren. The hatred of the world arises from the
truth of his testimony. His hour of manifestation not yet come. Ch, vii, 1-—10.

(2) Controversy among the “Jews,” and Christ’s first discussion with them. Ch. vil,
11—13 and 13—19.

(3) Treatment of the ignorance and insolence of “ the multitude.” Ch, vil, 20—24.

{4) Special perplexity of “ some Jerusalemites,” and Christ’s reply. Ch, vii, 25—28,

(5) The divided opinions of the Jernsslem people, the general multitude, and the
Pharisees ; the attempt on bis life, and ite failure, Ch, vil. 80—36.
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(6) The claim to be Organ and Giver of ths Holy Spsrit. Ch. vii. 37—39.
(7) The conflict among his hearers, and divers results of this series of discourses. Fresh
attempts on his life. The Sanhedrin and its officers, Their confutation. Ch
vli, 40—58.
((8) The pericope aduiter@. Ch. vii. 53—viii. 11
(a) The evidence and counter-evidence for the genuineness of the paragraph.
(b) The plot against the honour or the loyalty of the Lord foiled with marvellous
wisdom and great love.]
4, Christ the Light of the worid. Ch. vili. 12—ix, 41.
(1) The solemn and formal assertion. Ch, viii. 12,
(2) The refusal of the Pharisces to accept such a claim on his own unsupported testimony,
and the reply of Jesus based on the testimony of the Father, who was ever with
him, Ch, viii. 13—19.
(3) Controversies with different groups, ending in a partial admission of his claims by
some. Ch. viii, 20—30,
(4) The test Christ applied to those who admitted his testimony—true discipleship and
freedom, Ch, viii. 31, 32,
(5) The offer of spiritual freedom to the seed of Abraham provoked bitter hostility and
misapprehension. Ch. viii. 33—46.
(6) The I aM. The appeal to their father Abraham and their Father God led him to
assert his anteriority to Abraham. Ch, viii. 47—58.
(7) The conflict and victory. Ch. viii. 59.
(8) The Lord reasserts his own declaration of ch. viil. 12 by a sign of his power to give
eyesight as well as light. Ch. ix. 1—7.
(9) The proof of the reality of the miracle, the antagonism of the Pharisees, and the
: persecution inflicted on the healed man, Ch. ir. 8—34.
*.* The conviction of the prophetic authority of Jesus produced by the sign alone.
(10) The issues of the ministry of Light. Ch. ir. 35—41.
(a) The vision of those who see not. Ch. ix. 35—38.
(b) The blindness of those who are satisfied with their twilight, and the remaining
of their sin, Ch. ix. 39—41,
5. Christ the Shepherd of the flock of God. - Ch. x. 1—21.
) Par(t;ble,of the fold and flock, the door and the porter, the robber and the shepherd.
h. x, 1—6.
(2) Allegory of the door and the fold, in which Christ claims to be “the Door of the
. sheep.” Ch. x, 7—10. .
(3) The fanctions and responsibilities of the veritable Shepherd, and the relation of the
Shepherd to the flock. Ch. x. 11—21,
(a) The continuity of his Shepherd-activity, notwithstanding the laying down of
his life. Ch. x. 16—18.
! (®) The twofold effect of this declaration, Ch. x, 19—21.
8. The oneness of Christ with the Father. Ch. x. 22—42.
(1) The Feast of Dedication, and the excitement of the people. Ch. x. 22—26.
(2) Christ’s claim to equality of power and essence, and similarity of gracious operation
with the Father. Ch, x, 27—30.
(3) Resented and challenged, but vindicated by word and sign. Ch. x. 31—39.
(4) The susceptibility of those who had been prepared for his Word by the early
ministry of John. Ch. x. 40—42.
7. Christ the Antagonist of death—a victory of power and love. Ch. xi. 1—57.
(1) The mystery and might of sacrificial love seen in the prelude of the miracle.
Ch. xi. 1—16.
(2) The reciprocities of human affection drawing from Christ the vast assertion and
- promise, “I AM THE RESURRECTION AND THE L1Fe.” Ch. xi. 17—32.
(3) The struggle with death, the groaning, the weeping, the aggravation, the victory of
power and love. Ch. xi. 33—44.
(4) The different results produced on the multitude, on the Pharisees, on the Sanhedrin,
and the high priest. The final resolve of the authorities. Ch. xi. 45—57.

III. CONSUMMATION OF THE PUBLIO MINISTRY.

1. The feast of love and gratitude. The culmination of the previous events, but the anticipa-
tion of the burial—the discordant note. Ch. xii. 1.8,
2. The effeots of the great sign. Ch. xil. 9—11.
(1) On much people of the Jews. Ch, xii. 9.
(2) On the chief priests, Ch. xii. 10, 11.
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8, ﬂechmxph 7y hla2l autrg/w into Jerusalem. Christ’s challenge of the authorities, and ts results.
. X1 —10.
4. The desire of the “ Gresks™—ths ropresentatives of the world beyond the theooracy—to ses
Jesus. Ch. xii. 20—23.  The reply of Jesus. ~ Ch. xii. 23—30.
(1) The glorification of the Son of man in and through death. Ch. xil. 23—26,
(2) The anticipation of Gethsemane, and the heavenly voice which answers the ary of the
Son of man. Ch. xii. 27—30,
5. The judgment of this world. Ch. xii. 31—86,
6. The reflactions of the evangelist. Ch. xii. 37—43.
7. The summation of the supreme conflict between our Lord and the world. Ch. xil. 44—50.

V. THE FINAL MANTFESTATIONS IN WORD AND ACTION OF THE L0OGOS INCARNATE, As Love,

A)

EXPRESSING ITSELF ABSOLUTELY AND TO THE UTTRRMOST. In two divisions—
“The inner glorification of the Christ,” in the presence of those who recelved and

believed him. Ch. xiil—=xvii.

of (31)

“The outer glorification of the Christ, both in his Passion and resurrection.” The Lord
spontaneously yielding himself to death, laying down his life, taking it again, and lifting

his disciples into vital union with the risen life. Ch. xviii.—xxi.
In further detail—

A. THE INNER GLORIFICATION OF PER¥ECT LovE

1. The God-Man, humiliating himself to the extremity of self-sacrificing service, becomes the

[N ]

example and inspiration of mutusl love, Ch. xiii. 1—17.

. The exclusion of the faithless disciple. Ch. xiii. 18—30,
. The valedictory discourses. Ch. xiii. 31—xvi. 83.

(1) The glorification of the Son of man, and of the Father in the Son. Ch. xiii. 31—83.

(2) The demand which this glorification would make on the mutual fidelity and affection
of the disciples. Ch. xiii. 34, 35.

(8) The question of Smon Peter, with the terrible response which broke the eleven
disciples down into 8 passion of grief, followed by our Lord’s consoling promise.
Ch. xiii. 36—rxiv. 4. -

(4) The question of Thomas, eliciting from Christ that he was going to the Father, and
that his death was their “ way " as well as his own way thither., Ch. xiv. 5—17.

(5) The question of Philip, with the reply. Ch. xiv. 8—21.

(a) Jesus the full Revelation of the Father. Ch. xiv, 8—11,
(5) The greater works, and their conditions and issues, Ch. xiv. 12—15,
(c) The greatest Gift—the other Paraclete. Ch. xiv. 16—21.

(6) The question of Judas, answered by indicating conditions of our Lord’s self-manifesta-
tion; the call for love to himself, the promise of the Comforter, and the gift of
peace. Ch. xiv. 22—31, ‘ )

(7) The parable of the vins and sts branches. Living union and incorporation of the
disciples in one personality with himself. Ch. xv. 1—10,

(8) The results of the union between Christ and his disciples.  Ch.-xv. 11—xvi. 8.

{a) To themselves. Ch. xv. 11—16. ’
(%) To the unbelieving world. Ch. xv. 17—27.
(c) The bitter issues of the hostility of the world. Ch. xvi. 1—86.
(9) The promise of the Paraclets. Ch. xvi. 7—33. L
(a) The threefold conviction of the world. Ch. xvi. 7—I11.
(6) The power of the Paraclete upon the disciples themselves. Ch, xv1. 12--15.
(c) The sorrow turned to joy. Ch. xvi 16—24.
(d) The final conviction wrought that Jesus was what he had said he was. The joy
of Christ, with its note of warning., Chb, xvi, 25—33.

4. The high-priestly intercession. Andible eommunion of the Son with the Fatber. Ch.

... 5

xvii. 1—26. The prayer he offers—
(1) For himself. Ch. xvii. 1—5.
(2) For his disciples. Ch. xvii. 6—19.
(3) For the Church Catholic in all time. Ch. xvii. 20—26.
. Beview of the difficnlties attending the preservation and characteristics of this dlscourse

and prayer.
B. THE HOUR HAS OOME.

1. The outer glorification of Christ in Ais Passion. Ch. xviii. 1— xix, 4

2.
(1) The betrayal, the majesty of his bearing, accompanied by Lints of the bitter cup he
was prepared to drink. Ch. zviii, 1—11.
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(2) The preliminary examination before Annas, and hint of the full ecclesiastical trial,
and of the weakness and treachery of Simon Peter. Ch. xviii. 12—27.
(3) The Roman trial, presupposing the decision of the Sanhedrin. Ch. xviii. 28—iix. 16,

(@) [Without the Prztorium.] Pilate extorts the malign intention of the Jews, and
dares them to disobey Roman law. Ch. xviii. 28—32,

() [Within the Pretorium,] Christ admits that, in a semse far deeper than his
questioner conceived, he was a King, but that his kingdom was not of this
world. Ch. xviii. 33—38,

(o) [Without the Pretorium,] Where, notwithstanding the clamour with which his
protestation of Kingship and subsequent reserve had been met, Pilate declared
him innocent of the charge brought against him, The Barabbas-proposal.
Ch. xviii. 39, 40,

(d) [Within the Pretorium.] The unjust scourging, and crown of thorns, Ch. xir.
1

(¢) [Without the Pretorium.] The further protestations on the part of Pilate of
his helplessness and innocence bring up the concealed Jewish verdict of blas-
phemy because he had claimed to be Son of God. Ch. xix. 4—7.
(/) [(Within the Pretorium.] The fear of Pilate, and the apportionment of the
measares of guilt by the majestic Sufferer. Ch. xix. 8—11.
(g) Pilate vanquished by his selfish fears, and judgment given. Ch. xix, 12—18.
(4) The Crucifixion. Love unto the uttermost, Ch. xix. 17—24,
(a) The circumstances of the death. Ch. xix, 17, 18.
(b) The title on the cross. Ch. xix, 19—22,
(c) The seamless garment. Ch. xix. 23, 24.
(5) The words on the cross. Ch, xix. 25—30.
(a) Filial love—* Behold thy son.” Ch. xix. 25, 26.
(b) Filial love—* Behold thy mother,” and tbe issue. Ch. xix. 27,
(c) “I thirst "—the last agony. Ch. xix. 28, 29.
(d) *It is finished I "—the great victory of completed sacrifice. Ch. xix, 30.
(6) The piercing of the side, with its signifiance—the final close of the life of earth. Ch,
xix. 31—37.
(7) The burial—the two friends, Joseph and Nicodemus. Ch. xix. 38—42,
2. The complete glorification of Jesus in his resurrection. Ch. xx, 1-—31.
(1) The process of John’s own personal conviction, by the discovery that the sepulchre
was deserted. Ch. xx. 1—10,
(2) The manifestation to adoring love, answering to the first portion of the high priestly
prayer. Ch. xx. 11—18.
(3) Tht;‘othxl:ifest'atio];m to the tgll: discillgle; Oand others, corresponding to the great prayer
em in ch, xvii. . xx. 19, 20,
(4) Peace, spiration of the Holy Spirit, and power to remit or retain sin, Ch. xx.
©21—23,
(5) The manifestation made to anxious scepticism. The victory ef faith by the grace of
sight and touch, The still greater blessing on those who have not seen and yet
have believed, Ch, xx. 24—29.
(6) The summation of the argument of the Gospel. “ These things are written that ye
may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God.” Ch. xx. 30, 31.
8. Epilogue, answering to prologue. Ch. xxi. 1—25,
*.* The post-Resurrection life, corresponding with the pre-incarnate energy of the Logos.
(1) The manifestation of himself in the work of life. Ch. xxi. 1—14.
(2) The revelations to be made in the services dictated by love and issuing in martyrdom.
The confession of Simon Peter, and the charge given to him. Ch, xxi. 15—19.
(8) The revelations made to patient waiting for the coming of the Lord, with correction
of & misunderstanding touching the disciple whom Jesus loved. Ch. xxi. 20—23.
(4) Note of subsequent editors with reference to the authorship and the fulness of unre-
corded traditions touching the words and deeds of Jesus. Ch. xxi. 24, 25,

He that in the beginning and throughout all time has been one with Grod, the Creator,
the Source of life and light, the Giver of the Holy Spirit, is represented as becoming
human flesh, and through that flesh manifesting the Divine idea of man. The Spirit is
triumphant over the flesh. He suffers, indeed, from weariness and thirst, and from the
temptations to use the Divine power always at his disposal for his own refreshment or
for the establishment of a temporal sovereignty ; but he uniformly resists every such
subtle temptation.  Elect souls see by intuition, and by the aid of the prophetic word
and testimony, that he is Son of God and King of Israel, that he is the perfect Man,
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the Chriet, the Saviour of the world. Mere intellectual power, senatorial position,
hierarchical authority, fail to perceive and receive that which more simple minds
embrace with comparative ease. He opens the kingdom of heaven. He reveals the
Father by the confession of his own Sonship and the character which he everywhere
assigns to God.  The grandest conceptions of all religious thought date from the lan-
guage of this Gospel, with its Epistle. God is Spirit; God is Light; God is Love. The
incarnate Word is the Baptizer with the Spirit. He offers living water to tke thirsty
and living bread to the hungry, and the blood (which is his life) to man, that man
may live, and not die, for ecver. By a series of selected signs he is demonstrated to
have all power, all righteousness, all judgment, all sustenancs, in his hands, He claims
identity with the eternal light, and proves that he can pour such light upon those
who are blind even from birth. He can give light and also eyesight.

His self-revelations are continually stimulated by the antagonism and carnal mis-~
understanding of his hearers. He claims to be the Shepherd of Israel, but a Shepherd
who would lay down his life that he might resume it in the interest of the widespread
flock, the vast multitude whom the Father gives to him, and who come to him for
eternal life akin to his own. He grapples with death itself, and declares that he is the
Resurrection and the Life. Dead souls and dead bodies in their graves should hear his
voice, and live. The antagonism to these claims becomes a furious madness, and, while
he is binding those who receive him into a compact fellowship which will survive his
departure and transcend life and death, while he is promising the Paraclete and sur-
rounding them with a new glory, his own people are plotting his death. Nothing short
of death, tbe full extremity of human humiliation, aggravated by the malice of the
devil, can give adequate or absolute expression to the intensity of his love to the
men whose nature he has assumed. From this he ghrinks as & man, but to this he
voluntarily and majestically yields. At every stage of the humiliating process and
aggravated curse of his death he comes forth with some more convincing proof of his
Divine mission, that he was empowered to destroy death; and glorify hiwself in it and
through it. His treacherous disciples are vanquished ; his captors fall at his feet; his
judges are either baffled by his silence or his answers; he condemns his judge; he
transforms his crown of thorns by the cruelty of its infliction and his patient endurance
into a crown of glory, and his cross into a throne. Death fails with him. He proves
that it can have no dominion over him, and he takes possession of his kingdom. He
creates a new heaven and 8 new earth out of this sinning and dying world ; by the reve-
lation he makes of his spiritusl and glorified body, and of the relation between the
two worlds, he gatisfies love, he removes doubt, he hallows work by the ineffable sweet-
ness of his eternal presence with those who believe on him. ¢ The Spirit, the water,
and the blood agree in one” signification, appeasing the conscience, cleansing the heart,
and ipspiring the whole nature of man. .

“These things are written that ye may believe on the Name of the Son of God, and,
believing, that ye may have life.”

X1. REFERENCES TO LITERATURE AND TEXT,

Numerous references are made in the foregoing pages and in the course of the
Exposition to the literature of the Fourth Gospel. My obligations to my predecessors
are go various and abundant that they defy enumeration. JIllustrious scholars have
contended on opposite sides in this * battle-field of the New Testament.” Many of
these are most honourably distinguished for their learning, reverence, candour, and
ingenuity. To their extensive research, suggestive criticism, and various interpretation
I am greetly indebted, and humbly desire to do justice. .

A list of the principal works and treatises on the authorship of the Gospel ma
be found in Dr. Caspar B. Gregory’s appendix to his English translation of Luthardt's
work entitled ¢ 8t. John the Author of the Fourth Gospel,’ and a select list of com-
mentaries on St. John’s Gospel is placed at the commencement of the second volume of
the Rev. F. Crombie’s translation of Meyer's ¢ Commentary on St. John.! These
valuable lists were completed in 1875, since which time many notable dissertations
have been published ; e.g. Albrecht Thoma's remarkable work entitled ¢ Die Genesis des
Johanunes-Evangeliums, ein Beitrag zu seiner Auslegung, Geschichte und Kritik :’
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1882; Dr. Fdwin Abbott’s articles on “ The Gospels,” in the new cdition of the ‘ Ency-
clopedia Brittanica;” Mangold's edition of Holtzmann’s ¢ Finleitung z. Neuen Test.;’
English translations of Dr. I. Godet’s invaluable introduction and commentary (T. and
T. Clark); the commentary and introduction by Canon Westeott, in the ‘ Speaker's
Commentary ;* commentary and introduction by Drs. Mouiton and Milligan, in Schaff’s
* Popular Commentary ;’ and by Archdeacon Watkins in Bishop Ellicott’s ¢ New Testa~
ment Commentary for English Readers;’ translations of Bernard Weiss’s great work
on the ‘Lifo of Christ’ (3 vols.,, T. and T. Clark), and of Theodore Keim’s ¢ Jesus of
Nazara,’ nod Dr. Ezra Abbott's * External Evidence of the Fourth Gospel.’ Further, a
contribution to literary evidences, entitled ‘Canonicity of the New Testarnent,” by
Professor Charteris, D.D., on the basis of Kirchhofer’s ¢ Quellensamlung;’ and a com-
mentary by Dean Plummer, in the Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, appear
to me singularly useful.

I acknowledge great indebtedness to these works, as well as to many others that are
referred to in the course of the Introduction and Exposition.

Whensoever and by whomsoever “the spiritual Gospel” was produced, it is a
veritable prodigy of thought and suggestion, and it involves conceptions of the Divine,
and possibilities of the human that are ineffably sublime. Its simplicity invites atten-
tion, its depth bewilders. * A great water ” is it, where an infant can wade, and where
the mightiest craft can float, do business, and ride at anchor. Its metaphysic bridges
the chasm between thought and reality. The spiritual becomes the eternal The
philosophy of the union of the human to the Divine has never been conceived with
such practical force and astounding realism. All this would be true, if it be only the
dream of sore divine of the second century, more profound than Plato, more terrible
than Aschylus, more sympathetic than Pascal, more mystic than Boehmen, more self-
annihilating than Buddha, aud of one albeit who has left no name behind him.

But if the book be what it professes to be, the record of a positive experience, a
selection and arrangement of the memories of the disciple whom Jesus loved, then,
without any question or exaggeration, it is the most inestimably precious fragmeut of
all recorded history. This is the deep conviction the Gospel has inspired in successive
ages, and this conclusion is forced upon many of us by a candid perusal of all that
has been written with the view of shattering it.

One word concerning the text and the English translation presented in these
volumes. Every place has been noted where the Revised Text of 1881 has deviated
from the Textus Receptus, or from the well-known text of the eighth edition of Tischen-
dorf, or from those of Tregelles, and of Westcott and Hort. Some of the principal
authorities on which these distinguished critics have in the main relied will be found
in the footnotes. A few of the more celebrated texts, such as ch, i. 28; v. 3—5;
vii, 63—rviii. 12, have been discussed at greater length.

Deviations from the Revised Version have been admitted into the translation with
the view of exhibiting a closer approach to the exact force of certain sentences and
words. They are not offered as revision of the Revisers’ work, but as moving along the
lines of exegetical and interpretative comment. The Hebrew, Greek, and Roman
letters represent the uncial manusecripts, usually signified by them, and the Arabic
numerals indicate the cursive manuscripts cited by Tischendorf, Tregelles, Westcott
and Hort, Meyer, Alford, Godet, and others. The versions, Fathers, and other materials
of judgment are indicated in a sufficiently explicit manner—the critical notes of Meyer
and Alford and Dr. Weymouth's composite text have been carefully observed.

*.* I desire especially to record my gratitude to the Rev. William Henry Beckett, of
Stebbing, for the valuable help he has afforded to me in bringing the work through the
press, aud for other important services and suggestions.

JOHN. L]
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GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

EXPOSITION.

CHAPTER I

THE title of the book is differently given
in the manuscripts and ancient versions,
and the differences are so considerable that
they cannot be referred to the original text.
The simplest form of the title is found in R,
B, D, and is nothing more than ¢ according
to John,” KATA IQANNHN (B gives only
one N in John’s name, but X two); and this
is followed by the Vulgate and Syriac as a
running title, The immense proportion of
the uncials—A, C, E, F, G, L, and eight or
nineothers—read “Gospelaccording toJohn”
(Ebayyéniov katd Iwdvyny), This is followed
by Tregelles, Lachmann, Alford. The T.R.,
with a large number of manuscripts, reads,
“The Gospel according to John;” and in
Stephen’s third edition the word *holy”
occurs before *Gospel.” The cursives 69,
178, 259, read EdayyéAior &k 1o xard *lwdy-
ynv., Some cursives read, “Of the (holy)
Gospel according to John.” The printed
texts of the Peschito Syriac have Fvangelium
sanctum pradicationis Jokannis praconis.
The Revisers, with T.R., have placed Tbd xara
"fwdvrmy EdayyéAwr as their title,

The phrase, * according to,” has been
thought by some to suggest a type of doo-
trine or teaching with which the document
might be supposed to harmonize, and there-
fore to set aside the idea of personal authen-
ticiky by its very form. This interpretation,
geeing it applies to Mark and Luke as well
as to John and Matthew, would lose its
meaning; for Mark and Luke, by numerous

JOHNM.

traditionary notices, have been continuously
credited, not with baving personally set any
special type of doctrine before the Church,
but as having been respectively the inter-
preter of Peter or Paul. Consequently the
meaning of the phrase compels us to ask
whether the word ‘Gospel” or “Holy
Gospel” did in the first instance refer to the
book at all. It is not *“John’s Gospel”
that is intended, but the good news or glad
tidings of God related by John, of which
this and similar titles speak. Moreover,
numerous instances occur where the xeva is
similarly used to denote authorship, Thus
“ The Pentateuch according to Moses,” «“ The
History according to Herodotus,” “The
Gospel according to Peter,” are titles which
in every case are meant to suggest the idea
of authorship (Godet). We cannot imagine
that any other implication was intended by
this ancient superscription.

Each of the evangelists starts with a
grand * presupposition,” or main thesis, of
his own, expressed with more or less cof
explicitness, which it becomes his obvious
purpose to sustain.

This main thesis is set forth in the first
sentences of each of the synoptists. Thus
Magrx opened with the memorable words,
“The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus
Christ the Son of God.”! From the first

' The text, vied ©cov, Mark i. 1, is not
rejected by Tregelles, nor Lachmann, nor
R.T., though omitted by Tischendorf (Sth
edit.). It is found in N% B, D, L, viot 7ob
Oeod, A, E, F, G, and many other uncials.

B
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[on, 1. 1—61,

he refers to the prophetic anticipations and
historic realization of glad tidinge uttered
by the Lord, and he based all his teaching
on the fact that Jesus Christ was Sox or
Gop.  MatrHEW, who wished to establish
the Lord's special claim to Messishship,
and his official right to the throne of Darvid,
began with a genealogical proof of the
Lord’s descent from David and Abraham,
LyusE, who aimed throughout to illustrate
the Divine humanity, and to build his
narrative on historie faots and chronological
data. took up his story with the birth of the
Baptist, and, in conjunction with his bap-
tizing of Jesus, presents a lineal genealogy
of the supposed father (and probably of the
mother) of Jesus, through the line of
Nathan to David, thenoce from David to
Abraham, and finally to Adam, the first son
of God. In his prologue Luke indicated
the biographical use he had made of the
material in his hands, and of the personal
knowledge be had aoguired, and that he
simed to set forth the grounds of security
that existed for the things most fully
believed by the Church (Luke i. 1—4).

The fourth evangelist was as earnestly
set apon giving proof of the Messiahship of
Jesus as Matthew was (see ch. xx. 31),
and es resolved to emphesize the complete
humsanity of the Son of God as even Luke
himself was (see ver. 14, and all the
many signs of the Saviour's resemblance to
his brethren, and sympsthy with their
sufferings and joys—eh. il 1; iv. 6; v. 13,
14; xi 5, 35, etc.). But John had felt
more deeply than many of the apostles
the effulgence of the Father’s glory which
gleamed in the face of Jesus Christ. John
had heard in the worde of Jesus the veri-
table voice of the living God; “ The Word of
the Lord (8 Adyos Kuplov) came to him” in
the speech (Aarsud) of Jesus. There was a
Divineness about the mission of the Lord
which deeply impressed this evangelist—
that Jesus had come in a special sense from
G&d, that he was the Giver of eternal life
and the Author of eternal salvation, and that
he had the “form of God,” though in the
likeness of men. John’s mind revolved all
the truth which, long before this prologue
or introduction was written, had been pro-
claimed by Paul and the author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews, in every varying

phrase, It was in harmony with the whole
purpose of his Gospel that he should begin
it before the baptism, before the birth,
before the oconception, of the Lord Jesus ;
that he should press back in thought to
the Divine activity itself—to those idens
of tho older revclation whioh, though not
in couflict with the pure monotheism of
the Hebrew Scriptures, involved the veri-
table preparation for the stupeudous reality,
for the supreme tragedy, for the Divine
kingdom which had evolved itself under
his very eyes. He looked back into the
past, nay, he gazed out of time into
eternity ; he looked up from the miraculous
conception to that holy thing which was
conceived in the womb of humanity; he
endeavoured to set forth that form of God
which could alone become * flesh ” and taber-
nacle among men; and which, though it did
this, did not destroy the unity of Deity, but
confirmed and established it. He was not
slow to reflect on «ll the methods in which
God had ever come near to men, nor eould
he believe that God Incarnate had never
foreshadowed his presence with men, or his
manifestation to them, before his own day
and hour. When the old man was at
Ephesus, many dangerous speculations were
rife, Some denied that Christ had ever
come in the flesh at all, and said that so
Divine a presence a8 his was no objeotive
reality—was allied to the Docetic “ seeming ”
manifestations made to the patriarchs of the
Old Testament. Jesus was to them o theo-
phany, not a living Man. Now, we learn from
the First Epistle that such a thesis was,
in the opinion of John, the quintessence of
antichrist. Others, again, hod speculated
about the emanations of Deity, until a
new mythology was beginning to hover on
the borderland between Christendom and
heathendom. Essenic and Ebionitie errors
hed grieved him. At length the moment
arrived when the “Son of Thunder,” who
saw all the glory of the risen Lord, all the
majesty of his triumphant reign, uttered
these opening words, replying, in every
sentence, to one or other of these miscon-
ceptions of his Lord’s Person. And he pro-
ceeded to lay a simple basis deep and strong
enough to support the facts upon which the
faith of the Church was resting. Men had
come veritably to believe that they were
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children of Glod, and had been generated as
such by the will of God, and, if children,
that they were heirs of God through Jesus
Obrist (Rom. viii. 16, 17; Gal. iii. 26).
“Grace and truth ” wero lighting up broken
and bewildered hearts when they accepted
the reality of the Divine manhood of Jesus,
and something better than the mere specu-
lations of the schools of Palestine, Alex-
andria, or Ephesus was nceded in order to
explain (as he, the beloved disciple saw it)
the mystery of the life of Christ. That
‘which he laid down as the solation of the
problem of “the beginning of the Gospel”
is called the prologue of this Gospel. Even
apart from the inspiration which breathes
through it, no passage in literature can be
cited which has exercised a more powerful
influence upon the thought of the last
eighteen hundred years than that which
sets forth John's fundamental ideas con-
cerning the essence and character, the
idiosyncrasy and the energy, of the Divine
fulness which dwelt in Jesus.

The question has been nsked — Where
does the prologue end? M. Reuss strongly
presses the view that the proém terminated
‘with the fifth verse, and that with the sixth
the apostle commenced his historical recital.
He urges that there is no break from the
sixth to the eighteenth verse; that in this
poaragraph the author sets forth the general
effect of the testimony of the historical
Baptist to Jesus; and that, in consequence
of it, a limited number of individuals were
led to recognize (1) the Divine nature of the
‘Word manifested in the flesh, (2) the truth of
.the assertions of the Baptist, (3) the radical
distinoction between Moses and Christ, (4)
the faet that the true knowledge of God can
only be obtained by the mediation of the
latter. Some preliminary advantage is thus
secured by the critic who seeks to ally this
peragraph with the rest of the history, and
to impute to the whole Gospel, as well as to
the passage in question, the character of a
theological . didactic romance. The enor-
mous majority of all scholars, while recog-
nizing new points of departure at ver. 6, and
again at vers. 14—18, do not admit that the
evangelist's preliminary representations or
presuppositions have come to a pause until
he reached the sublime utterance which
points so obviously back to ver. 1, “No

one hath seen GGod at any time; the only
begotten Son who is in the bosom of the
Father, he hath declared him.” From the
first verse to the eighteenth the evangelist re-
volves around the fundamental idea of “ the
Word which was with God and was God.”
But his aim is to show how the Word came
into relations with man, and how man may
come into relations with the Godhead through
him who was manifested in the flesh in all
the fulness of grace and truth.

An obvious method of this author in the
Gospel, Epistles, and Apocalypse shows that
he was wont to return upon thoughts which
he had previously uttered, yet at the same
time doing so in fresh cyclesand with added
meanings (see Introduction). The large
spiral of his meditations sweeps at first
round the entire region of “all things”
which have their centre in the “Word of
God:” « All things came into being through
him.” Then he formally discriminates be-
tween “things” and “forces,” and especi-
ally indicates the relation of *‘the Word”
to the energies and blessedness of the
entire universe of sentient and responsible
beings which derive all their “life”” from
the “life that is in him,” and their “light ”
from that “life,” indicating, as he pro-
ceeds, the presence of the antagonism to the
light and life displayed by our imperfect
and damaged humanity (vers. 1—5). Here
the entire testimony of prophecy—gathered
up in the person of an historic man, John
Baptist—ias broadly characterized, and some
conception of the aid which revelation and
inspiration have given to men torecognize the
light when they see it, and to hear the voice
of the Lord God while it speaks. The entire
function of prophecy is discriminated from
the light-force at work in every living man.
The special aid given to the holy, prepared,
and selected race, by the manner of his self-
revelations brings the spiral thought round
into the region of the intensified darkneas of
those who refuse the brightest light (vers.
9—11), so that ver. 11 corresponds with ver. 5.
Vers. 12, 13 pause in the region of light.
Some souls are at least transformed into the
light, become conscious of a Divine genera-
tion, are born(through faith), independently
of all earthly, national, or sacramental means,
into the same kind of relation to God that
has from eternity been enjoyed by the Word
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[ogm. 1. 1—=51.

At this point & novel revolution of thought
is commenced, characterized by more intense
brilliancy and efficacity, because revealed in
s narrower range of fact. Ho touches the
very focus and oentre of Divine manifesta-
tion, when he says, * And the Word was
made flesh, and tabernacled among us.”
“The Word " did not become “all things,”
nor was he t¢dentified with life, still less
with light. The wide radiance and glorious
glancing of the light was not identified with
the objects on which through prophetie
agencies it alighted. The ra ia, the special
race of light-bearers, were not, even in their
highest form of recipiency, incarnations of
the Word. Neither conscience, nor prophecy,
nor Shechinah-glory was of the substance or
essenoce of “the Word,” although all the
energy of each of these was and is and ever
will be the shining of the primal light on
lhumanity.

This is the theory of the writer of this
prologue, but his chief contribution to the
sum of human thought is that “this Word
became flesh.” Having announced this
stupendous fact, the author relates the evi-
dence of his own personal, living experi-
ence; and he records his invincible assent
to this unique and central glory of Divine
manifestation. This at once leads to a few
comprehensive antitheses drawn between the
Incarnation sud all the most illustrious and
luminous of previous revelations. Just as
vers. 6, 7 revealed the differcnce between
prophecy and the “light of men,” so, having
come to this focal point of splendour,
prophecy again speaks in the person of the
Baptist; and ver. 15 cites the highest testi-
mony to the supreme rank of the incarnate
God above the greatest of the teachers of
men. In ver. 16 the apostle refers to the
Incarnate Word as the Source of all apostolie
emotions and life. Through hém, and not
from the mere teachiugs of prophecy or
conecienca, have we all received grace and
truth. Then, sweeping back to the grandest
epoch-making man and moment of all past
history, Moses himself appears to shine only
like the light of a waning moon in the advent
of the dawn. More than that; neither Adam
in Paradise, nor Noah gazing on the averted
bow, nor Abrahamn at Moriah, nor Jacob at
Peniel, nor Moses in the cleft of the rock, nor
Elijeh at Horeb, nor Isaiah in the temple,

nor Egzekicl at the river of Chobar, have
ever seen, in the sense in which Jesus saw,
the face of tho Father. The only begotten
Son who was with God and was God, and in
the bosom of the Father, he hath revealed
him. The entiro prosm does not cease till it
reaches this triumphant peroration. Detailed
exegesis of the passage can alone justify this
estimate of the significance of the prologue.
Different commentators have divided it some-
what differently, and many have drawn too
sharp a distinction between the pre-incarna-
tion life of the Logos, and the historical,
theocratic, or ecclesiastical manifestation.
Surely that which the eternal Logos was
before his manifestation ond before the
humiliation of the infinite love, he was and
must have been during the human life of
Jesus, he must be now, and he must ever
be. In other words: The Word, who was in
the beginning with God, is still * with Ged.”
All life is continually the efflucnce of one of
Lis infinite cnergies; all light is the efful-
gence of that bright essence uncreate. He is
still coming “to his own,” and * they receive
him not” The processes described in vers.
6—13 have never ceased; nay,they are indeed
more conspicuous than they ever were before
in the ministry of the Word, but they have
not exhausted nor diminished one iota of the
stupendous nctivity of the eternal, creative,
revealing Logos.

The first part of the Gospel, consisting of
ch. L—iv., we have already described as

L Tee Reveration or TEE Logos 10
THE WOBLD.

Vers. 1—18.—1. The hypothesis framed by
the evangelist o account for the series of
facts which he 18 about to marratsis seen
especially in ver. 14; but before asserting
this great fact that the Word was made
flesh, he proceeds to show (1) The pre-ezist-
ence, personality, and Divinity.of the Logos. |

Ver. 1.—In the beginning was the Word
From early times expositors have perceived
that the evangelist essayed here a com-|
parison with the ¢v épxy (“in the begin-
ning”) of the first verse of the Book of
Genesis. This can hardly be doubted ; but
the resemblance immediately ceases or is
transformed into an antithesis; for whereas.
the Mosaic narrative proceeds to indicate
the beginning of the creation and of time
by saying, “In the beginning God created
the heavens and the earth,” ihis passage
asserts that the Word then was. He waa;
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nelther created, nor did he then begin to
be. Consequently, there is no resson to
gathor from this passage the temporal origin
of “the Word,” or from the first verse of
Genesis to argue the eternity of matter.
The writer here shows that he was pro-
foundly impressed by the Lord’s own self-
consciousness which permitted bis disciples
to believe in a personal Being and glory
¢ before the world was,” and ‘“before the
foundation of the world” (ch. xvii. 5, 24).
The idea of existence before the world was
is attributed to the Divine (Sophia or)
wisdom (Prov, viii. 23 and elsewhere; 1
Epist. i. 1). The same apostle speaks more-
over of “that which was' (dn’ épxiis) from
the beginning,” but has been manifested to
us. The interpretations which made the
&px#h mean, with Cyril, the Divine “ Father;”
the Valentinian notion that épx# was a dis-
tinct hypothosis, distinct from the Father or
from the Logos; Origen's notion that it
meant the “ Divine Wisdom ;” the Socinian
view that it referred to “the beginning of
the preaching of the gospel ;”—are not now
geriously maintained. “ The beginning of
time” Jaunches the mind into the abyss of
the eternal now, At that starting-point of
all creation and all Divine manifestation,
“the Word was.” It would be difficult to
express in human speech more explicitly the
iden of eternal existence. In Greek usage
and philosophy the term AOT'OZ sustained
the double sense of reason or thought
immanent in the supreme Godhead (Adyos
&ydidderos), and also of “speech” or
“word ” (Adyos mpogpopiés). Attempts have
often been made to identify the Adyos of
John with the former phase of its meaning
common to Plato or Philo, and to find in
the prologue the metaphysical speculations
of the Alexandrine school—to identify the
Adyos with the Philonic conception of the
xdouos vonrinds, with the Divine “idea of all
jdeas,” the archetype of the universe, the
perscnality of God personified, or the Divine
gelf-consciousness. But Philo’s entire system
of philosophy by which he tried to explain
the creation of the world, his theory of the
Logos which was abhorrent to and entirely
incapable of incarnation, which was based
on a thorough-going dualism, which was
significantly reticent as to the Messianio
idea, and kumew nothiug of the hopes or
pational anticipations of Israel, was not the
source either of John's revelation or nowmen-
clature (see Introduction). The disciple of
the Baptist and of Jesus found in Hol

Scripture itself both the phraseology an

the idea which he here unfolds and applies.
The New Testament writers never use the
term Logos to denote * reason,” or “thought,”
or “ self-consoiousness,” but always denote
by it “speech,” *utterance,” or * word "—

the forthcoming, the clothing of thought,
the manifestation of remson or purpose, but
neither the *thought,” nor the *reason,”
nor the “purpose” itself. The term is
used here without explanation, as though
it would be well understood by its readers.
Numerous explanations have been offered
in later times, which are far from satis-
factory. Thus Beza regarded the term as
identical with & Aeyduevos,  the Promised
One”—the Personage spoken of by the
prophets. This, even with Hofmann’s modi-
fication of it, viz. “the Word of God, or
Gospel, the great theme of which is the
personal Christ,” breaka to pieces as soon
as it is referred to the various predicates
which follow, and especially to the state-
ment of ver. 14, that “the Word was
made flesh, and tabernacled amongst us.”
Readers of the Old Testament would not
forget that, in the record of the creation
in Gen. i., the epochs of creation are de-
fined eight times by the expression, ** And
God said.” The omnific Word uttered itself
in time. and thus called into being *light ”
and “life” and ‘“all things,” and gave
birth to man. The record thus preserved is
confirmed by the corresponding teaching of
the Psalms: « By the Word of the Lord were
the heavens made, and ail the host of them
by the breath of his mouth” (cf. 1 Sam.
iil. 21; Ps. xxxiii. 6; cvii. 20; cxlviii. 5;
Isa. 1v. 10, 11). Moreover, the Scripture in
the Book of Proverbs (viii., ix.), Job (xxviii.
12), as well as the apocryphal Books of Wis-
dom, Baruch, Ecclesiasticus, had eet forth
the Divine * wisdom,” np2f, gople, with
more or less of personification and even
personal dignity, answering to the creative
energy and resources here attributed to the
Logos. From eternity was it bronght forth,
in the beginning of all God’s ways. “The
Lord possessed me,” Wisdom says,  before
his works.” In the controversy of the third
and fourth centuries the LXX. translation
in Prov. viii. 22 of mp by &rioe led Arius

and others to the idea of the creation of the
Logos before all worlds. The Vulgate trans-
lation, * possessed me,” is a far closer ap-
proach to the original. The whole of the
passage, Prov. viii. 22—27, is in correspon-
dence with the functions and dignity of
him who is here described as “in the begin-
ning with God.”” The Jewish translators
and commentators had so thoroughly grasped
the idea, that they were accustomed, in their
Chaldee paraphrases of the Old Testameunt,
to substitute for the name of the Most High,
the plirase Memra-Jah, “ The Word of the
Lord,” as though the Lord, in his activities
and energies, and in his relations with the
universe and man, could be better under-
stood under the form of this periphrasis



6 THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

[om. 1. 1—bL.

than in that which oonnoted his eternal
and absolute Being. The Targum of Onke-
los—the oldest, most accurate, and precious
of these documents—in numerous places sub-
stitutes “ the Word of the Lord” for Je-
hovah, “the Word of Elohim” for Elohim,
and “the Word of the Lord ” for the angel or
messenger of Jehovah. Thus in Gen. vii. 16
it is eaid, “ The Lord protected Noah by his
Word ;" xxi. 20, “The Word of the Lord
was with Ishmael in the wilderness.” In
Gen. xxviii. 21 Jacob made a covenant
that “the Word of the Lord should be his
God;"” Exod. xix. 17, “ Moses brought forth
the people to meet the Word of God.” The
term Deburah, which is analogous in mean-
ing to Memra, is also used in the Jerusalem
Targum of Numb. vii. 89 in & similar sense.
The substitution was adopted in the same
way by Jonathan ben Uziel, in his para-
phrase of Isa. Ixiii. 7 and Mal. iii. 1, so that
the Jewish mind was thoroughly imbued
with this method of portraying the instru-
ment and agent of the Divine revelations,
as one eavouring of the smallest amount of
anthropomorphism, which they were willing
to attribute to the Holy One of Israel.
Another group of highly important biblical
representations of the activity and self-reve-
lation of God consists of the personal ““ Angel
(or Messenger) of Jehovah,” who not infre-
quently appears, even in humen form, con-
versing with the patriarchs, and making
covenant with man (see Gen. xxxii. 24, etc.;
Exod. xxxifi. 12, etc.; Hos. xii. 4; Isa. Ixiii.
9; Mal. iii. 1 and other places). In some of
these passages the Name of Jehovah himself
is attributed to his Angel, and tbe form of
Divine manifestation becomes more and
more clearly personal. Nevertheless, this
Angel appears to stand within, rmther than
without, the very bosom of the Eternal One.
Jehovah does not lose his Name of unap-
proachable dignity and absolute existence
while yet he clothes himself with angelio
powers, or even human form, and enters
into living and intimate relations witL his
own people. Kurtz (‘ Old Covenaut,” vol. i
pp. 181—201) has urged that the numerous
references in Old Testament o the “ Angel
Jehovah,” are compatible with the idea of
a created spirit, endowed with plenipoten-
tiary functions and titles, and perfectly dis-
tinct from the ¢ Logos.” The strength of
his position is thet during the Incarnation
and afterwards the New Testament writers
still speak of the activity and might of
“ the Angel of the Lord.” But this position
is greatly modified by the obvious fact that
the Logos did not become depotentiated and
limited to the life of Jesus during the thirty
years of his earthly manitestation. During
the whole of that period, and ever since, the
Logos hes not ceased to exercise the func-

tions which belong to his eternal glory. It
canuot be snid that Philo wne ignorant of
theee modes of expression, though in the
main he allows the idea of “ Word” to
pass away from the term Adyos, and he
charged it with a meaning which he found
in Platonic and stoical philosophy, and used
it, not in the historio or theocratio sense,
which was current in the Palestinian
schools, but in the metaphysic and specu-
lative sense which enabled him to make the
Hebrew Scriptures the vehicle of his ethical
system. Word, in the Old Testament and
in the Chaldeo Paraphroses, represented the
nearest possible approach to a definition of
the activity and revclations of God; and
that activity is regarded, not as a'mere attri-
bute, but as an essential and personal aspect
of the Eternal One. In the hands of the
Apostle John (unlike Philo’s), the Logos
was a distinet hypostasis, identifiable with
God, and yet in union and relation with
him. He was “in the beginning” and
therefore before all creation. He did not
become. He was not made. He was. As
speech answers to the immanent realities of
which it is expression, the idea of John in
this first verse suggests, though the suggzes-
tion does not come into further expression,
the “thought” or “reason” which ever-
more was shaping itself into “ word.” It
would seem as though the apostle had been
led to gather together into one teaching the
various suggestions of the Old Testament.
He realized the significance of the omnific
Word. He embodied and improved upon
the sapiential philosophy in its conception
of Divine Wisdom, of the Brightness of the
Father’s glory, and the express Image of his
substance; he felt the force and justice of
the Hcbrew periphrases for God, the only
God, in his gracious relations with man; and
he was not ignorant of the speculations of
the Hellenists who found in this term the
phasis of all Divine self-consciousness, and
the symbol of pure being in its relation
with the universe. In the beginning the
Logos was. And the Word (Logos) was
with God (mpds Tdv @edv). The preposition is
difficult to translate; it is equivalent to
“wag in relation with God,” “stood over
against,” not in space or time, but eternally
and constitutionally. It is more, even,
than the mapa ool (ch. xvii, 5); for, in
addition to the idea of proximity, there
is that of “motion towards” involved in
mpés. A verb of rest is here combined
with a preposition of motion, exactly as
in &v els Tdv wxérmov of ver. 18, In Mark
vi. 3; ix. 19; Matt. xiii. 36; xxvi. 55; 1
Cor. xvi. 6, 7; Gal. i, 18 the similar use of
wpds shows that the idea of intercourse is
suggested, and mutual acquaintance, so that
the personality of the Legos is therefore
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strongly forccd upon us. The strength and
peculiarity of the expression precludes the
interpretation of some who seo here simply
some “intuition in the Divine mind,” or
that “ the Word was eternally in the Divine

lan.” There is relation between these two,
oying the foundations of all ethic in the
nature and subsistence of Deity. Righteous-
ness and love are inconceivable perfections of
an Eternal Monad. But if within the bosom
of God there are offirmations, hypostases
in relation with each other, the moral nature
of the Eternal is assured. Philo’s concep-
tion of Logos as * the sum total of all Divine
energies made it possible for him to urge
that God, so far as he reveals himself, is
called Logos, and Logos, so far as he reveals
God, is called God ” (Meyer). But this falls
short of the Johannine thought. The Logos
was with the God (7dv ®¢dv)—waa in relation
with the Supreme and Absolute One, wes in
eternal communion with him. The notion
of “ Logos” limited to the mere revelation
of the Divine to the wuniverse, or the
Mediator or Archangel of the Divine counsels
to men, is seen to be insufficient. The wpds
Tbv Bedy,implies communion as anterior to
revelation. And the (Logos) Word was
God. Though Geds precedes the verb, yet
the disposition of the article showsthat it is
the predicate, and not the subject, of the
sentence. The absence of the article is im-
portant, If ®eds had been written with the
article, then the sentence would have identi-
fied the Adyos and @eds, and reduced the
distinction expressed in the previous clause
to one that is purely modal or subjective.
Again, he does not say ®¢ios, Divine, which,
seeing the lofty dignity of the Logos, would
have been a violation of the eternal unity,
and have corresponded with the delrepos
©eds which Philo attributed to the Logos;
but he says @eds simply (not ©eob, accord-
ing to Crellius, for which there is no justi-
fication)—God in his nature, essence, and
Jind; God, <.e., a8 distinct from man, from
angel, or from the lkosmos itself. Thus the
Son is not confounded with the Father, but
declared to be of the same obofa, the same
¢tois. Though with God when God is re-
garded in all the fulness of his eternal
being, he is nevertheless of the same order
and kind and substance. Luther translates
the passage, “ Gott war das Wort,” but this
translation jars on the sublime symmetry
of the whole passage, which is not concerned
with definitions of God, but with revela-
tions concerning the Logos,

Ver. 2.—The same Logos whom the writer
has just affirmed to have been God himself,
was, though it might seem at first readin
to be incompatible with the first or thi
clause of the first verse, nevertheless in the
beginning with God—*in the bezinning,”

and therefore, as wo have seen, eternally in
relation with God. The previous state-
ments are thus stringently enforced, and,
notwithstanding their tendency to diverze.
are once more bound into & new, unified, and
emphatio utterance. Thus the airds of the
following sentences is charged with the
sublime fulness of menning which is involved
in the three ntterances of ver. 1. The first
clause (1) declared that the Logos preceded
the origination of all things, was the eternal
ground of the world; the second (2) asserted
his unique personality, so that he stands
over against the eternal God, in mutual
communion with the Absolute and Eternal
One; the third clanse (3) maintains further
that the Logos was not a second God, nor
merely Divine (®c¢ios) or God-like, nor is he
described as proceeding out of or from God
(éc @eob or dwd ©eod), nor is he to be called
6 ®eds, *“the God absolute,” as opposed to all
his manifestations; but the Logos is said to
be ©eds, 7.e. “ God "—God in his natare and
being. This second verse reasserts the
eternal relation of such a personality “ with
God,” and prepares the way for the state-
ments of the following verses. The nnity of
the Logos and Theos might easily be sup-
posed to reduce the distinction between them
to subjective relations. The second verse
emphasizes the objective validity of the re-
lation.

Vers. 8, 4.—(2) The ereation of all things
through the Logos, as the instrument of the
eternal counsel and activity of God.

Ver. 3.—All things (ravra, Dot rd wdyra)
taken one by oue, rather than all things re-
garded in their totality—* all things,” i.e. all
beings and elements of things visible or
invisible, in heaven, earth, and under the
earth (see Col. i. 16, etc.), came into being
through him, through the Logos, who was in
the beginning with God, and wes God. The
Logos is the orgaen or instrument by which
everything, one by one, was made. Two
other words are used in the New Testament
to denote “creation”—wrilev, used in Rev. iv.
11 and Col. i. 16, a word indicating the mind
and act of the Creator; and woieiv, which,
as in Merk x. 6, points generally to the thing
made. The parts of the verb yiyvesta: indi-
cate the progress of the work, the process of
somo creative order, the occurrence of some
event in the evolution of Divine providence.
This word does not by one solitary expres-
sion dogmatically convey the creative act,
but the fart of the * becoming,” from, it may
be, the region of pure thought:to that of
existence, ar from non-observation into pro-
minence, nr from an inchoate to a perfect
development, or from nothing to something.
The context must determine the fulness of
its meaning. ;Occasionally, as in ch. viii. 58,
it is powerfully contrnsted with existence:
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¢ Before Abraham was [hed come into being]
I am.” The context here does not allow us
to affirm that St. John repudiated the prior
oXistenoo of the Oar, stug, of which wdvra
were made. He does not affirm nor deny
such & prior existency or condition, but by
referring the universe in all its parts and
items to the Logos, he aebsolutely ignores the
Platonie notion of eternal matter. He could
scareely be ignorant of the speculation as it
cntered into the Philonic interpretation and
formed the basis of the Gnostic speculations
which were beginning to infest the early
Chureh. By giving, however, & Divine origin
and instrument to the * becoming ™ of wdvra,
and strengthening his statement by the
negative co-assurancs, he absolutely excludes
the dualism of Philo and of Gnostic ten-
dency. In asserting that the Logos is he
or that through whom all things were made,
the writer does not lower the dignity of
the Logos by regarding him merely as the
épvavov of the Father, because the same pre-
position is used of the relation of the Father
to the world or to his servants (Rom. xi. 36 ;
Gal. i. 1; Heb. ii. 10). Elsewhere St. Paul
powerfully affirms the same application of
8@ (1 Cor. viii. 6) to Christ’s part in the
Creation, reserving for the One God, the
Father, the preposition éx. From God and
by or through God are all things, still « all
things” derive their existence “through” the
activity, the will, the thought, of the Logos.
“ The sphere contracts as the blessing
enlarges [query, °intensifies’]: existence
for evervthing; life for vegetable and
animal world; light for men” (Plummer).
The same idea is made more explicit by the
negative form in which it is restated : and
withont him—that is, independently of his
co-operation and volition (ef. ch. xv. 5)—not
even ! one thing came into being. The oAq
could herdly be spoken of as “one thing,”
seeing, according to the theory, it was not a
unit as opposed to a multiplicity, but the
condition of all things. The éyévero would
drive harder against any recognition of the
©An than would the &. There is not the
faintest approach to any supposition on
John’s part of the existence of such a
primeval entity or eternal reality. The §
~yéyovey gives the student of the text and of
the meaning grave difficulty. From very
early times the Alexandrine Fathers and
numerous uncial manuscripts, and an im-
mense group of quotations and versions, un-
questionably close the sentence we have just
congidered with éyévero ot8¢ €v, and consider
the § yéyover as the subject of the following
clanse, translating it either, That which

! The reading ovd¢ &, of T.R. and R.T.
stands on the authority of K, A, B, C, though
D and some Fathers read ober.

has come into being ¢n Aém was life ; or, that
whtch has coms into being was (or €s) life in
him—for one manuscript, i, has remdered
the toxt more grammatical by reading ¥or:
instead of #».! This, adoqting the supposed
early punctuation, Tregelles and Westoott

! The suthorities for this punctuation are
thus given by Westcott and Tregelles: A,
C*, D, L, one manuecript of the Vulgate,
though not Cod. Am. Some of the old
Latin manuscripts leave it without doubt.
The Curetonian Syriac and some Egyptian
Versions coincide. The Fathers seem to
quote both modes of punctuation. Thus
Origen gives it nine times as above and six
times as in T.R. Ambrose and Jerome,
Hippolytus and Eusebius, recognize both

unctuations. On the other hand, the great

ulk of the later uncial manuscripts and
cursives give the “point” after &. N, B,
cannot be appealed to for punctuation,
as they have none; but Tatian, ‘Ad. Gr.,
Irenmus very frequently (Tregelles cites six
passages), Tertullian, Eusebius, and others
place the point after o08¢ é&. The ‘“modern
stopping,” to use Canon Westcott's phrase,
was adopted by the school of Antioch, who
wished to make it clear that the Holy Spirit
was not included among the wdvra. Chrysos-
tom says that he will not put the stop at o3¢
€, as the heretics do, who say, “¢ That which
hath become in bim was life,’ wishing to
speak of the Holy Spirit as & xrlopa.” This
passage seems to show that Chrysostom
attributed the punctuation in question to
the heretics. He does not admit that the
Leretics could prove the reference to the
Holy Spirit, even if the punctuation was the
trueone. The quotation made from Epipha-
nius, ¢ Ancoratus,’ c. 1xxiv. and 1xxv., shows
quite as much for the common punctuation.
Lachmann and Tregelles led the way in this
inlerpretation, and Dr. Moulton agrees with
Dr. Westcott in adopting it. Liicke re-
cognized the antiquity of the punctuation,
but found great difficulty in the construction.
He did not think that of3¢ & is weakened
by the & -yéyorer, and says, justly, that the
anthor counld not have intended to say,  that
that which had come into existence was the
Life or Light of the world.” He thought
that the reassertion of the creative force of
the Logos, a8 subject of the following sen-
tence, would have been expressed by o repe-
tition of the 3/ avroi. Moreover, he urgen
that, though John uses the form +yevéodas éx
and elvui ey, he never uses yevéoba: v in this
sense, and he decides against the punctua-
tion which makes § yéyover the subject of
the next sentence. In this he has been
confirmed by Godet, Luthardt, Meyer, Lange,
M‘LeBll%n, Alford, Tischendorf (8th edit.),
and R.T,
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and Hort have introduced into the fext;
but R.T. bas coincided with T.R. Dr.
Weslcott has an claborate note affirming
the deep thought involved in the “ancient
punctuation,” to the effect that the 8 yévye-
vev refers, not morely to the original creation,
éyévero, but to the continued existence of
that which*has come into being. Of this, it
is eaid, it derives its life, haa its life in the
Logos, and that this idea is expressed in a
profounder way than by saying &xe: (why;
that it was life (before it was called into
being, or became) ¢n kim. This profound
and mysterious statement is affirmed by Dr.
Moulton and Dr. Westcott to find different
but clear expression in Rev. iv. 11, 4 Thou
art worthy, our Lord and our God, to receive
glory, etc.; for thou didst create all things,
and for thy pleasure they were [foav, the
reading preferred by Tischendorf (8th edit.)
and Westcott and Hort, instead of eloy, ¢ they
are’]and were created.” Dr. Westcott thinks
that ¢“life’” here represents *“the Divine
element in creation, that in virtue of which
things ‘are’ each anccording to the fulness of
its being” What has been created repre-
sents the eternal thought, the life that it had
in the Logos before tue world was. Unless
one were compelled to take this thought by
the exigencies of the textual oriticism, we
should hesitate to affirm that this can be the
author’s intention. To us the common pune-
tuation is far more satisfactory in meaning :
Apart from him there ecame into existence
not one thing which has come <nto ezistence.
This, in ils grand comprehensiveness and
individualizing of every molecule and every
force, brings the mind of the reader down
from eternity to time, from the creation to
the preservation and providence of the
world, and it prepares the way for the great
assertion of the following verse.

Ver. 4.—(a) The Life, and therefore incla-
sive of the fact that the Logos always has
been and now is (b) the Light of men. In
him was! life. ‘Life” in all its fulness
of meaning—that grand addition to things
which confers upon them all their signifi-
cance for men. There is one impassable
chasm which neither history, nor science, nor
philosophy can span, viz. that between
nothing and something. The evangelist
has found the only possible method of facing
it—Dby the conception of One who from eter-
nity has within himself the potency of the
transition. There is another impassable
chasm in thought—that between non-living

! The reading éor{v is o very ancient inter-
pretative gloss, introduced by Tischendorf
(Bth edit.) into the text, on the authority of
R, D, a codex known to Origen, a, b, ¢, but not
gopted by Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, or

T.

atomsand living energiesnnd individualities.
The aagertion now is that life, (w9, with all
its manifestations and in all its regions ; that
the life of plant, tree, and animal, the life of
man, of society, and of worlds as such; that
the life of the body, soul, and spirit, the life
transitory and the life eternal ((w% aidvios),
was in the Logos, “ who was God and in the
beginning with God” Elsewhere in the
Gospel Jesus said that “as the Father had
life in himself, 8o he gave to the Son to have
life in himself” (ch. v. 26); 7.e. he eommuni-
cated to the Son his own Divine self-depend-
ence. The Gospel, however, lays the greatest
emphasis on the life-giving powers of the
Christ asincarnate Logos. The healing of the
impotent man (ch. v.), the raising of the dead
Lazarus (ch. xi.), are chosen proofs of his
life-giving energy. His claim (ch. x.) to
retake the life that he would voluntarily
relinquish, and the august majesty with
which, in his resurrection-life (ch. xx., xxi.),
he proclaimed his absolute and final victory
over death, constitute the reasons which in-
duced the evangelist to lay down at the very
outset that in the Logns was life. Life, in
all its energies, past, present, and future, is
an outcome,an eflnence, of the Eternal Word.
And the life was (and is) the light of men
Observe, it is not said here that physiecal life
is & consequence or issue of the solar beam,
or of the Word which in the beginning called
light out of darkmess. All the religious
systems of the East and all modern sciences
agTee to extol and all but worship the light-
force, with all that seems so inseparably asso-
ciated with it. The evangelist was reaching
after something far more momentous even
than that dogma of ancient faith and modern
science. He 13 not speaking of * the light of
the sun,” but of “ the light of men.” What-
ever this illumination may include, John
does not refer it directly to the Logos, but to
the life which is “ in him.” *“The light of
men” has been differently conceived by ex-
positors. Calvin supposed that the “ under-
standing™ was intended—* that the life of
men was not of an ordinary description, but
waos united to the light of understanding,”
and is that by which man is differentiated
from animals. Hengstenberg regards it, in
consequence of numerous associations of
“light” with “salvation” in Holy Scripture,
as equivalent to salvation; Luthardt with
“holiness; ” and many with the “eternal
life,” which would introduce great tautology.
The context is our best guide. This light is
said to be the veritable light which lighteth
every man, and to be shining into darkness.
Consequently, to make it the complex of all
the gracious processes which beautify the
renewed soul is to hurry on faster than the
apostle, and to anticipate the evolution of
his thought. *The light of men” seems to
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be the faculty or condition, the inward and
outward means, by which men know God.
“The light of men” is the oconscience and
reason, the eve of the soul by which the
human race comes into contact with truth
and right and beauty. The perfections of
God answering to these functions of the soul
are not, and were never, manifested in mere
matter or force. Until we survey the opera-
tions of God in life we have no hint of
either. The lower forms of life in plant or
animel may reveal the wisdom avd benefi-
cence and beauty of the Logos, and so far
some light shines upon man; but even these
have never been adequately appreciated until
the life of man himself comes into view, then
the Divine perfections of righteousness and
moral loveliness break upon the eye of the
soul. In the life of conscience and reason a
higher and more revesaling light is made to
shine upon man, upon his origin, upon his
Divine image, upon his destiny. In the
spiritual life which has been superinduced
upon the life of the conscience and of the
flesh, there is the highest light, the brightest
and wermest and most potent rays of the
whole spectrum of Divine illumination.
“ The life ” which was ¢n the Logos « was,”
has always been, is now, will ever be, “the
light of men.” The plurel, “of men” (vav
&rBpdrmov), justifies this larger and sweeping
generalization. The two “imperfects ” (3»)
placing the process in the past donot compel
us to limit the operation to the past or ideal
sphere. They assert what was “in the be-
ginning,” and which can never cease to be;
but they partly imply further eonsequences,
which the actual condition of man has
introduced.

Ver. 5. — (3) The antagonism beltween
light and darkness. The highest manifesta-
tion and proof of the following statement
will be found in that great entrance of the
Eternal Logos into human life which will
shed the most complete ray of Divine light
upon men; but before that great event,
during its occurrence, and ever since, f.e.
throughout all times and nations, the light
shineth in the darkmess. Many expositors,
like Godet, after loug wavering and ponder-
ing, resolve this expreesion into a distinet
epitome of the effect of the Incarnation, the
highest manifestation of the light in the
theanthropic life, and hesitate to see any
reference to the shining of the light upon
the darkness of humanity or of the heathen
world. They do this on the ground that
there is mo confirmation or illustration of
this idea in John’s Gospel. However, let
the following parallels and expositions of
this thought be considered. Our Lord dis-
criminates between those who “hate the
light" and “those who do the truth and
come to the light” (ch. iii. 21). He delights

in those whom the Fatlier has given to him,
and who come to him (ch. vi. 37). He speaks
of “ other sheep which are not of this fold,
who hear his voice” (ch. x. 16). He tells
Pilate that ¢ every one who is of the truth
henreth my voico * (ch. xviii. 37). In solitary
address to the Father (ch. xvii. G), he snys,
“Thine they were, and thou gavest them
me.” In all these passages abundant
hint is given of a direct treantment of souls
antecedent to, or rather irrespective of,
the special grace of Christ’s earthly mani-
festation. This passage, so far, in the wide
embrace of its meaning, asserts that the light
here taken as the effluence of the life itself,
perpetually, for ever, shineth (¢alve, mot
¢pwri{e))—pours forth its radiance by its own
essential necessity into the ¢ darkness.”
* Darkuness ” and * light " are metaphors for
moral conditions. Though there is a “ light
of men ” which is the result of the meeting
of man’s eapacity with Divine revelation,
yet, for the most part, there is a terrible
antagonism, a fearful negative, & veritable
oppasition to the light, a blinding of the
eye of the soul to the clearest beam of
heavenly wisdom, righteousness, and truth.
Light has a battle to fight, both with the
circumstances and the faculties of men. The
ancient light which broke over the childhood
of Lumanity, the brighter beams which fell
on consciences irradiated and educated by a
thousand ministries, the light which was
focnsed in the incarnate Logos and diffused
in all the “entrance of the Divine Word ”
into the heart of men, have all and always
this solemn contingency to encounter—* The
light ehineth in the darkness.” And the
darkness apprehended it mot. This word
translated “ apprehended” (xaréraBe) has, in
New Testament Greek, undoubtedly the
sense of “laying hold with evil intent,”
“overtaking” (ch. xii. 35; 1 Thess. v. 4;
Mark ix. 18), “suppressing” (Lange), *over-
coming ”’ (Westcott and Moulton); and a fine
sense would arise from this passage if it
means that, while the light shone into the
darkness, it did not scatter it, but, on the
other hand, neither did the darkness sup-
press or absorb and neutralize the light.
Certainly the darkness was disastrous, tragi-
cal, prolonged, but not triumphant, even in
the gloomiest moments of the pre-Incarnation
period, even in the darkest hour and place
of savage persecution, even in the time of
outrage, superstitious impenetrability, or
moral collapse. Thero are, however, two
classes of difficulty in this interpretation.
(1) KararauBdvw is in LXX, used for 2'wn,
a2, and Kyp, and in many places in the
New Testament has its ordinary classical
sense, * lay hold of,” *apprehend,” * compre-
bend,” “understand,” *“‘come to know,”
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{ntclligo, and cognosco (Eph. iii. 18), though
in this latter sense it is mostly used in the
middlo voice. (2) When tho apostle,in greater
detail and more immediate reference to the
individuel illustrations he gives of the rela-
tion of the darkness to tho light, says in
vera. 10, 11, 'O xéouos abrdy obx éyvw, and Of
Y8101 abrdv ol mapéraBov; though slightly
different words are used, yet the return upon
the thought in these parallel sentences is too
obvious to be overlooked. The non-suscep-
tibility of the darkness, tho positive resist-
ance it malkes to the action of light, finds its
strongest illustration in the more deflned
regions and narrower sphere of the coming
of the Logos to the world, and in his special
mission to his own people. In this view
Alford, Bengel, Sohaff, Godet, Luthardt,
Tholuck, Meyer, Ewald, coincide, though
the suggestion of Origen and Chrysostom,
and in later years of Schulthess, Westcott,
etc., has been powerfully urged. The broad,
general fact is stated, not excluding the
exceptions on which the evangelist himself
afterwards enlarges, If the darkmess had
“apprehended ” thelight, it would no more
be darkness. The melancholy fact is that
the corruption in the world has been, for the
most part, impervious to the light alike of
nature, of life, of conscience, and even of
revelation. Hence, says Bengel, « the occa-
gion for the Incarnation.” This is exaggera-
tion, because the whole record of the incarnate
Word is & continuous story of the resistance
of the darkness to the light.

Vers. 6—13.—(4) The general manifesta-
tion of the revealing Logos.

Vers. 6—8.—(a) The prophetic dispensa-
tion.

Ver. 6.—There was 2 man, sent from (wapa
©@eov) God, whose name was John. Obaserve
the contrast between the &yévero of John's
appearance and the #v of the Logos, be-
tween the “man’ John sent from God and
the (AOT'OZ ZAPE ETENETO) “ Word became
flesh” of ver. 14. At this point the evan-
gelist touches on the temporal mission and
effulgence of the true Light in the Incarna-
tion ; yet this paragraph deals with far more
general characteristics and wider ranges of
thought than the earthly ministry of Christ
on which he is about to enlarge. First of
all, he deals with the testimony of John in
its widest sense; afterwards he enlarges
upon it in its striking detail. Consequently,
we think that “the man,” * John,” is, when
first introduced, referred to in his repre-
sentative ¢haraoter rather than his historical
position. The teaching of the prophets and
synoptists shows that “John” was rather
the exponent of the old covenant than the
harbinger of the new. He was the embodi-
ment of the idea of prophet, priest, and
ascetio of the patriarchal, Mosaic, and latest

Hebraic revelation. He was “more than a
prophet” No one greater then he had
ever been born of woman, and his functions
in these several particulars are strongly
impressed upon that disciple who here
loses his own individuality in the strength
of his Master's teaching, Through this
very “man sent from God” the apostle had
been prepared to see and personally receive
the Logos incarnate. IHis personality
gathered up for our author all that there
was in the past of definite revelation, while
Jesus filled up all the present and the
future. First of all, he treats the mission
of the Baptist as representative of all that
wonderful past.

Ver. 7.—This men ecame (historie, fr8¢)
for witness, that he might bear witness
oonoerning the Light. The entire pre-
phetic dispensation is thus characterized.
That which the Baptist did, Malachi, Isaiah,
Elijah, Hosea, Moses, had done in their day.
He came, and by penetrating insight and
burning word, by flashes of moral revelation
and intense earnestness, “ bare witness con-
cerning the Light” which was ever shining
into the darkmess. His aim and theirs was
to prevent the forces of darkness from sup-
pressing or absorbing the light. He came
to sting the apathy and disturb the self-
complacency of the darkness. He came to
interpret the fact of the Light which waa
shining but not apprehended; and so did
all the prophetic ministry of which he was
the latest and most illustrious exponent.
He came to assert the meaning for man of
all God’s perfections; to call conscience
from its death-sleep; to draw distinctions of
tremendous significance between moral and
ceremonial obedience; to exalt obedience
above sacrifice, and works meet for repent-
ance above Abrahamic privilege; to warn
by lurid threatenings of a fiery wrath and
8 terrible curse which would fall on the
disobedient, though consecrated, people. In
this he was but the last of a goodly fellow-
ship of prophets who bore witness to the
Light of life which had its being in the
Eternal Logos of God. He caume, as they
all had come, with a view of producing
results far greater than, as a matter of tfact,
they have actually achieved. He came to
bear such testimony that all through him,
i.e. by the force of his appeal or by the
fierce glow thus cast upon the perils and
follies of the hour, might believe—might
realize the full significance of the Light
which they had hitherto refused to accept.
The greatness of this expectation corre-
sponds with the hope which the ministry
of Jesus failed also to realize (Matt. xi.
9—14). The splendid ministry of this
“burning and shining lamp” might, it
would seem, have brought all lsrael ta
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ncknowledge Christ as the Light of the
world; but “thc darkness apprehended it
not.” The cutire prophetic dispensation,
the testimony which the priestly services
and sacrifices bore to the evil of sin and to
the awfulness of righteousness, as woll as
the condemnation of the follies and pleasures
of the world, involved in John the Baptist’s
ascctic profession, might have roused all
Israel to believe in the Light. He gathered
together all the foroes of the Mosaic, pro-
phetie, Levitical, Essenic ministries to bear
on the people. Everything that Law could
do was done to reveal the Light: but “all”
did not believe, for “the darkness appre-
hended it not.”

Ver. 8.—A solemn warning is given,
which for ever discriminates the ministry
of man from the eternal ministry of the
Logos. He (John, and with him all the
prophetic, Levitical, ascetic teachers in all
ages) was not the Light, but [he was or came]
that he might bear witness of the Light.
The tva depends upon some unexpressed
verbal thought; foreveninthe passages where
it stands alone (ch. ix. 3; xiii. 18; xiv. 31;
xv. 25) the reference is not obscure to some
pre-existing or involved verb. The distine-
tion here drawn between John and the Light
is thought by some expositors to point to the
condition of the Ephesian Church, in the
neighbourhood of which there still lingered
some who placed John in even a higher
position than that aecorded to Jesus (Acts
xix. 3, 4); but the teaching of the evan-
gelist is far more comprehensive than this.
The Light of men has higher source and
wider range of operation than thet of any
prophetic man. All that he, that eny seer
whatsocver can do, is to bear witness to it.
The prophets, from Moses to John, derived
ell their power, their sanction, and the corro-
boration of their message, from the Logos-
light shining through conscience and blaziog
through providential events and burning
up the stubble of human action with un-
guenchable fire. The prophets are not the
light of God; they are sent to bear witness
to it.

Ver. 9.—(b) The dlumination of the arche-
typal Light before incarnation. There are
at least three grammatical translations of
this verse. Either (1), with Meyer, we may
give to #v the complete sense of existence,
presence, and inclade in it the full predicate
of the sentence; thus: ¢ Existing, present
(when John commenced his ministry), was
the veritable Light which enlighteneth every
man coming into the world” But the
clauee, ¢ coming into the world,” would here
not only be superfluous, but moreover, while
used elsewhere and often of Christ’s incar-
nation, is never used of ordinary birth in
the Bcriptures, though it is a rabbinical

oxpression. (2) Lange, Moulton, Westcott,
Godet, applying the epxduevor els Tdv xéauov
to tho light rather than to man, translate it,
“That was tho truo Light whioh lighteth
every man, by coming into the world, or that
cometh into tho world.”” The difficulty of
this is that it makes the coming into tho
world, in some new sense, tho occasion of
the illumination of every man, although the
evangelist has already spoken gver. 4) of
the Life which is the Light of men. A
third method is to make the &pxduevo eis Tov
xéouov the true predicate of the sentence,
ond translate thus: The veritable Light which
illumines every man was ocoming (ever
coming) into the world ; ! and there is a sense
and manner of his coming which transcends
all others, about which he is to speak at
length. Thic might receive another mean-
ing if #v épxduevov were equivalent to fade;
then a positive reference would here be
made to the historic fact of the Incarnation.
But it seems to me the evangelist is
drawing a contrast between the continuous
coming into the world of the veritable Light
and the specific Incarnation of ver. 14. Con-
sequently, the author here travels over and
connotes a wider theme, namely, the opera-
tion of that archetypal Light, that veritable
Light which differs from all mere reflections
of it, or imitations of it, or luminous testi-
monies to it. The difference between &Anf4s
and aAnfivds is important. AAnf4s is used
in ch. iii. 33 and v. 31, and very often to denote
the true in opposition to the false, the ve-
racious as distinct from the deceptive.
*AAnOwds is used in the Gospel (ch. iv.
23,37; vi. 32; vii. 28; xv. 1; xvii. 8), First
Epistle (v. 20), and Apocalypse (iii. 7), and
hardly anywhere else (see Introduction), for
the real as opposed to the phenomenal, the
archetypal as opposed to the various em-
bodiments of it, the veritable as distinct
from that which does not answer to its own
ideal. Now, about this veritable light, in
addition to all that has been said already,
two things are declared. (1) It illumines
every man, giveth light to every individual
man, in all time. Though the darkness ap-
prebendeth it not, yet man is illumined by
it. Various interpretations have been given
of the method or conditions of this illumi-
nation. (@) The light of the reason and
conscience —the higher reason, which is the
real eye for heavenly light, and the sphere
for the operation of grace. This would make
the highest intellectual faculty of man o
direct effulgence of the archetypal Light, and
confirm the poet Wordsworth’s definition
of conscience as “ God's most intimate pre-

! This is one of the passages which Hip~
polytus tells us that Basilides quoted from
John (* Rlefut. Heer.,’ vii. 22).
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sence in tho world.,” (b) The inner light
of the inystical writers, and the * common
grace” of the Remonstrant theology. Or
(o) the Divine instruction bestowed on every
man from the universal manifostation of
the Logos-lifo. No man is left without
somo dircet communication of light from
the Father of lights, That light may be

uenchcd, the eye of the soul may be blinded,
the folly of the world may obscure it as a
cloud disperses the direct rays of the sun;
but a fundamental fact rcmains—the veri-
table Light illumines every man. Then (2)
it is further declared that this Light was
ever coming into the world. Bengel and
Hengstenberg, as Lange and Baumgarten-
Crusius, regard it as in the purely historic
sense, deelaratory of the great fact of the In-
carnation. But Ewald, Keim, Westcott, and
others decide that it refers to his continual
coming into the world. Up to the time of
the Incarnation, the great theme of the
grrophets is (6 &xduevos) the Coming One.

or can we conceal the wmumberless assur-
ances of the old covenant that the Lord of
men was always “coming,” and did come,
to them. At one time he came in judgment,
and at another time in mercy; now by world-
wido convulsions, then by the fall of em-
pircs; again by the sense of need, of guilt
and peril, by the bow of promise which
often broke in beauty on the retreating
storm-cloud, by the mighty working of con-
science, by the sense given to men of their
Divine relationships and their dearness to
God,—by all these experiences he has ever
been coming, and ke cometh still. Ever since
the coming in the flesh and the subsequent
cessation of that manifestation, he has ever
been coming in the grace of the Holy
Spirit, in all the mission of the Comforter,
in the fall of the theocratic system and city,
in the great persecutions and deliverances,
the chastisements and reformatious, the
judgments and revivals of his Church. The
eternal, veritable Light which does, by its
universal shining, illumine every iman, is
still coming. The cry, “He is coming,”
was the language of the noblest of heathen
philosophies; *“He is coming,” is the burden
of the Old Testament; **He is coming
again,” is the great under-song of the
Church to the end of time: “Even so, come,
Lord Jesus.”

Vera, 10, 11.—(¢) The twofold effect of
the pre-Incarnation ackivity in the elected
nation and individuals. The highest ex-
pression of this truth was seen in the unique
“coming” of which the ovangelist had
been the spectetor and witness; but the
words cannot be limited to it—they stretch
back to the beginning of the ercation of the
world and on to the final consummation.
They cxplain or divide the solemn theme

of the previous announcement into two re-
lated proofs of the fact that the Light which
illumines every man shineth in darkness,
and that the darkness apprehendeth it not.
Ver. 10.—Of him who was evermore com-
ing into the world, it is said, In the world
he was, and the world was made (came into
being) through him, and the world recog-
nized him not, The xdouos is a term speci-
ally used by $St. John to denote the ordered
whole of the universe, viewed apart from
God (sce Introduction). Sometimes this is
emphasized by the pronoun, * This world,”
when it is contrasted with the higher and
heavenly “ order ” to which the Lord’s per-
sonality belonged, both before and after this
manifestation in the flesh. From being thus
the seene of ordered existence apart from
God, it rapidly moves into the organized
resistance to the will of God, and therefore
it often denotes humanity taken as a whole
apart from God and grace. It may be the
object of the Divine love and compassion
(ch. iii. 16), while the redemption and
deliverance of the world from sin is the
great end of the ministry and work of Jesus
(ver. 29); but throughout this gospel “the
world ” is the synonym of the adverse power
and order of humanity, until it is illumined,
regenerated, by the Spirit of God. The
world here signifies humanity and its dwell-
ing-place, considered apart from the changes
wrought in any part of it by grace. The
three assertions concerning the world drop
the imagery of light and life, and by their
emphatic concatenation, without the assist-
ance of a Greek particle, tell the tragic
story of human departure from God. Thus
only can the mystery of the previous verses
be explained. At the very forefront of the
argument of the Gospel is put a statement
which concedes the strange perplexity of
the rejection of the incarnate Logos. Not
only does the entire narrative illustrate the
awful fact, strange and inconceivable as
such an idea appears when baldly stated,
but the author generalizes the antipathy
between the Logos and the world into a
more comprehensive, damning, and yet un-
deniable, proposition. From the beginning,
though the world came into being through
the Logos, though he was in the world, in
every atom of matter, in every vibration of
force, in every energy of life, yet the world,
notwithstanding all 1ts power of recognizing
the fact, yet the world, as concentrated in an
antagonistio humanity, déd not come to know
him fully (¥yvw). Thisis the lesson we learn
from all the melancholy and tragic perver-
sions of his glorious perfections which every
heathenism and every cultus, and even every
philosophy, has perpetrated. St. Paul says
preocisely the same thing: “The world by
wisdom knew not God” (see also Rom. L



14 THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

[cn. 1. 1—B81.

19—22, which might be taken as an inspired
commentary on the whole passage). And
the awful etatement is etill, with reference
to the majority of men, true, that *the
world knoweth not God. neither the Father,
nor the Word, nor the Holy Ghost.”

Ver. 11.—It is Dot without interest that
the ideas contained in these verses did not
need & second century to evolve them; they
were current in Paul’s letters, a hundred
years before the date assigned by some to
this Gospel. Here the question arises—Has
no more direct approach been made to onr
race than that which is common to every
man? Undoubtedly the whole theocratic
dispensation would be ignored if this were
not the case—and consequently the evan-
gelist continues the recital of the peculi-
aritics and specialties of the approach of the
Yogos to the human understanding. He
ocame unto his own possession (eis 74 Bia).
Here all expositors agree to see the special
manifestation of the Logos to the house of
Israel, which is called in numerous passages
of the Old Testament, God’s own possession
(Exod. xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6; Ps. cxsxv. 4;
Tsa. xxxi. 9). And his own (people) received
him not (mapéraBor; cf. xaréraBer of ver. 4,
and &yvw of ver. 10). Here, again, the most
astonishing, direct and prominent illustra-
tion of such a statement is seen in the his-
toric ministry of the Lord Jesus, in the
terrible record of his rejection by his own
people, by his own disciples, by the theo-
cratic chiefs, by the assembled Sanhedrin,
by the very populace to whom Pilate ap-

ealed to save him from murderous fury.
%ut 1the significance of the prologue is to
my mind missed, if the earlier agelong re-
jection of the ministry, and light of the
Logos, nay, the perpetual and awful treat-
ment which he continuslly receives frora
“his own possession,” be not perceived
There was a Divine and special sense in
which the perpetual coming of the Logos to
the world was emphasized by his gracious
self-manifestations to the people of Israel.
The great Neme of Jehovah, the Angel of
the presence, the manifestations to Abraham,
to Moses, to David, to Elijab, to Iseiah, and
Ezekiel ; the Shechinah-glories, the whole
ministry of grace to the house of Israel, was
8 perpetual coming to his own peculiar pos-
session; but yet the sum total of their his-
tory is & continuous repudistion and lapse.
They rejected the Lord, they fell in the
wilderness, they were turned unto other
gods, they went a-whoring after their own
inventions. They knew not that God had
hesled them. The great things of his Law
were accounted strange things to them
(compare Stephen's apology for an elaborate
exposition of this thought). The same kind
of treatment has continually been given by

the world, and even by those who have
boasted of standing in the epeocinl lines of
his grace. This suggestion cannot be fully
expanded hero. Chrysostom ¢n loeo calls
much attention to the argument of tho Epistle
to Romans (ii. 12; ix. 30, 32; x. 8, 12).
Vers. 12, 13. — But before the apostle
advances to the central statement of the
entire proem, he stops to show that, though
the whole world, though man as an organ-
ized mass, though Israel as a favoured and
seleoted theocracy, have refused to know and
confess his supreme claims, yet there has
always been an clection of grace. All have
not perished in their unbelief. Some have
received him. The twelfth and thirteenth
verses do, indeed, in their full meaping,
refer unmistaknbly to the entire ministry of
the living Christ to the end of time; but
surely every word of it applies primarily
(though not exelusively) to the whole pre-
vious pleadings of the Light and Life—to
the ministry of the pre-existing and eternal
Logos, and to the privileges and possibilities
consequent thereupon. As many as received
him.! This phrase is subsequently explained
as being identical with ‘‘believed in his
Name.” The simple verb &AaBov is less
definite than are its compounds with xd7a
and mapd, used in the previous verses (5,
11). The acceptaence is a positive idea, is
broader, more manifold, less restricted as to
manner of operation, than the megative re-
jection which took sharp end decisive form.
The construction is irregular. We have a
nominativus pendens followed by a clause
in the dative; as much as if he had writ-
ten, “There are, notwithstanding ell the
rejections, those who received him.” To
these, the evangelist says, however many
or few they may be, who belisve in his
Name, he—the subject of the previous sen-
tence—gave the authority and capability of
becoming ohildren of God. Believing in
his Name is discriminated from believing
him. The construction occurs thirty-five
times in the Gospel, and three times in the
First Epistle—and the Name here especially
present to the writer is tho Logos, th full
revelation of the essence, character, and ac-
tivity,of God. John, writing in the close of
his life, surveys a glorious company of indi-
viduals who, by realizing as true the sum of
all the perfections of the manifested Word,
by believing in his Name, have also received
a8 a gift the sense of such uaion to the Son
of God that they become alive to the fact
that they too are the offspring of God. This
realization of the Divine fatherhood, which
had been so obscure before, is itself the

! Tregelles introduced &v, after #\afSoy,
but it was before he bad seen a collation of
Bor
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origination within them of filinl feeling.
Tbus o new life is begotten and supervenes
upon the old life. This new life is & new
humanity within the bosom or womb of the
old, and so it corresponds with the Pauline
doctrine of new orention and of resurrection.
’Efovsla is more than opportunity, and less
than (8évauis) power; it is rightful claim
(which is iteelf the gift of God) to become
what thcy were not before, seeing that a
Divine generation has begotten them again.
They are born from obove. The Spirit of
the Son has passed into them, and they cry,
“ Abba, Father.”” This Divine begetting is
still further explained and differentiated
from ordinary human life. The writer dis-
tinctly repudiates the idea that the con-
dition he speaks of is a consequence of
simple birth into this world. This is done
in & very emphatic manner (of here in the
masculine, is the well-known constructio ad
sensum, and refers to rékva @cov). Who were
begotten from God, not from (or, of) blood.
(The plural word aiudrwy has been variously
rendered by expositors: Augustine regard-
ing it as a reference to the blending of the
blood of both sexes in ordinary generation ;
Meyer, as not different from the singular in
meaning, giving numerous passages in the
classics where this or an equivalent usage
of the plural for the singular occurs. The
suggestion of Moulton is more satisfactory—
that it points to pride of race, common
enough in Israel, but uot peculiar to Jews.)
John repudiates for this “generation” any
connection with mere hereditary privilege.
No twice-born Brahmin, no dignificd race,
no descendant of Abraham, can claim. it as
such, and the writer further discriminates
it, as though he would leave no loophole for
escape : Nor yet from the will of the flesh,
nor even from the will of the man (awvdpds
not avdpdmwov). BSome, very erroneously, bave
sapposed that *the flesh” here refers to
“woman” in coutraedistinction to “man,” and
numerous efforts have been made to point
out the threefold distinction. The simplest
and most obvious interpretation is that
“the will of the flesh” here means the
human process of generation on its lower
side, and ** the will of the man " the higher
purposes of the nobler side of human nature,
which lead to the same end. Special dig-
nity is conferred by being the son of a special
father; but however honoured such might
be, as in the case of an Abraham, a David, a
Zacharias, such paternity has nothing to do
with the sonship of which the evangelist is
thinking. Doubtless this triumphant new be-
ginning of humanity ean only be found in the
full revelation of the name of the incarnate
Logos ; but surely the primary application
of the passage is to tbe fact that, notwith-
standing the stiff-necked rejection of the

Logos by the peculiar possession and people
of his love, there were, from Abraham to
Malochi and to John the Baptist, those
who did recognize the Light and live in the
lov'glof God. __The author of Ps. xvi., xvii.,
xxiii., xxv., ciii., cxix., and a multitude be-
yond ealculation, discerned and received
him, walked in the light of the Lord, wers
kept in perfect peace, found in the Lord
their most exceeding joy. “Like as a
father pitieth his children, so the Lord
pitied them.” He nourished and brought
up children, and to the extent to which
they appreciated his holy Name they therein
received as a gift the capability and claim
to call him their Father. This was not a
question of human fatherhood or hereditary
privilege at all, but of gracious exchanges of
affection between these children of his love
and the Eternal, who had fashioned them
in his image and regenerated them by his
Holy Spirit. To restrict any element of
this passage to conscious faith in the Christ
is to repudiate the activity of the Logos and
Spirit before the Incarnation, and almost
compels & Sahellian interpretation of the
Godhead. Even now ‘the grandeur of the
biblical doctrine of the Trinity—a doctrine
which treats these relations as eternal and
universal—compels us to believe that when-
ever among the sons of men there is a soul
which receives the Logos in this light, z.e.
apart from the special revelation of the
Logos in the flesh, to such a one he gives
the capacity and claim of sonship. .John
certainly could not mean to imply that there
had never been a regenerated soul until he
and his fellow-disciples accepted their Lord.
Up to this point in his argument he has
been disclosing the universal and the special
operations of the Logos who in the begin-
ning was with God and was God, the Source
of all life, the Giver of all light, the veri-
table Light which shines upon every man,
which ‘does more even than that—which
made a long-continued series of approaches
to his own specially instrueted and prepared
people. Prophecy all through the ages has
had a wondrous function to bear witness to
the reality of this Light, that all might be-
lieve in it, that all might become sons by
faith; but, alas! darkness, prejudice, de-
pravity, corruption—*darkness” did not
apprehend the nature, name, or mystery of
love. And so he proceeds to describe the
greatest, the most surprising, supreme energy
of the Eternal Logos —that which iliustrates,
confirms, brings into the most forcible relief,
the nature of his personality, and the extent
of the obligation under which he has placed
the human race; and proves in the most
irresistible way, not only the character and
nature of God, but the actual condition of
bhumanity. The great extent of the litera-
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ture and the imporing ocontroversies which
have accumulated over the entirely uniquo
sentence thai here follows render any troat-
ment of it difficult. A volume rather than
s page or two is required to exhibit the
significance of & verse which is probably the
most important ocollocation of words ever
made.

Ver. 14.—(5) The tnearnation of the Logos.
And the Logos beoame flesh. The xal has
been variously expanded, some giving it the
force of “ then” or “therefore,” as though
John was now resuming the entire argument
from the beginning; others the sense of
“for,” as though the apostle nceded to
introduce & reason or justification for what
had been said in vers. 12,13. It is enough
to regard the wxal as & simple copula, after
the same manner in which it 1s used in
vers. 1, 4, 5. 10, introducing by it a new
and suggestive truth or fact which must be
added to what has gone before, qualifying,
illumining, illustrating, consummating all
previous representations of the activity and
functions of the Eternal Logos. Meyer,
rejecting all the explicative modifications
of the copula, pearly approaches the
emphasis which Godet wonld lay upon it,
by saving, “ Jobn cannot refrain from ex-
pressing the how of that appearing which
had such blessed results (vers. 12, 13), and
which he had himself experienced.” The
circumstance that in this verse the author
goes back to the verbal use of the great
term 6 Adyos suggests rather the fact that
the fourteenth verse follows directly upon
the stupendous definitions of ver. 1, and
indicates a powerful antithesis to the several
clauses of that opening sentence. The
Logos which was in the beginning has now
become ; the Logos which was God became
Slesh ; the Logos that was with God has set
up his tabernacle among us. If so, the xal
does suggest a parenthetical treatment of
vers. 2—13, every clause of which has been
necessary to prepare the reader for the vast
announcement which is here made. Various
things, relations, and powers have been
asserted with reference to the Logos. All
things became through him; not a single
exception is allowed. Not one thing can
be, or can have come into existence, inde-
pendently of him; yet he is not said in any
sense to lLave “become all things.” More
than that, the twofold form of the expres-
sion stringently repudiates the pantheistic
hypothesis. All life is eaid to be “in him,”
to have its being in his activity; yet he is
not eaid to have become life, as if the life-
principle were henceforth the mode of his
existence, or a state or condition into which
he passed, and so the emanation theories
of early Gnostics end of modern pantbeistic
evolutioniste are virtually set aside. *The

veritable Light which lighteth every man ™
is the illumination whioh the Life pours ong
the understanding and conscienco of meon,
to which all prophecy bears witness; but
he is not saiH to have become that light.-
Thus the incarnation of the Logos in every
man is most certainly foreign to the thought
of the apostle. Heo is said to have been:
“in the world ” which he made, yet in such
manifestalion and concealment that the
world as such did not apprehend the
wondrous presence; and he is said also to
have been continuully coming to his own
people *“in sundry times" and *divers
manners,” in prophetio visions and ongelic
and cven theanthropic form or fashion.
Elsewhere in this Gospel we hear that
Abraham “saw his day,” and Isaioh * beheld
his glory ;" butitis not said that he became,
i.e. entered into permanent and unalterable
relations with these theophanio glories.
Consequently, the deep self-conscious reali-
zation of the glory of his Name, enjoyed by -
greatest saints and sages of the past, was
but a faint adumbration of what John
declared he and others had had distinet
historical opportunity of seeing, hearing,
handling, of that Word of life which was
with the Father, and was manifested unto
us (1 John i. 1, 2). The statement of this
verse,however, is entirely, absolutely unique.
The thought is utterly new. Strauss tells '
us that the apostolic conception of Jesus
can have no historio validity, because it
represents a state of things which occurs no-
where else in history. This 78 ezactly whal
Christians contend for. He is in the deepest
sense absolutely umique in the history of
mankind. Moses, Isaiah, John the Baptist,
John the Apostle, Socrates, Buddha, Zoro-
aster, may have borne witness to the Light ;
but of not one of them can it be said, and
at least it was not said or even imagined by
St. John, the Logos became flesh in their
humanity. Yet this is what he did think
and say was the only explanation of the
glory of Jesus; this unspeakable relation
to the Eternal Logos was sustained by his
well-known Friend and Master. And the
Word was made flesh. Flesh (adpt, answer-
ing in the LXX. to -l3) is the term used to
denotethe whole of humanity, with prominent
reference to that part of it which is the
region of eensibility and visibility. The
word is more comprehensive than (sdua)
“ body,” which is often used as the antithesis
of vous, Yux#, and wvedua; for it is unques-
tionable that the conventional use of odpf,
and odpt xal alua, includes oftentimes both
soul and spirit—includes the whole of humen
constitution, yet that constitution considered
apart from God and grace, answering in
this way to xdéopos, The flesh is not neces-
earily connotative of gin, though the con-
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ditlons, the possibilities, the temptnbleness
of crented flnite nature are involved in it.!
It is nearly equivalent to saying #sfpwmos,
generic manhood, but it is more explicit
than such o dictum would have been. It
is not eaid that the Word became a man,
although ‘ became man " is the solemn and
suggestive form in which the great truth is
further expressed in the Nicmno-Constanti-
nopolitan'Creed.? * The Logos became flesh.”
Thus it answers to numerous expressions in
the Pauline Ipistles, which must have been
based in the middle of the first century on
the direct and well-preserved teachings of
our Lord himself (Rom. i. 3, I'evduevos xara
odpka; viil. 3, 'Ev duoidpar: caprds auaprias;
1 Tim. iii. 16, “Os épavepdOn &v gapxl; cf.
Phil. ii. 7; Heb. ii. 14; and above all
1 Jobn iv. 2, where Jesus Christ, the centre
of whose personality is the Logos, and is
there used in the most transcendent sense,
is there spoken of (év capri éanav@dre) as
having come in the flesh). Very early in
the Christological discussions, even so far
back as Praxeas whom Tertullian sought to
refute, and by Apollinaris tho younger, in
the fourth century, it was said that this
passage asserted that, though the Logos took
or became flesh, he did not become or take
upon himself the human »ois or mvedua, the
reasonable soul or spirit of man, but that the
Logos took the place in Jesus of the mind
or spirit. Apollinarisexplained, in vindica-
tion of his view, that thus Christ was neither
God nor man, but a blending of the two
naturesinto a new and third nature, neither
one nor the other. This view was stoutly
resisted by Athanasius and Basil, It
reappeared in the fifth century, in the form
of Eutychianism, to do duty against the two-
fold Christ of Nestorianism. The opponents
of Praxeas, Apollinaris, and Eutyches were
all fain to show that the Gospel of John
cails marked attention to the human soul of
Jesus (ch. xii. 27) and of his human spirit
(ch. xi. 33; xiii. 21; xix. 30), to say nothing
of Heb. v. 8, where “he learned obedience,”
eto. The flesh of Christ is constitutive and

! Dr. Jamieson, ‘Profound Problems in
Theology, Philosophy’ (1884), has laboured
hard, wilhout success, to identify *flesh”
with “sin,” pnd to regard this passage as
equivalent to “ He made him to be sin for
us,” eto. (cf. the Baird Lecture of Dr. Dick-
gon on St. Paul's use of the words * flesh”
and “spirit,” 1883).

2 In the original Oreed of Cssarea, the
basis of the Nicene Creed, we have sapkwdérra
only; in the earlier Oreed of Jerusalem
dvarfpwrhoavra was added, and both terms
are found in the Nicene, Constantinopolitan,
and Chalcedonian formul® (see F. Hort’s
¢+ T'wo Dissertations,’ pp. 188—150),

YOIIN,

Inclusive of his entire humanity. Flesh
iteelf is not human flesh without the human
Yux, nor can there be a human soul without
human spirit. The two terms are used
interchangenbly, and their functions are not
to be regarded asdifferent factors of humanity
8o much as different departments of human
activity, There is a complete humanity,
therefore, included in this term, not a
humanity destitute of one of its most charac-
teristic features. But the question arises—
What is meant by éyévero, * became,” * was
made” ? A considerable number of modern
Lutheran divines have laid such emphasis
on the «xévwois, the *“ emptying ” of his glory
on the part of him who was “in the form of
God,” that nothing short of an absolute
depotentiation of the Logos is supposed to
have occurred when “he was made flesh”
or “man.” Gessand Godet have pressed the
theory that the éyévero represents a com-
plete transubstantiation and metamorphosis.
Thus Logos had been God from eternity,
but now, in the greatness ol his humiliation,
he was no longer Logos at all, nor God, but
flesh ; so that during the time of the Incar-
naticn the Logos was absolutely concealed,
potential only, and that even a consciousness
of his eternity and the Divine powers were
all in absolute abeyance. This hypothesis,
on both its Divine and human side, appears
to us hopelessly unthinkable. If the Logos
was no longer Logos, and the Godhead thus
ineffably truncated, the very argument of
theapostle that in him was life and light, ete.,
must break down. The sources of life and
light must have been themselves in eclipse,
and God himself was no longer God. More-
over, the hypothetical obliteration of the
Logos would deprive the whole argument
of the apostle for the Divineness and God-
head of the Lord of its basis in fact. There
are many different forms in which this mean-
ing of the éyévero isurged, but they all break
to pieces npon the revelation of the self.
consciousness of Jesus Christ, the Divine
memories and awful centre of his personality,
in which the nature of the Godhead and the
perfect nature of manhood are blended in
one personality. Moreover, the éyévero does
not 1mply nnnihilation of the Adyos, or tran-
substantiation of Adyosinto cdpf. When the
woter was made (yeyevynuévoy) wine, the
water was not obliterated, but it took up by
the creative power of Christ other substances
into itself, constituting it wine. So when
the Adyos became ‘“flesh,” he took up
humanity withall its powers and conditions
into himself, constituting himself *the
Christ.” The question arises—Wherein waa
the humiliation and the kenosis, if the Logcs
throughout the incarnate life of Christ, as
o Person, possessed and exercised all his
Divine energies? The answer is, that, in
0
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taking human nature in its humbled, suffer-
ing, tempted form into eternal,absoluteunion
with himeelf, and by learning through that
human nature all that human nature is and
fears and needs, there is an infinite fulness of
self-humiliating love and sncrifice. Hypo-
atatio union of humanity with the Logos,
involving the Logos in the counditions of a
completc man, is au infinite humiliation, and
seeing that this involved the bitterest conflict
and sorrow, brought with it shame, agony,
and death, snch a stupendous fact is (we
believe) assumed to have taken place once
in historic time. It is far more than the
manifestation in the flesh of Jesus of the
Divine light and life. Such an hypothesis
would merely consider Jesus as one super-
ominent display of “the veritable Light
whioch lighteth every man,” whereas what
ie declared by St. John is that the Word
himself, after & new exercise of this infinite
potency, became flesh. We are not told how
this occurred. The fact of the supernatural
birth, as stated by the synoptic writers, is
their way of announcing a sublime secret,
of which John, who was in the confidence of
the mother of Jesue, gave a profounder
exposition. In such a fact and event we
see what St. Paul meant when he said that
in the depths of eternity the inflnity of
love did not consider the undimmed, un-
clouded. and unchangeable creative majesty
of equality with God to be a prize which
must never be relinquished, but emptied
himself, was made in the likeness of the
flesh of sin, and was found in fashion as
a man, There was now and for evermore
a part of his being in such organic union
with “flesh " that he could be born, could
learn, could be tempted, suffer from all
humen frailties and privations, die the death
of the cross. The phrase, moreover, implies
that the Incarnation was in its nature distinet
from the Docetic, angelic, transitory meni-
festations of the older revelation. In the
“Word ” becoming “ flesh ” both Word and
flesh remain side by side, and neither is the
first nor the second absorbed by the other,
and so Monophysitism is_repudiated, while
the statement of what the Word thus in-
carnate did, viz. * dwelt among us,” etc.,
cuts away the support of the Nestorian
division of the Divine and human natures;
inasmuch as what is said of the one nature
can be said of the other. To this we turn:
-« And the Word was made flesh, and set up
his tebernacle in our midst.” The use of
this picturesque word éowfvwoey points to
the tabernacle in the wilderness, in which
God dwelt (2 Sam. vii. 6; Ps. lxxviii, 67,
etg.), and to which reference is made in
Lev. xxvi. 11 nnd Ezelk xxxvii. 28. The
localization of Deity, the building a house
for the Lord whom the heaven of heuvens

counld not contain, was & wondrous aduinbra-
tion of the ultimate proof to be given, that,
though God was infinitely great, he was yet
capable of turning his glorious faoe upon
those who seekk him; though unspeakably
holy, awful, mejestio, omnipotent, he was
yet accessible and merciful and able to save
and sanctify his people. The glory of the
Lord was the central significance of the
tabernacle and temple worship. It wons
always assumed to ge present, even if in-
visible. The Targums in a great variety of
pessages substitute for tho *“glory of the
Lord,” which is a continuous element in the
history of the old covenant, the word “ She-
chinah,” “dwelling,” and use the term in
obvious referenee to the biblical use of the
verb o2, he dwelt, when describing the
Lord’s familiar and accessible sojourn with
his people. It is too much to say that John
here adopts the Aramaic phrase, or with
certainty refers to it. But éoxfrwoe recalls
the method by which Jehovah impressed
his prophets with his nearness, and came
veritably to his own possession. ¢ Now,”
says John, “the Word made flesh took
up his tabernacle in our rmdst.”” It
is not to be forgotten that John subse-
quently shows that Jesus identified his
body with ¢ the temple " of God (ch. ii. 19,
ete.). The “wus” represents the ground of
a personal experience which makes the
hypothesis of an Alexandrine origin for the
entire representation perfectly impossible.
The reference to the old covenant is made
more conspicuous: And we oontemplated his
glory. The 5dta corresponds with the visiblo
manifestations of the presence of Jehovah
under the Old Testament (Exod. xxiv. 17;
x1. 34; Acts vii. 2; Isa. vi. 3; Ezek. i. 28).
Dazzling light at the burning bush, in the
pillar of fire, on Mount Sinai, at the dedica-
tion of tabernacle and temple, etc., revealed
the awful fact of the Divine nearness. The
eye of believing men saw the real glory of
the Logos made flesh when he set up the
tabernacle of his humanity among us. It
does not follow that all eyes must have seen
what the eye of faith could see. The dark-
nese has resisted all the light, the world has
not kmown the Logos; the susceptibilities
of believing men enabled them to perceive
the glory of the Lord in regions and by a
mode of presentation to which unregenerate
men have not attained. The apostles saw
it in the absolute moral perfection of his
holiness and of his charity; of his grace and
truth. We con scarcely exclude here a
reference to the wondrous vision upon which
(as we learn from Matthew, Mark, Lulre)
John himself gazed on the Mountain of
Transfiguration, when the venerable symbol
of Light reappeared from within the person
of the Lord, so linking hie personal manifes-
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tation of *the Word ™ with the theophanies
of the Old Testameont; nor can we forget
tho sublime vision whioch John undoubtedly
records in the beginning of his A pocalypse.
Nevertheless, the glory which the apostles
beheld must be distinet from the “glory”
whioh he had with the Father before the
world was, and to which (ch. xvii. 24) he
prayed that he might return, nnd the full
radiance of which he would ultimately turn
upon the oyes of tho men whom he had
gathered ““out of the world.” Before that con-
summation “ we,” says he, * contemplated his
glory as of an only begotten.” The &s
implies comparison with the transcendent
conception which had entered into his
inspired imagining. ‘The word povoyeris
is used by John to refer to the supreme and
unique relation of the SBon to the Father
(ch. iii. 16, 18, and 1 John iv. 9), It is
used of human sons in Luke (vii. 12; viii.
42; ix, 88), and unigenitus is the translation
in the Vulgate of the Hebrew —r:n, where
the LXX. gives dyamnrds, well-beloved
(see 7rmy Gen. xxii. 2, 12, 16). It corre-
sponds with the wpwrdrokes of Col. i. 15
and Heb. i. 6, showing that an analogous
thought filled the apostolic mind. By laying
stress here on the ‘“glory,” and giving
historic value and emphasis to the super-
natural conception of Jesus, many see in
this a reference to the Incarnation wherein
he became an only begotten Son of the
Father. This would be far more probable
if the article had been placed before uovoye-
vobs. Here the apostle seems to labour to
express the glory of One who could thus
stand in the eternal relation of the Logos to
@eds, making it correspond with the relation
also subsisting between uovoyeris and the
“ Father,” Great speciality and peculiarity
is here bestowed upon the * only begotten,”
as it stands in close relationship with those
to whom he gives power or capability to
become * children of God.” They are born
into the family of the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ. The glory which
John says * we beheld " in his earthly flesh
was the effulgence of the uncreated beam
which broke through the veil of his flesh,
and renlly convinced us that he was ‘“the
Word made flesh.” The Tiibingen critics
see a contradiction here with the prayer of
Christ (ch. xvii. 5, 24) for “ the glory which he
had with the Father,” If he shone on earth
with such glory as John here describes, why
should he desire more? Godet resolves it
by insisting on the moral glory of his filial
ponsciousness when he had indeed deprived
himsolf of his Divine perfections. Thus
Godet repudiates the two nantures of his
Person. There is no real contradiction, as
wo have seen. Some difference of opinion
soours also as to the reference of the aadpns

xdpitos xal &Andelas. Some have referred
wAfpns to the Father, and some to airod,
though in both cases & break in the con-
struction would be involved, as the ante-
cedent would have been in the genitive.
Others, again (founding on the reading of
one uncial manuscript, D, which here has
wAnpn), refer it to 3sfav, and all who thus
construe eschew any parenthetical treatment
of the previous clause. The latter method
is freer from difficulty, as then this clause,
mAfpns xdpiTos xal dAnbelas, i8 directly and
grammatically related with Advos. The
‘Word was made flesh, and, full of grace and
of truth, set up his tabernacle in our midst.
Grace and truth are the two methods by
which the glory as of “an only begotten”
shone upon us, and we beheld it. The com-
bination of these two ideas of grace and truth
pervades the Old Testament description of
the Lord (cf. Exod. xxxiv. 6; Ps.xl. 10, 11;
Ixi. 7; xxv. 10). “Grace,” the free and
royal communication of unlooked-for and of
undeserved love. is the key-note of the New
Testament. * The grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ” is the compendium of all his powers
of benediction, and corresponds with the
life which is “in him,” and all the gift of
himsel! to those who came into contact with
him. “Truth” is the expression of the
thought of God. Truth per se can find no
larger definition than the perfect revelation
of God’s eternal thought concerning himself
and his universe, and concerning the rela-
tions of all things to each other and to him.
That which God thinks about these things
must be “ truth per 8s.”” Christ claimed to
be ¢« the Truth ”” and “the Life” (ch. xiv. 6),
and John here says that it wasin virtue of
his being the Logos of God that he was full
of these. Grace and truth, love and revela-
tion, were so transcendent in him; in other
words, he was so full, so charged, so over-
flowing with both, that the glory which
shone from him gave apostles this coneeption
about it, viz. that it was that of an only be-
gotten (specially and eternally begotten) and
with the Father. The mapa Marpds corre-
sponds with the wapd gov rather than mepa
agof of ch. xvii. 5, and does not, therefore,
necessarily suggest more than the premun-
dane ocondition, answering to the mpds 7dw
@edv of ver. 1, and eis 7oy xdAmor of ver. 18.
Erasmus, Paulus, and a few others have
associated the wAfpns, eto., with the follow-
ing verse. This iy eminently unsatisfactory
a8 unsuited to the character of the Baptist.
Moreover, the sixteenth verse, by its reference
to Christ’s “fulness,” positively forbids it.
Ver. 15.—(6) The testimony to this fact by
the prophetio spirit. 'The evangelist, in
support and vindication of the profound
impression produced upon himself and others
by the Christ, cites the startling and para-
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doxical testimony of the Baptist, which in
John’s own heering the great forerunner had
twice uitered, under very extraordinary ecir-
cumetances (see vers. 26, 30). In the later
verses thie testimony is put in ite proper
place. Itm repetition deepens the impression
which the narrative gives of the vivid reality,
and of the fact that the evangelist was trust-
ing to a strongly impressed recollection, and
ie not romanticizing, as the Tiibingen critics
ruppose. The sharp paradoxical form is
thoroughly characteristic of the man who
called on scribes and Pharisees to * repent,”
and spoke of God raising np seed to Abralam
from the stones of the ground. From the
synoptists we learn that John declared that
the Coming One was “ mightier ” than him-
sclf, would deal with the Holy Ghost and
with fire as he was able to do with water.
He knew not the kind of manifestation which
was coming on apace. But an enormous
change passed over John the Baptist when
he came ioto contact with our Lord, and at
his baptism he sank abashed before the
revelations which flashed on his soul. The
enigmatical form of the Baptist’s utterances
was the beginning of the evangelist’s faith
in the personal pre-existence of the Logos
who had become flesh in Christ. The testi-
mony of the Baptist is here brought in, as
the last great word of the prophetic ministry
of the Old Testament, apart from the historic
setting in which it afterwards occurs, as if,
moreover, it was an abiding word which was
yet sounding in the ears of men. The
greatest of the sons of woman, and “ more
than a prophet,” he who gathered up in his
immense personality all the functions of
prophet, priest, Nazarite, and master and

teacher of men, the Elijah of the new -

revelation—John, the very ideal of Divine
and supernatural voice in this world of ours,
John, the veritable historic men, moreover,
to whose disastrous martyrdom some of tbe
Jews (Josephus, ¢ Ant.’ xviil v. 2) referred
the terrible judgments that befell their
nation—John beareth witness.! That was his
function, and his testimony still stands, his
“vyoice” is still heard wherever his great
career is known or properly appreciated—in
Palestine, in Alexandria, in Ephesus or
Corinth. And he orieth (xénpayer); or, hath

! N here reads xéxpayer ovros v & dmicw
wov épx buevos Bs éumpocbéy ov yéyover, omit-
i & elmov, and introducing &s before
2umpoc8év. 'This is rejected by Westeott and
Hort and Tischendorf (8th edit.). The text
of Westcott and Hort is xéxpayev Aéywy-obros
Fv & elxdy—> éwlow pov épxduevos Eumpoobey,
ele. ‘O elrwy is found in one correction of R,
B, C. Westcott does not adopt it in hie com-
mentary; Tischendorf (8th edit.) speaks of it
a8 “inept;” R.T. places it in the margin.

cried; and the ory is etill heard among men:
This was he of whom I spake; implying that
John uttered words of strange enigmatical
significance before he saw Jesus coming to
his baptism, and that, as the evangelist sub-
sequently shows, on two memorable oceasions,
the prophet recalled them and renffirmed
their truthfulness. Before I saw him, I said
it: He that is coming after me hath become
—hath been in mighty activity—before me.
He came forth in many ways from the Father,
and was the central reality of the old
covenant; yéyover, he hath come in the voice
of the Lord, in the Shechinah-glory, in the
Angel of the presence, chronologically “before
me.”” The English Version has followed the
traditionary interpretation from Chrysostom to
Liicke, De Wette, Alford, McLellan, and has
seen in this dumpocéy uov yéyorvev a reference
to the higher rank or dignity of the Logos
incarnate, and translated the second clause
“is preferred before me,” or “hath been
made before me,” cte. But such a statement
would not have conveyed any thought of
great importance. A herald is naturally ex-
ceeded and superseded by the dignity and
rank of him for whom he prepares the way.
Moreover, the two adverbs of place are used
in metaphorical sense as adverbs of time
(derived from the relative position of indi-
viduals in a line or procession), and it is
scarcely probable that the second should be
used in another sense altogether, which would
have disturbed the antithesis between them.
On the other hand, Hengstenberg, Meyer,
Lange, Godet, etc., recognize the perception
of the Baptist, and his utterance of belief in
the pre-existence of the Christ, and that
from such passages as Isa. vi. 1 and Mal. iii. 1
he knew that he who was coming into the
world, and about to baptize with the Holy
Ghost and with fire, to take the fan in his
hand, ete., had been in reality before him.
The difficulty of this interpretation is said to
be that the proof which follows—becanse, or
Jor (wpatds pov #v), he was before me—
would be tautologous in the extreme; the
reason given for the Lord having become
before him being simply the asseveration of
the fact. But the two very remarkable ex-
pressions, éumporfév pov yéyovev and mpards
wov #v, are not identical. The first may easily
refer to the historic precedence of the ectivity
of the Coming One in all the operations of
the Logos; the second nay refer to the abso-
lute and eternal precedence of the Logos in
iteclf. If so, the whole significance of the
previous fourteen verses is gathered up, end
shown to have been flashed upon the con-
sciousness of John the Baptist, end uttered
with such intensity that the evangelist
caught the idea, and saw in it the key to
the whole mystery. It would seem, how-
ever, that the §ri mpards pov did not form



oH, 1. 1—581.]

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN. 21

part of the originnl utteranae of John. After
the beptism, the whole truth had broken
upon tho Baptist, and he clenched or saw
on explauation of the mystery.

Vers. 16—18.—(7) The experience of the
wriler,

Ver. 16.—Thero can be little doubt that
the fifteenth verse is a parenthetical clause,
answering to the sixth and seventh verses,
and standing to ver. 14 very mucl in the
same kind of relation that vers. 6, 7 do
to vers. 1—5. Therc is a further reason;
the verses which follow are clearly not,
a8 Lange suggests, the continnance of the
Baptist’s paprupla, but the language of the
evangelist, and a detail of his personal
experience. The entire context would en-
tirely forbid our taking the ajrov of ver. 16
as referring to the Baptist. This is still
more evident from the true reading of §r: in
place of xal.! The *“because” points back
at once to the statements of ver. 14. Heng-
stenberg and Godet?think there is no need
to transform the fifteenth verse into a
parenthesis, in order, after the recital of
John the Baptist's testimony, to proceed toa
further experience of the evangelist; trans-
lating “and even,” Lange makes the whole
utterance to be that of the Baptist, which
appears to be profoundly inconsistent with
the position of the Baptist, either then or
subsequently. The grand declaration, that
the Logos incarnate was “full of grace and
truth,” is justified by the author of the pro-
logue, from his conscious experience of the
exhaustless plenitude of the manifestation.
Beoanse from his fulness we all received. He
speaks as from the bosom of a society of
persons, who have not been dependent on
vision or on individual contact with the his-
toric revelation (comp. ch. xx., ¢ Blessed are
they [Jesus said] who have not seen [touched
or handled], and yet have believed,” but have
nevertheless discovered & perennial supply
of grace snd truth in him). We all, my
fellow-apostles and a multitude which no
man can number, received from this source,
as from the Divinity itself, all that we have
needed. An effort has been made, from the
evangelist’s use of the word pleroma, to father
the “prologue” upon one familiar with the
Valentinian metaphysic, and thus to postpone
itsorigin to the middle of the second century;
but the Valentinian pleroma is tho sum total
of the Divine emanations of the thirty pairs

' 8, B, 0% D, L, X, 83, with versions and
folios, read the former, and are followed
by Griesbach, Lachmenn, Tischendorf (8th
edit.), ‘'regelles, Westcott and Hort. There
is oonsiderable authority for «al, whioh
ig still preferred by Godet and Hengsten-
berg, and in margin of Lachmann and Bale
Revisers.

of mous, which have been produced from
the eternal “bythos,” or abyss, one only of
which is supposed, on Valentinian principles,
to have assumed a phantesmic form in Jesus
Christ. Nothing could be less resembling
the position of the author of this Gospel, who
clearly regards the Logos incarnate as coin-
cident with the fulness of the Grodhead, as
containing in himself, in complete sclf-posses-
sion, all the energies and beneficence of the
Eternal. With the apostle’s doctrine of the
Logos as identical with God, as the Creator
of everything, as the Lile, as the Light ot
men; and, as becoming the Source of all these
energies to men in his incarnation, there is
no basis for Valentinianism. Though the
phraseology of the Gnostica was borrowed
in part from the Gospel, and though Valen-
tinus may have fancied himself justified
in his misuse of texts; the ideas of the
Gospel and the Gnostic were directly contra-
dictory of one another (see Introduction).
Long before John used this word, St. Paul
had used it in writing to the Ephesians and
Colossians, as though, even in his day, the
word had acquired a distinct theological
meaning, and one that had paturally arisen
from its etymology and usage in Greek
writers. Bishop Lightfoot has shown in his
dissertation (‘Epistle to Colossians,’ 2nd
edit., pp. 257—273) that the form of the
word demands a passive sense, id quod
smpletur, and not an active one which some
have given to it in certaiu New Testament
passages, as if it had the meaning of id
quod implet. By his cxamination of nume-
rous passages, he shows that it always has
fundamentally the sense of completeness,
“the full complemen?,” the plenitude. TIAn-
pdua is the passive verbal from wAnpovw,
to make complete. Thus Col. i. 19, “The
Father was pleased that all the fulness,
the totality, should dwell in him,” explained
elsewhere in the same Epistle, “all the
completeness, the plenitude of the Godhead”
(. 9). The widespread diffusion of the
idea of emanations, the hypostatizing of
perfections and attributes, the virtual mytho-
logy which was creeping through metaphy-
sical subtleties, even into Judaism and
Christianity, demanded positive repudiation;
nnd, while the whole Church was united in
its recognition of the Divine energy of Christ,
it became needful to refer to his Divine-
human personality oll the fulness of the
Godhead bodily. In Ephesians St. Paul
speaks, however, of the Church which is his
body as identified with him, and as (in
Eph. v. 27) a bride made one flesh with her
husband, without spot or wrinkle, ideally per-
fect, as the part of one colossal individuality
of which Christ is the Head ; or, the one build-
ing of which he is the Foundation and the
Corner-stono. Hence “ the fulness of Christ™
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(Eph. iv. 18) is that in which every member
prarticipates, and “ the mensure of the stature
of the fulness of Christ ”’ is equated with the
perfect humanity into which all believers
como. Hence in Eph. iii. 19 these individuals
are complcted in him, and are thus as a
whole. by the realization of their union to
Christ, participators in the fulness of God. So
the difficult expression, Epb. i. 28, becomes
explained. & passage in which the Church
itself, Lie body, is said tn be “the fulness of
him who filleth all in all.” The Church is
the organ and sphere in which all the Divine
graces are poured, and is considered as ever
struggling to embody the ideal perfection of
him in whom all the fulness of God dwells.
Both ideas, those of both the Christological
Epistles, are involved in this great assertion
of St. John. And grace for grace. It is
said the evangelist might have written xdpw
érl ydpiri, or éml xdpw, grace in addition
to grace received already; but the use of the
preposition &vr!, implies more, “ grace inter-
changing with grace” (Meyer)—not the grace
of the old covenant replaced by the grace
of the new dispensation (Chrysostom, Lampe,
and many others), for, though there was grace
underlying all God’s self-revelation, yet in
the next verse the contrast between * Law
and “grace” is too striking to be ignored.
The grace replaced by grace means that
every grace received is a capacity for higher
blessedness. Thus Christian lumility ia
the condition of Divine uplifting ; the know-
ledge that leads to love is the condition of
that higher gnosis that is born of love. The
faith that eccepts mercy blossoms into the
joy that is unspeakable and full of glory.
Reconciliation with God becomes itself trans-
formed into active communion with him; all
union to Christ becomes the harbinger of
full identification with hLim, “he in us and
we in him.” This is the great principle of
the Divine kingdom: “To him that hath
ghall be given.”

Ver. 17.— The xdpw arrl xdpitos is
sustained by calling ettention to the con-
trast between the two methods of Divine
communication. Becauss the Law was given
through Moses; “Law,” which in Paul's
writings Liud been even looked et by itself
a8 an “antithesis to grace” (Rom. iv. 15;
vi 14; vii. 3; x 4; Gal. iiL 10; iv. 4).
The Law principle of approach to God
fails through the weukness of the flesh.
The will is too far enslaved for it to yield
spontaneously to the majesty of the Law-
giver, or to feel the attractions of obedicuce.
The Law condemns,—it is incapable of just'i-
fying the ungodly; the Law terrifies,—it
never reconeiles. The Law even provoles to
sinond excites the passions which it punishes,
Law was given through Moses, pointing to
the listoric faet of the pomp and splendour

of its first delivery, associated therefore with
the greatest human name in all past history,
Law was a “gift,” o Divine bestowment of
entirely unspeakable valuoc to those wlo
were ignorant of the mind and will of God.
Even the ministration of death was glorious.
The knowledge of an ideal perfection is a
great advance, even though no power shounld
accompany the ideal to draw the soul to-
wards it. Toknow what is right, even withe
out help to do it, save in the form of sanetion,
or penalty appcaling to the lower nature,
is better and nobler than to sin in utter
ignorance. The Law was given * through
the mind, voice, conscience, and will of
Moses. And alongside of him may be
supposed to be ranged all the mighty sages
and legislators of the human race—all whe
have thus been the mouthpiece of the Divine
idea, all who have impressed the “ought”
and “ought not,” the *shall” and *shall
pot,” upon mankind. Moses is not the author
of the Law, the “giving” of the Law was
not by Moses, but through his instrumentality.
Grace and truth, however, came—became,
passed into activity in human nature—
through Jesus Christ. For ‘“grace and
truth” (see notes, ver. 14), the highest
manifestation and eelf-communication of
Divine love and Divine thought, came into
humun experience through Jesus Christ.
A vust and wonderful contrast is here made
between all earlier or other dispensations
and that of which the apostle proceeds to
speak. Divine favour and help, the life of
God himself in the soul of man, awakening
Jove in response to the Divine love; and
Divine thought so made known as to bring
all the higher faculties of man into‘direct
contact with reality, are an enormous advance
upon Lawgiving. The appropriate human.
response to Law ie obedience; the appropriate
human response to love is of the same nature
with itself—nothing less than Jove; so the
only adequate response to Divine truth is
faith ; to Divine thought may follow Luman
thought. All this forth-streaming of grace
and truth originated in the person of Jesus,
Christ, and became possible through him.,
This great Name, this blending of the human
and Divine, of saving grace and Messianic
dignity, of ancient expectations and recent
realization, is only twice more used in the
Gospel (ch.xvii. 3and xz.31); but it pervades
it throughout, and, though not actually said
to be equivalent to the Word made flesh, yot
no shadow of doubt is left that this was the
apostle’s meaning. Here the full significance
of the prologue really bursts into view to
one who reads it for the first time (cf. 1 John
i.1—3). Difficulty may be felt by some as
to the actual capacity of Jesus Christ to
reveal the Divine thought, or the truth,' and
so the closing verse of the prologue yindi-
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cates tho claim of the Saviour of the world
to bo the truth (of. ch. xiv. 6).

Ver. 18.—No one hath ever yet seen God.
Many visions, theophanies, appearaunces,
angelio splendours, in the desert, on the
mountain, in the temple, by the river of
Chebar, had been granted to the prophets
of the Lord; but they have all fallen short
of the direct intuition of God as God.
Abrahom, Isroel, Moses, Manosh, David,
Isainh, Ezeliel, saw visions, local manifesta-
tions, anticipations of the Incarnation; but
the apostle here takes the Lord’s own word
for it (ch. v. 37), and he elsewhere repeats it
(1 John iv. 12). These were but forerunners
of the ultimate manifestation of the Logos.
“The Glory of the Lord,” “the Angel of the
Lord,” “the Word of the Lord,” were not so
revealed to patriarchs that they saw God
as God. They suw him in the form of light,
or of spiritual agency, or of human ministries;
but in the deepest sense we must still wait
for the purity of heart which will reveal to
our weakened faculties the beatific vision.
The only begotten Bon—or, (God only be-
gotten ')—who is in (or, on) the bosom of the

! The reading povoyerds Oeds, in place of
& povoyerys vids, has greatly exercised modern
critics, and the most ebundant information
moy be obtained against and for the un-
familiar phrase in Dr. Ezra Abbott’s dis-
gertation ° Bibliotheca Sacra’ (1861), and
Dr. Hort’'s ¢Two, Dissertations’ (1876).
Tischendorf (8th edit.) has finally adopted
& povoyerds vids with the R.T. With them
Godet, Alford, Meyer (who styles the other
reading a dogmatic gloss), Liicke, and a
majority of modern critics agree. Tregelles,
autecedent to his acquaintance with the
Sinaitic manuscript (N), called attention to
the reading ®eds without the article before
povoyevys, and chiefly on the ground of the
patristic use of the term, with or without
direct quotation from the passage before us.
Dr. Hort has sustoined it with great Yearn-
ing, endeavouring to refute the objections,
(1) that the phrase is unfamiliar to the
Christian theologian; (2) that it is incon-
sistent with the theology of the prologue or
of the New Testament; (3) that it could
have been foisted into the text from its
currency in ancient Creeds, although the
frequency of the use of the term, apart from
seriptural context, may have been occasioned
by its presence in some of the early Creeds
out of whioh the phraseology of the Nicene
Croed was fashioned. He shows that, though
povoyevhs @eds was used by the writers of
the fourth century, it was not used to further
special dogmatio conclusions. He proves
that Arius himself was accustomed to it,
awl that Eunomius and the Apostolical
Constitutions made use of it. Hence it is

Father, he interpreted (him); became the
atisfying Exposition, the Declarer, drawing
forth from the depths of God all that it is

capable of an Arian signification, and is by
no means needed as & support of the true
Deity of the Son. The common reading is
sustained by A, C? E, X, and fourteen other
uncials, by all known cursives except 33,
by the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Old Syriac,
Harclean Syriac, the Jerusalem Syrisc
lectionary, the Armenian and (Ethiopic
Versions, by Tertullian (* Adv. Prax., ¢. 15),
Eusebius (in six places), Athanasius (four),
Chrysostom (eight), Ambrose, Augustine,
Hilary (seven, though in one place he reads,
“unigenitus Deus in sinu Patris,” ¢ De Trinit.,’
xii. 24). Irenaus, Origen, Basil, Cyril, can
scarcely be claimed on either side, as they
make use in this connection of both @eds
and vids. Theodore of Mopsuestia, and with
doubtful context Alezander of Alexandria,
and Gregory of Nazianzus, give the common
text. Dr. Abbott adds many others, and
enumerates the Latin Fathers, Hilary,
Phabadius, V. Afer, Ambrose (seven),
Jerome, Faustin (three), Augustine, and
others. He shows that Tregelles has been
inaccurate in his citations from the Fathers,
and undervalued the testimony against the
reading of the ancient codices. To set over
against this very wide diffusion of evidence,
©EOZ is read by K, B, C* L, four of the
codices most trusted by the modern school,
the special cursive 33, by the Memphitic
Version, by Peschito Syriac, and the margin
of Harclean Syriac, by the Valentinians
by Iren=zus once or twice, by Clemens
Alexandrinus, Origen (‘ Eus.’), Epiphanius,
Gregory of Nyssa, by Arius (‘Ap. Ath’),and
others. Fulgentius repeatedly adopts it as a
theological term. From this enumeration it
would seem that the question really turns
on the value to be attributed to N and B;
and with reference to the former it cannot be
concealed that N omits the following words,
& &v, which detracts from the value of its
authority. The argument of alteration by
copyists is in favour of transposition from
@c to ¥C, as to the more ordinary and
customary phrase, than vice versd.

A special reading, é poveyerys @eds, does
not occur in any ancient Greek codex, though
found in Epiphanios. Some other modi-
fications of the phrase occur, sach as »ids
700 ©cov and vids @eds. One Latin copy
reads untigenitus without either filius or
Deus. Professor Hort has taken the whole
of Dr. Abbott’s facts into consideration,
and adheres to the originality of the reading
Oeds; and Hurnack and Westcott agree with
Tregelles, and so also Dr. Plummer and
Archdencon Watkins regard the question as
gettled. It will not be gencrally regurded
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poesible that we shall sece, know, or realize.
This lofty assertion is sugmented by the
rublinze inteusitication of the enrlier phrase,
“with God (mpbs Tov @edr),” by (els Tdv
xdAwov), ““in or on the bosom of the Faiher;”
f.e. in most intimate and loving fellowship
with the Futher as the only begotten. Theo
relations of fatherhood and sonship within
the substance of the Godhead give new life,
warmth, realization, to the vaster, colder, more
metaphysical, metaphenomenal relations of
Beds and Aoyds (ef. here Prov. viii. 30).
Bengel here says, “In lumbis esse dicuntur
qui nascentur homines, in sinu sunt qui nati
sunt. In sinu Patris erat Filius, quia
nunquam non-natus.” In view of the con-
tention of Meyer that the language here
refers to no agelong, cternal indwelling of
the Togos with, or of the Son (God only
begotten) on the bosom of, the Father, but
to the exaltation of the Christ after his
ascension, we can only refer to the present
tense (4 dv), which from the standpoint of
the prologue docs not transfer itself to the
historical standpoint of the writer at the
end of the first century. Lange thinks that
the whole of this wonderful utterance is
attributed by the evangelist to the Baptist;
but the standing of the Baptist, lofty as it
is in John’s Gospel, after the Baptist came
into brief fellowship with the One who was
before him, certainly falls short of this in-
sight into his eternal Being. John the
beloved disciple could thus speak of the
revelption and interpretation of God which
was mede in the life, words, and death of
the Only Begotten, from whose fulness he
had received “ grace for grace;” but in this
verse he is speaking of the timeless con-
dition, the eternal fellowship, of the Only
Begotten with the Father, as justifying the
fulness of the revelation made in his incar-
nation.

The prologue forms a key to the entire
Gospel. 1t may lhave been written after
the record of the central principles involved
in the life-work of Jesus had been completed.
Every statement in it may be seen to be

as settled until the great question of the
deference to be yielded to X and B in com-
bination is finally determined. Wordsworth,
Tischendorf (8th edit.), Berivener, have
adhered to the received text.

With reference to the sense and legitimacy
or congruity of the phrase with the rest of
the prologue, it is obvious that « God only

otten” does but bring into one statement
what bas been already implied in ver. 1—that
“the Logos was God,” end that his glory
(ver. 14) was “as that of en only begotten
of the Father."

derived from the recorded words or acte of
the Lord, the revelation of the Father in
time, the unveiling of the oternal heart of
him who made oll things, and by one com-
petent to speak of both eternities, The
writer of the prologue speaks of himself ns
one of a group or society who had had
ocular evidence of the perfection and glory
of the manifestation. This fellowship of
men bad found themselves children of Qod,
and in tho possession of a life, o light, and
& hope which were derived entirely from
Jesus Christ, who is undoubtedly in a unique
sense declared (though not formally defined)
to be “the Word made flesh.” In the subse-
quent narrative we find a graduated series of
instructions on the powers of Christ and the
opposition of the world to his self-manifesta-
tion. Thus (ch. i) the testimony of the
Baptist (made after his contact with Christ)
to the Person and work of the Lord attri-
butes to him, on prophetio authority, most
stupendous functions—those of baptizing
with the Holy Spirit, and taking away the
sin of the world. He does himself reveal
the way to the Father. He is hailed as the
“ €hrist,” the “ King of Israel,” and a8 the
link between heaven and earth, between
the invisible and visible, the Divine and the
human (ch. i. 51). In ch. ii., with all its other
suggestiveness, Christ displays his creative
power, and (cf. ch. vi.) his relation to the
world of things, as well as bis organic re-
lation to the old covenant. In ch. ii. his
“body " is the “temple” of God, where his
Father dwelt, thus justifying the ¢rrfrewcer
of ver. 14. The pre-existerce of Christ as
a self-conscious personality in the very
substance of Deity is asserted by bimself in
ch. vi. 62; viii. 58; xvii. 5, 2¢. The fact
that he is the Source of all life (ch. i. 8), is
involved in the teaching of the Gospel from
end to end. Eternal life is ministered
through him, to believers (ch. iii. 16, ete,
36). He claims tohave life in himself (ch. v.
26). He is the “ Bread of life ” for starving
humanity (ch. vi. 85, 48). The words that
be speaks are spirit and life (ch. vi. 63).
In ch. viii. 12 the ¢ds 7fis (wfs links the
idea of life and light as they are shown to
cohere in the prologue, In ch. xiv. 6 he
declares himself to be *the Truth and the
Life,” thus sustaining the grest generaliza-
tion, DBy raising Lazarus he is portrayed
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a8 the Restorer of forfolted life, as well as
the original Qiver of life to men (ch. xi. 25).
The ninth chapter rccords the symbolic
event by which he proved himself to be the
Bun of the spiritual universe, * the Light of
the world " (of. ch. i. 4 with viii. 12; ef. ch.
xii. 86, 46). The whole history of the con-
fliot with the people whom he came to save,
with “ his own,” with the world-power, and
the death-doom, is the material which is
generalized in the solemn statements of ch.
i. 5—10.

The prologue says nothing in express
words of Christ’s supernatural conception,
of his death, or of his resurrection and
eternal glory ; yet these objective facts are
woven through, and involved in, the entire
context, for the incarnation of the Eternal
Word is the historic basis of the apostle’s
experience of such a life as that which he
proceeds to sketch. The absolute anta-
gonism of the derkness to the light, and the
rejection of the light and life by the world,
never had such exposition as that which the
repudiation and crucifixion of the Son of God
gave to them; while the eternal nature of
the central life and being of him who, when
incarnate, was thus resisted by unbelief
renders the resurrection and ultimate and
eternal glory a necessity of thought even to
those who have not yet seen, but yet have
believed.

Vers. 19—3+.—2. The testimony of the
Baptist.

Ver, 19.—The historic narrative com-
mences with the nineteenth verse of the
chapter. The scene is laid after the minis-
try of John had reached its climex in the
baptism of Jesns—an event presupposed and
implied, but not described. John's ministry
bad produced the most amazing excitement
among the people. They had flocked to
his side and to his baptism, confessing their
sine; they had heard his summons to re-
pentance; they had trembled under his
threats of judgment ; they had received their
appropriate message from the inspired seer.
His prophetic indignation against their
selflshness and greed, their formalism, and
their boast of covenanted immunity from
the consequences of moral fault, had roused
conscience into preternatural activity. The
wail of concern and the excitement of
alarmed inquiry had as yet only secured
from John the promise of another Teacher,
of Another, mightier than he, whose fan was
in his hand, who would test, divide, save,

end punish. When the Christ came him-
self to this baptism, came confessing the
sing of the wholo world, came with awful
boliness and yet infinite sympathy for the
sorrows and perils of the people, to fulfil all
righteousness, a new revelation was made
to John. The voice from heaven, the sym-
bol of the Holy Spirit which descended and
abode mpon him, brought John into a new
world. He was asone dazed and bewildered
by excess of light. The abundance of the
revelations hecame a new test of his own
mission, and a new explanation to him of
what his purpose in the world had really
been. The contrast between the minis-
try of John as detailed by the synoptists
and the Fourth Gospel is explicable so
soon as we observe that the latter takes up
the career of John where the former had
laid it down. Here, consequently, is a
chapter in John's history concerning which
the synoptists are silent. When the bap-
tism of Jesus was accomplished, and the
Spirit had led him away into the wilder-
ness, John stood, much as Elisha might
have done (in the very same region) when
Elijah went heavenwards in a chariot of
fire. But he proceeded to testify new and
strange things about his kinsman. The
effect of his ministry was, for the time,
greatly augmented by the suspense and ex-
pectation of some rapidly approaching mani-
festation. In the midst of the excitement
thus produced we learn from this verse:
And this is the testimony of John, when the
Jews sent (to him ') from Jerusalem priests
and Levites, that,’etc. The copula “and ™
shows how the narrative roots itself in the
prologue, and points back to the citation
already made from John’s words. In ver.
15 they were introduced apart from their
historical connection as the summation of
the highest and most fruitful mission of
the Baptist. Now the precise antecedents
which give to them special weight are set
forth. * This” is the predicate of the sen-
tence. The occasion referred to is when
“the Jews” sent their deputation. The
evangelist is accused of always using the
term, “ the Jews,” in a sense that is hostile
to them, and thus an argument has been
framed against the authenticity of the
Gospel. It is true that John uses this term
far more frequently than the synoptists
(Matthew five times, Mark seven times,
Luke five times), for it is found more than
seventy times in his Gospel; but it is not
exclusively used in a deprecialory sense

! IIpds avrdv is introduced by Lachmann,
Tregelles, Alford, R.T., and Westcott and
Hort, into the text, on the authority of B,
C*, 33, not by Tischendorf(Sth edit.), Lange,
or Bile Revisers,
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(see ch. ii. 13 iii. 1; iv. 22; v. 1; xviii. 33).
For the most part he uses the term (now
denotative of the entire people. thongh for-
merly confined to the tribe of Judah) for
the theocratic nmation whioch had oceased,
when he eomposed his Gospel, to have any
political existence. More than this, in a
vast number of texts he uses the term for
the authoritative powers of the nation
rather than of the people. According to
the narrative of each ol the Gospels, the
theocratic people displayed, by its highest
repreeentatives and ruling powers, rancorous
hatred and calculated antagonism to the
Son of God. (See Introduction for proof
that, notwithstanding this separation of the
evangelist's mind from them, he must have
been a Palestinian Jew himself.) The
Jews, the ecclesiastical party, sent a depu-
tation of priests and Levites from Jerusa-
Jem, which consisted, as we learn from the
twenty-third verse, “of the Pharisees.”
They came to make a legitimate inquiry
from the new prophet. There is no trace of
malignity or antagonism in this act. They
would learn from his own lips who he was,
what character or functions he was sustain-
ing. A similar deputation approached our
Lord at a later period, when all their
jealousy and hatred had been aroused.

'here was, however, no better way in which
they could learn the facts of the case. The
Banhedrin, or great council of seventy-one
members, the elders, high priests (including
ex-high priests), and scribes, is variously
described. There is no early trace anterior
to the time of Antipater and Herod of this
body as thus constituted, but it was doubt~
less formed upon the basis of the older in-
stitutien of the seventy elders (Numb. xi.
16; Ezek. viii. 11), or of the vyepovoia of the
Books of Maccabees (1 Macc. xii. 6; 2 Mace.
i 10). It is probable (Hengstenberg) that
the Levites here mentioned by John re-
present those who in the other Gospels are
described as “seribes,” or students of the
Law, belonging to the sacred tribe, though
not to the family of Aaron. The absence
of any reference to the Levites in Matthew
and Mark (Luke x. 32; Acts iv. 36), and
the frequent occurrence of “scribes,” make
it probable that the profession of the Law
was epecially followed by the remnant of
the tribe of Levi (but see Schiirer. ‘ Jewish
People in Time of Christ, §§ 24, 25). The
deputation came to receive and convey to
those that sent them definite replies to cer-
tain questions. In Luke iii. 15 there is said
to have been a widespread impression that
John’ the Baptist was supposed to be the
Christ of their popular expectation. Such e
portentous claim must be sifted by them with-
ont delay. They were sent that they should
put the question to him, Who ert thout

John's profession of @& baptizer, and hie
implied teaching that * Pharisces and Sad-
ducees,” the covenanted, sacramental people,
nceded cleansing and admission Ly some
rncred rite into a fellowship more holy than
that of the theocratio nation itself, demanded
immediate examination; and they were
justified by the letter of the Law in making
the inquiry (Deut. xviii. 21).

Vers. 20, 21.—(1) He defines his own
posttion, negatively.

Ver. 20.—And he oonfessed, and denied
not. Perhaps the double form of statement,
or rather the iutroduction of the clause, “ he
denied not,” before the repotition of the
confession with its contents, was adopted to
indicate that John might have been tempted
to ‘“deny” that he was not the Christ. If
he had hesitated at all, he would have
denied the real Christ, the Son of God, who
had been revealed to him by special means.
I for my part-—very emphatic—am ! not the
Christ. This implies, not only that the sup-
position over which they are brooding is
unfounded, not only that he is not the
Christ, but that he knows more, and that he
kuows another to be the Christ. If this
reading of the text is correct, the Baptist, by
his negative reply, gave to the priests more
than they esked.

Ver. 21.—And they asked him, What
then? What is the state of the case? The
very repudiation of Messiahship in this
form seems to imply some association with
the Messianic period of which they had so
many conflicting ideas. Malachi (iv. 5) had
predicted the coming again from heaven of
Elijah the prophet, and the LXX,, by
translating the passage “ Elijah the Tish-
bite,” had strengthened the common mis-
take of & metempsychosis, or such an ab-
normal manifestation before the coming of
Messiah. Schottgen (‘ De Messia,’ H. H., vol.
ii pp 226, 490, 533—537) quotes a variety
of proofs of this anticipation, and that Elijah
was expected “ three days before Messiah;
that be would come in the mountains of
Israel, weeping over the people, saying, ‘O
land of Israel, how long will you remain arid
and desolate!’” (cf. my *John the Baptist,’
iii. § 4). There was e true sense in which
(a8 our Lord informed his disciples) John
wos the fulfilment of Malachi’'s prediction
and of the language of the angel to Zacharias
(Luke i, 17; Matt. xi. 14; xvii. 12), end
that John came veritably in the spirit and

wer of Elijah. In that sense “ Elijah
ﬁzd come already,” just as Christ their
David had come, in fulfilment of Ezekiel's

1 'E~d obk eiuf is the better reading, and,
with 8, A, B, C* X, is read by Trogelles,
Alford, Tischendorf (8th edit.), Westcott
aud Hort, but not by R.T.
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vision (Tzek. xxxvii. 2¢4; of. Jer. xxx. 9;
Hoes. iii. 5), to rule over them. In the phy-
sical, superstitious sense, John the son of
Zacharins was not the reincarnation of the
Prophet Elijah, and so he boldly answered
the inquiry, Art thou Elijah 1! with a cate-
gorical negative: I am not. They press their

uestion once more. Art thon the Prophet?

t is doubtful whether they here take up
another populer expectation of the physical
return of one of the old prophets, or whether,
with nn exegesis afterwards modified by the
apostles, they point to Deut. xviii. 15, and
reveal the fact that they had not identified
the prediction of “the prophet like unto
Moses” with their Messiah. If they had
identified these representations, they would
not, of course, have pressed him with an
identical question. It is highly probable
that that prophecy had, with the predictions
of Malachi and lsaiah, led to numerous ex-
pectations more or less identified with the
Messianic cycle of coming events. In ch.
vi. 14; vii. 40; Matt. xvi. 14, we see the
prevalence of the expectation—of a longing
for an old prophet. They yearned for no
upstart, but for one of the mighty brother-
hood of departed men, in veritable flesh and
blood. Now John and now Jesus was
crudely suspected by some to be such a resus-
citation. The Baptist, like the Samaritan
woman, and subsequently St. Peter when
full of the Holy Ghost, had sharply identi-
fied ¢ the Prophet like unto Moses"” with
the Messiah himself; and therefore, on
either hypothesis, he gives o curt reply to
this inquiry, and he answered, No.

Vers. 22, 23.—(2) He defines his position,
positively.

Ver. 22.—They said therefore (note the
demonstrative force of of») to him (as a con-
sequence of his repeated threefold negative),
Who art thou? Explain yourself, that we
may give an answer to those who sent us
(see note, ch. xx. 21, on the two verbs amo-
oTéMow and wéurw); What sayest thon con-
cerning thyself? Our suppositions about
thee are all repudiated one by one, hast
thou any information to render to the
supreme court of judicature ?

Ver. 23.—He seid, I am a voice orying in
the wilderness, Make straight the way of
the Lord, as said Ieainh the prophet. This
great utterance had been by the symoptists
distinctly epplied to the Baptist (Matt. iii.
8; Mark i. 3; Luke iii. 4); here we have
the origin of such application. The Baptist

}T.R. and Lachmann insert Zv after
*HAlas I; but Tischendorf (8th edit.) and
the Bile Revisers omit it. The slight but
numerous variations in text and Latin ver-
sions seem to have rendered the insertion
dubious.

quoted from Isa. x]. 3 two sentences; the
synoptists cite the whole pnssnge, as finding
abundant realization in the mission of John.
The prophet felt that the work he had to
perform entirely concealed the importance
of his own personality. He lost himself in
his office and in his message. Isaiah, when
foreseeing the revival of the nation, then
wandering in a spiritual “ wilderness,” along
rugged ridges, savage precipices, stony
gorges, of a symbolic desert, anticipated the
return of the Jehovah to his own senctaary,
and declared that ample prophetic prepara-
tion was needed. so that the people, by
repentance and reformation, might under-
stand that Israel had received double for
all her gins. “ Hark!” says he, “a crier,
or a voice.” The herald has gone forth to
break the silence that lay between the land
of captivity and the land of promise. *“In
the wilderness prepare ye the way of the
Lord.” Israel was to see that there was
neither self-righteousness nor moral rebel-
lion to impede the approach of One who
was mighty to save. A portion of this
very oracle is quoted by Malachi when he
exclaims, “Behold, I send my messenger
before my face, who shall prepare the way
before me.” This ‘messenger before the
face of the Lord " is no other than he who
should come in the spirit and power of
Elijah. John, therefore, gathered up the
significance of both prophecies, when he
spoke of himself as “a voice crying in the
wilderness [actual and symbolical]. Make
straight the way of the Lord.”” The Hebrew
text, as we have translated it above, asso-
ciates the words, “in the wilderness,” with
“make straight’ rather than with “the
voice erying.” The quotation by the evan-
gelist from the LXX. will sutfer either ar-
rangement of the words.

Ver. 2+.—And they! had been sent from
the Pharisees, which amouuts to the same
thing as ‘‘ they which were sent were of the
Pharisees,” and it is after the manner of
Jobn to introduce explanatory, retrospective
comimnent, which may throw lizht on what
follows (vers. 41, 45; ch. iv. 30; xi. 5). The

! The article of is omitted before &reorar-
pévai by Tregelles, Tischendorf (Sth edit.),
Westcott and Hort, and R.T., on the authority
of N*, A*, B, C, L, and en early quotation
from Origen, who guthers from it the idea of &
second deputation of the Pharisees. With-
out the article, it might be translated, “and
the Pharisees were sent’” Meyer thinks
this renders the omission very suspicious.
Westcott, however, translates it with a sup-
plementary sense, “they had been scnt
from,” ets. The article has great manu-
script authority, and is preferred by Meycr,
Godet, ete.
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oiv of the following verse shows that we
have still to do with the same deputation.
The Pharisces were accustomed to lustral
rites, but had legal points to make as to the
authority of any man who dared to impose
them upon the sacred nation, and especially
on their own scction, which made its special
boast of ceremonial exactitude and purity.
They might justify an old prophet, or the
Elijah of Malachi, and still more the Christ
himself, should he call men to baptismal
clesnsing.  But the dim mysterious “ voice
in the wilderness,” even if John could prove
his words, had no such prescriptive claim.
The Pharisaic priests and Levites would
take strong views on the baptismal question,
and even exalt it into a more eminent place
in their thoughts than the fundamental
question, “ Art thou the very Christ?” The
same confusion of essential and accidental
elements of religious truth and dife was not
confined to old Pharisees.

Ver. 25.—And they asked him (put the
question), and said to him, Why baptizest
thou, theu, if thou be not' the Christ, not
Eljjah, not the prophet?! It would seem
that. judging from such expressions as
Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26 and Zech. xiii. 1, the
Jews expected some renewal of ceremonial
purification on & grand scale at the Messianic
appearance, and John’s repudiation of every
personal rank, which could, according to their
view, justify him called for some explana-
tion.

Vers. 26, 27.—The answer is not very
explicit. John answered them and said, I
baptize with water; not as Messiah, or Elijah,
oreresuscitated prophet, not as making prose-
lytes to the faith of Abraham’s sons, not es
aen Essene admitting the children of the
kingdom to a close spiritual corporation, but
ecause the Messiah hae come. Some have
laid great emphasis on the limitation which
John assigns to his baptism. It is said he
thus enticipated the contrast afterwards ex-
pressed between it and the Spirit-baptism
of Jesus. This is. however, reserved for a
later utterance. The baptism with water
inaugureted the Messianic kingdom, pre-
pared the people to receive the Lord. If,
then, Messiash were reasonably expected
thus to create a fellowship of those, who,
subetituted this simple lustration for a
cumbrouns cycle of ceremonial Euriﬁcations,
John, as the “wvoice,” the “herald,” the
<crier” in the wilderness, was justified in
administering the rite. I baptize with

1 The T.R. reads ofre, ofre on small
authority, but oib¢, oodé are found in
N, A, B, G, L, 1, 33, 124, and in six quota-
tions from Origen, and adopted by Tre-
gelles, Tischendorf (8th edit.), Westcott and
Hort, B.T., etc., and yield better sense.

water, seeing that there standeth' in the
midst of you® one (whom you lmow not)
who is ooming after me, whose shoe's latohet
I am not worthy to loose. This standing in
the very crowd before him of the Mightier
than John, now being searched out as it
were by the glances of the Baptist, and
recognized by him as One over whom the
heavens had opened, gnve ample support to
the Baptist in his baptismal functions. The
One coming after John, f.e. “after,” because
of John’s chronological precedence in show-
ing himself to Israel, is yet of such lofty rank
and mighty power that John is not fit in
his own opinion to be his humblest slave.
This solemn assurance justifies to the San-
hedrin the preparatory rite. This closes the
first great testimony. Before proceeding to
the second, the evangelist supplies a geogra-
Ehica.l hint, which up to the present day

as not been satisfactorily interpreted.

Ver. 28,—These things were done in Beth-
any beyond the Jordan, where John was
baptizing.® The fact that John the Baptist,

! Irdxe is read by Tregelles, Tischendorf
(8th edit.), Westcott and Hort, with B, L, T';
in place of éorfixer, with Lachmann, T.R.,
and margin of Tregelles, and Béle Revisers,
on the authority of A, C, X, T, and other
uncials. ‘Ectfxe is the reading of R, G.

2 T.R. and Lachmann(introduce &umposéy
pov yéyovey after épxduevos, with A, G, X,
T, ete”; but Tregelles, Tischendorf, Alford,
and Westcott and Hort omit it, with R, B,
C* L, T, ete. The omission of 8¢ after uécos,
on the authority of R, A, C*, L, numerous
cursives and versions, by modern editors,
renders the omission of the &umpesfév pov
yéyover more comprehensible, and leaves a
good meaning to the verse; but the omis-
sion of the clause creates en unnecessary
difficulty again in ver. 30, where John ap-
pears to refer back to this utterance with
additional explanation.

8 Iittle doubt now remains that év Bnfavig
was the original reading of the text. It is
found in R* A, B,C* E, F, G, H, X, and
other uncials, both Syriac Versions, Old
Latin, Memphitic, Armenian, including
several cursives. Tbhe reading BnfaBapd was
found apparently by Origen in some copies,
though he knew of the reading Bnfavle, and
distinctly referred to it, discarding the latter
on geographical grounds. He knew that
Bethany was fifteen stadia from Jerusalem,
was pot on the other side of Jordan, and, not
being able to find any place of that name, he
adopted the reading “ Bethabara.” He prob-
ably is the author of the ;reading * Beth-
abara,” which crept into secondary uncials
and cursives, and was adopted by T.R. The
latter name, however, occurs in several dif-
ferent forms : BnfaBapq, s found in O, K,
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in the previous verses, recognizes the Messiah,
and that in vers. 31—33 he declares that
knowledge to have followed the baptism and

T, U, A, I; Bifafapd, in Cursive MSS. 69,
262. Bnlapd, Babapd, BndepaBd, are other
forms that the name nssumecs in some of
Origen’s references to it. Epiphanius called
attention to the two readings, as did Chry-
sostom. Tischendorf (8th edit.), Tregelles,
Alford, Meyer, Godet, Westcott and Hort,
R.T., etc, have all reverted to the best-
attested reading. There was such a place
a8 Bethabara, m73p-r°3, & “house of ford,”
beyond Jordan. It is found in *Onomas-
ticon’ of Euscbius, is rcferred to in the
Old Testament (Josh. xv. 6, 61; xviii. 22).
The suggestion has been made that, since
PRY-N'3 may mean “ the house of ship,” or
ferry, that the two names may, at different
periods, have been attached to the same
place. Against this it has been said that
the true etymology of Bnéavla, equivalent to
-y, is & “house of dates” (Lightfoot).
This may be true. The Greek form of the
name may (as in other analogous instances)
represent two Hebrew words, just as the
“ Abel” of Gen. iv. 2 is a different Hebrew
word from the “ Abel” of 2 Sam. xx. 14.
The fact that there should be two Betha-
nias is no more estonishing than that there
should be two Bethsaidas (Luke ix. 10;
Mark vi. 45), two Carmels, two Ceesareas,
two Antiochs, two Canas. Bethany was
doubtless a smell place, the name of which
fastened itself on the memory of John from
its resemblance to Bethany near Jerusalem,
from which, in this place, he carefully dis-
tinguishes it. Some have placed it near
Jericho, others near Seythopolis, south of the
Sea of Galilee. Caospari (* Chronolog. Geogr.
Introd. to the Life of Christ,’ § 70) is very
confident that it is identifiable with Tell or
Beth-Anibje, on the fords of the Jordan, six
miles north of the Sea of Galilee. To the
slight resemblance of the names he adds
the remark that it is the only possible place
on the further shore whence Jesus could
have reached Cana of Galilee in one day (cf.
ch.i. 44;1i.1). He maintains that this site
throws light on Matt. xix. 1 and ch. x. 40.
He is even disposed to read *Bethany”
for ¢ Bethsaida” in Mark viii. 22, on the
authority of the solitary D and Italio and
Gothio Versions. Paulus put a period after
éyévero, and then commenced a new sentence
with wépav, and maintained that the Bethany
is the well-known Bethany of ch. xi. This,
even, is preferable to the suggestion of the
Tiibingen eritios, that the writer invented the
place in order to make the ministry of our
Lord commence and terminate at the same
place. Lient. Oonder, ‘ Tent-Work,' i, 91;

the sign then given to him, makes it obvious
that the baptism and the forty days of the
temptation are now in the past. Every
day is clearly marked from the day on
which the deputation from the Sanhedrin
approached him, till we find Jesus at Cana,
on his way to Jerusalem. Consequently,
the baptism of Christ, which was the occasion
of the higher knowledge that John acquired
concerning him, as well as the temptation,
had been consummated. Of this last it
would seem highly probable John had re-
ceived, in subsequent conversation with the
Lord, a full report. The Lord had passed
through the fiery ordeal. He had accepted
the position of the Servant of the Lord, who,
in the way of privation, suffering, fierce
antagonism from world, flesh, and devil,
would win the crown of victory and prove
himself to be the Life and Light of the world.
This chronological hint appears to me to
explain the sudden and surprising utterance
of the next verse.

Ver. 29.—0n the following day. Next
after the day on which the Sanhedrin had
heard from John the vindication of his own
right to baptize in virtue of the commence-
ment of the Messiah’s ministry, which as yet
was concealed from all eyes but his own.
He [John '] seeth Jesus coming towards him,
within reach of observation (certainly not,
a3 Ewald and others have imagined, to be
baptized of him, for, as we have seen, the
statements of ver. 33 exclude the possibility
of such a purpose. The design of Jesus 18
not stated. The evangelist is here occupied
with the testimony of the Baptist to Chriat.
Enough is said to provide the opportunity
for the most wonderful and mysterious
utterances of the forerunner. Behold (e
in the singular, although several persons are
addressed, is not unusual; see Matt. X. 16
and ch. xi. 3) the Lamb of God, which taketh
away the sin of the world. We should
observe, from the later context, that already
John had pereeived by special signs and
Divine inspiratiou that Jesus was the Son of
God, and the veritable Baptizer with the
Holy Ghost ; that he was before him in dig-
nity, honour, and by pre-existence, although
his earthly ministry had been delayed until

ii. 17, 57, has found an abdrah, or ford,
further north than the traditional place of
passage and much nearer to Cana. Bethania
may have been the name of a village near
such e ford, either there or near Jericho.
Such & spot is placed in the map of the
Palest. Expl. Soo.

} BAémer (without &8 "lodivys) is the read-
ing of N, B, C*, K, L, eto, and & large
number of uncials, and is adopted by Tre-
gelles, Alford, Westcott and Hort, R.'\', and
Tischendorf.



30 THE GOSPEL ACCORDING 710 ST. JOHN.

fom w 1—81,

nfter John's proparatory work had been
done. John hnd felt that the *confession
of eins” mnde by the guilty multitude, by
penerations of vipers. was needful, rational,
imperative upon them; but that in the
care of Jesue this confession was not only
superflurus, but & kind of contradiction in
torms. The Lord over whom the heavens
had opened, and to whom the heavenly name
had been given, fulfilling all rightcousness
by submitting to the baptism of repentanco
unto the remission of sir:s, was a profound
perplexity to the Baptist. Sirange was it
that he who would have power to Aeal with
the Holy Ghost cven as John had been
using water should have been called in any
real sense to confess the sins of his owu
nature or life. John believed that Jesus
was the Source of a fiery purity aud purify-
ing power, and that according to his own
showing he had rejected all proposals which
might bring Israel to his feet by assuming
the rgle of their eonquering Messiah. He
had even treated these suggestious as temp-
tations of the devil. Not to save his physical
life from starvation would he use his
miraculous energies for his own personal
ends. Not to bring the whole Sanhedrin,
priesthood, and tcmple guard, nay, even the
Roman governor aud court, to his feet, will
he utter a word or wave a signal which they
could misunderstand. His purpose was to
identify himself, Son of God though he be,
with the'world—to ¢ suffer all, that he might
succour all.” Because John kmew that
Jesus was so great he was brought to
apprehend the veritable fact and central
reality of the Lord’s person and work. He
saw by a Divine inspiration what Jesus was,
and what he was about to do. The simple
supposition that Jesus had made John the
Daptist his confidant, on his return from
the wilderness of temptation and victory, and
that we owe the story of the temptation to the
facts of Christ’s experience which had been
communicated to John, do more than andy
other supposition does to expound the stand-
point of John’s remarkable exclamation. A
library of discussion and exposition has been
produced by the words which John uttered
on this occasion, and different writers have
taken opposite views, which in their origin
proceed from the pame root. The early
Greek interpreters were moving in a true
direction when they looked to the celebrated
oracle of Isa.liii. as the primary signification
of the great phrase, “ The Lamb of God.”
The image used to portray the suffering
Sin-bearer is the “ Lamb brought silently
to the slaughter,” “a Sheep dumb before his
ebearers.” Doubtless the first implication
of this comparison arose from the prophet’s
conception of the patience, gentleness, and
submission of the sublime but suffering

“Servant of God;” but the fourth, fifth,
sixth, and twelfth versea of that ehaptor are
80 charged with tho ein-bearing of the great
Vietim, the vicarious and propitiatory virtue
of his agony unto death, that we cannot
scparate the one from the other. Ho who is
led as a Lamb to tho slanghter bears our
sins and suffers pain for us, is wounded on
account of our transgressions: *“The Lord
has laid on him the iniquity of usqll . .,
it pleased the Lord to bruise him,” eto.
The Servant of God is God’s Lamb, appointed
and consecrated for the highest worlk of
sacrificial suffering and death. The LXX.
has certainly used the verb ¢ pew, to bear,
where John uses alpew, to take away.
Meyer suggests that in the iden of afipew
the previous notion of ¢pépewv is involved and
presupposed. The Hebrew formule, ipn - Ng)
and 13y ), are variously anslated by the
LXX,, but generally in the euse of bearing
the consequences of personal guilt or the
sin of another (Numb. xiv. 34; Lev. v. 17;
xx. 17; Ezek. xviii. 19). In Lev. x. 17 it is
distinetly used of the priestl expiation for
sin to be effected by Elerzar. Here and
elsewhere ab) is translated in the LXX. by
apaipey, where God as the subject of the
verb is described as lifting off sin from the
transgressor and by bearing it himself—
bearing it away. In several places the
LXX. has gone further, translating the
word, when God is the subject, by &¢ievaf,
with the idea of forgiveness (Ps, xxxii. 5;
Ixxxv. 3; Gen. 1. 17; Isa. xxxiii. 24).
Hence the Baptist, in using the word alpew,
had doubtless in his mind the large conno-
tation of the Hebrew word N¥) with the
fundamental prerequisite of the teking away,
which the oracle of Isaiah had suggested o
him. John knew that the taking away of
sin involved the twofold process: (1) the
conference of a& new spiritual life by ihe
gift and grace of the Holy Spirit; and (2)
such a removal of the consequences and
shame and peril of sin as is involved by the
bearing of sins in his own Divine personality.
Thus he not only perceived from the
accompaniments of the baptism that Jesus
was the Son of God and the Baptizer with
the Holy Ghost, but that, being these, his
meek submission and bis triumphant re-
pudiation of the temptations of the devil
which were based upon the fact of his Divine
sonship proved that he was the Divine sin-
bearing Lamb of Isaiah’s oracle. Many
commentators have, however, seen a special
reference to the Paschal lamb, with which
Christ’s work was, without hesitation, com-
pared in later years (1 Cor. v. 7). There
can be no doubt that the Passover lamb
was & “sin offoring” (Hengstenberg,
¢ Christ of the Old Testament,’ vol. iv, 851+
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Baur, * Uber die Ursprung und Bedeutung
des Pnssnh-Fest, quoted by Liicke, i. 404).
It was God’s sacrifice by pre-eminence, and
the blood of the lamb was offered to God to
mako atonement, nnd it freed Israel from
the curse that fell on the firstborn of Egypt.
John, the san of a sacrificing priest, the
Naozorite, the stern prophet of the wilderness,
was familier with all the ritual and the
lessons of that solemn festival ; and might
look on the Son of God, selected for this
sacrifice, as fulfilling in singular and unique
fashion the function of the Passover Lamb
for the whole world. But John would not
be limited by the Paschal associations. Day
by day lambs were presented before God as
burnt offerings, as expressions of the desire
of the offerers to accept absolutely the
supreme will of God. Moreover, the lamb
of the trespass offering was slain for atone-
ment (Lev. iv. 85; xiv. 11; Numb. vi. 12),
either when physical defilement excluded
the sufferer from temple-worship, or when a
Nazarite had lost the advantage of his vow
by contact with the dead. Even the
ceremonial of the great Day of Atonement,
though other animal victims were used,
suggested the same great thought of pro-
pitiatory suffering and death. These varions
forms of sacrificial worship must have been
in the mindsof both Isaiah and Jokn. They
are the key to Isaiah’s prophecy, and this in
its turn ¢s the basis of the cry of John. The
New Testament apostles and evangelists,
whether accurate or not in their exegesis,
did repeatedly tale this oracle of Isaiah’s as
descriptive of the work of the Lord, and
other early Christian writers treated the
chapter as though it were a fragment of
their contemporaneous evidence and exposi-
tion (Matt. viii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 22—25; Acts
viii. 28 ; Luke xxii. 37; Rev. v. 6; xiii. 8;
Rom. x.16; Clement, ‘1 Ep. ad Cor.,’ xvi.).
John was standing further back, and on
an Old Testament platform, but we have,
in his knowledge of Isaiah’s prophecies, and
his familiarity with the sacrificial system
of which that oracle foreshadowed the ful-
filment, quite enough to account for the
burning words in which he condensed the
meaning of the ancient sacrifices, and saw
them all transcended in the suffering Son of
God. The author of ‘Ecce Homo,’ by
identifying the *Lamb of God” with the
imagery of Ps. xxiii.,, supposed that John
gaw, in the inward repose and spiritual
joyfulness of Jesus, the power he would
wield to take away the sin of the world.
«He (John) was one of the dogs of the
flock of Jehovah, Jesus was one of the
Lambs of the good Shepherd.” There is
no hint whatever of these ideas in the psalm.
This euriosity of exegesis has not securcd
any aoceptance. Some difficulty has been

felt in the fact that John should have made
such progress in New Testament thought ;
but the experience throuzh which John has
passed during his contact with Jesus, the
sentiment with which he found the Lord
whom he sought coming to his baptism, the
agony that he foresaw must follow the con-
tact of such a One with the prejudices and
sing of the people, above all, the mode in
which our Lord was trealing the current
expectation of Messiah regarding its eagerly
desired manifestations as temptations of the.
devil, flashed the whole of I[saiah’s oracler
into sudden splendour. He saw the Lamb
already led to slaughter, and his blond
upon the very door-posts of every house; he
saw him lifting, bearing, carrying away, the,
sin of the world, all impurity, transgression,

and shame. His atoving sacrifice is already
going on. The sins of mankind fall on the.
Holy One. He sees him pouring out his soul

unto death, and making gentle intercession
for his murderers; so in a glorious ecstasy
he cries, “BeroLp THE LauB oF Gob!”
(see my ‘John the Baptist,” ch. vi. § 2, pp..
369—386).

Ver. 30.—This is he on behalf of' whom I
said, After me cometh a man (amp is used as
a term of higher dignity than &v@pwmos, and
is made more explicit by the positive appear-
ance of the Holy One whom Le had just
recognized and pointed out to his disciples)
who became before me—in human and other
activities under the Old Testament cove-
nant—because he was before me; in the
deepest sense, having an eternal self-con-
sciousness, o. Divine pre-existence, apart from
all his dealings and doings with man (see
notes ou vers. 15, 26, 27). If the shorter
reading of vers. 26, 27 be correct, then the
occasion on which this great utterance was
first made is not described. If it be not
expunged from vers. 26, 27, we may imagine
that John is now referring to what he said
on the previous day to the Sanhedrin. If
internal reasons may help to decide a read-
ing, I should be inclined, with Godet as
against Meyer, to say that this is the obvious
reference. Here, too, the 11 mpaTds uov H»
is added as explanation of what was enig-
matical in ver.26. The whole saying has
already found place in the prologue. The
threefold citatiou reveals the profound im-
pression which the words of the Baptist
bhad made upon his most susceptible dis-
ciplo.

pVel’s. 31—84.—(8) The purpose of John's

1 Tregelles, Tischendorf (8th edit.), R.T.,
read Jrép instead of mepl, on the authority
of N, B, C, and two quotations of Origen,
though there are many authorities for wep/
of T.R.
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own migeion was to intraduce to Israel the
Bagptizer with the Holy Ghost.

Ver. 31.—And I for my part knew him
not. This is thought by some to be incom-
patible with the statcrment of Matt. iii. 14,
where the Baptist displaycd sufficient know-
ledge of Jesus to have exclaimed, “I have
need to be baptized of thee.” Early ocom.
mentators, e.g. Ammonius, quoted in *Catena
DPatrum.” suggested that John’s long resi-
dence in the wilderness had prevented his
knowing his kinsman; Chrysostom, * Hom.
xvi. in Joannem,” urged that he was not
familiar with his person; Epiphanius, ¢ Adv.
Hwr.,’ xxx., and Justin Martyr, ¢Dial.,’ o. 88,
refer to a long passage in the ‘Gospel of
the Ebionites,” which, notwithstanding nu-
merous perversions, vet suggests a method
of conciliation of the two nparratives, that
the sign of the opening heavens and the
voice oceasioned the consternation of John,
und explains his deprecation of the act
which he had already performed (see my
< John the Baptist,” pp. 313, 314; Nicholson,
¢ Gospel according to the Hebrews,’ pp. 38—
40). Neander has suggested the true expla-
nation : “In contradistinction to that which
John now saw in the Divine light, all
his previous knowledge appeared to be a
non-knowledge.” Jobn knew of Jesus, as
lis kinsman ; he knew him as One mightier
than himself—One whose coming, as com-
pared with his own, was as the coming of the
Lord. When Jesus approached him for bap-
tism, John therefore knew quite enough to
make him hesitate to baptize the Christ
He knew more than enough to induce him
to say, “I have need to be baptized of thee.”
Godet imagines that, since baptism was pre-
ceded by confession, John found that the
coufession made by Jesus was of such e
lofty, saintly, God-like type of repudiation of
sin, as that John himself had never attained
to. This representation fails from attribut-
ing to John the function of a sacerdotal
confessor of later days,and is out of bar-
mony altogether with the meaning and
potency of our Lord’s confession of the sin
of the whole of that human nature which he
bad taken upon himself. The kmowledge
which John bad of Jesus was as nothing to
the blaze of light which burst upon him
when he reslized the idea that Jesus was
the Son of God. The “ I knew him not” of
this verse was a subsequent reflection of the
Baptist when the sullime bhumility, the
dovelike sweetness, and the spiritual might
of Jesus were revealed to bim. A blind
man who bad received his sight during the
hoars of dnrkmess might imagine, when he
paw the reflected glory of the moon or morn-
ing star in the eye of dawn, that he knew
the nature and had felt the glory of Light;
but amidet the splendour of sunrise or of

noon he might justly say, “I knew it not”
(compare the language of Paul, Phil. iii. 10,
and of this same evangelist, Rev, i. 17. See
Archdeacon Farrar's ¢ Life of Christ,’ vol. i.
117; my *John the Baptist,’ p. 8315). But
that he should be manifested to Israel, for
this cause I came baptizin ' in (with) water.
It wes traditionnlly expected that Elijah
should anoint Messiah. John perceives now
the transitional nature of his own mission.
His baptism retires into the background.
He sees that its whole meaning was the
introduction of Messiah, the manifestation
of the Son of God to Israel. It may be said
that the ministry of the wilderness, with the
vast impression it produced, is represented
by the synoptists as of more essential im-
portance in itself. John's own judgment,
however, here recorded, is the true key to
the whole representation. 'The synoptio
narrative shows very clearly that, as a mattex
of fact, the Johannine ministry culminated
at the baptism of Jesus, and lost itself in the
dawn of the great day which it insugurated
and heralded. The Fourth Gospel does but
give the rationale of such an arrangement,
and refer the origin of the idea to John
hirpself. If John did not intensify the sense
of sin which Messiah was to soothe and
take away ; if Jobn did not, by baptism with
water, excite a desire for an infinitely nobler
and more precious baptism ; if John did not
prepate a way for One of vastly more moment
to mankind and to the kingdom of God than
himself,—his whole work was a failure. In
that John saw his own relation to the Christ
—he saw his own place in the dispensations
of Providence.

Verse. 32, 33.—And John bore testimony,
saying, 1 have seen (perfect) the Bpirit
desoending like a dove out of heaven, and
it (he) abode upon him. And I knew him
not, but he that sent me to baptize with (in)
water, he said to me, Upon whomsoever thou
mayest seo the Holy Spirit descending, and
abiding on him, this (one) is he that bap-
tizeth with (in) the Holy Spirit. The pre-
paration by special teaching for a mysterious
vision is the key to the vision itself, which
John is here said to have described. There
can be no reasonable doubt that the evange-
list makes reference to the synoptio tradi-
tion of the baptism of Jesus byJohn,although
it may suit some uncompromising opponents
of the Fourth Gospel to say that the baptism
is here omitted. The act of the rite is not
totidem verbis described; but the chiefaccom-
peniment and real meaning of the baptism
is specially portrayed. All the well-known
cycles of criticism make their special assault
on the narratives at this point. Rationalism
finds in a thunderstorm and the casual flight
of a pigeon what John magnified into a
supernstural portent; Straussianism sees the
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growth of a legend from prepared sources of
Hebrew tradition, and cndenvours to aggra-
vate into irreconcilable discrepancy the
various accounts ; Baur and Hilgenfeld ac-
centuntothe objectively supernatural portent,
80 a8 the more easily to put it into the region
of ignorant superstition ; others find the hint
or sign of Gnostic handling; and Keim sug-
gests that it is the poetic colouring which o
later age unconsciously attributed to the
Baptist and the Christ. Let it be noticed :
(1) That the present Gospel does not aug-
ment, but diminishes, the miraculous element
as compared with the synoptic narrative.
The ¢ Gospel of the Hebrews* added further
embellishments still. Our Gospel com-
pels us to believe that the mind of the
DBaptist was the chief region of the miracle,
(2) The euthor of this Gospel might, if he
hed chosen, have selected his own experience
on the Mount of Transfiguration in vindica-
tion of a Divine attestation of the Sonship;
but he preferred to fall back upon the testi-
mony of his revered master. Peter, James,
and John were unprepared for what they saw
and heard on tbat occasion: and Peter knew
not what be said, so great was the awful
wonder that fell upon him then. Here, how-
ever, is recorded a vision for which the mind
of the great forerunner was prepared. He ox-
pected to see the Spiritof God insome manner
blend his energy with that of the individual
who would prove to be the Baptizer with
the Holy Ghost. (3) John does not discrimi-
pate the methods of the two communications,
and from this narrative all that could be
inferred positively is that the mind of John,
by objective or subjective process, of which
we know nothing, received the communica-
tion end the sacred impression. (4) The
synoptic narrative, primd facie, differs from
this representation. At all events Luke iii.
21, 22 speaks of “opened heavens,” *the
Holy Spirit in bodily form as a dove,” and
a voice addressed to the Lord, “Thou art
my beloved Son; in thee I am well pleased.”
This account is taken by Strauss as the key
to the other three, and he urges that they
must all be interpreted in harmony with it.
But from the time of Origen, the exegesis of
Matthew's account no less emphatically states
(4.e.if with De Wette, Bleek, Baur, and Keim,
we take & Iwdvyns as the subject of €l3ev) that
John saw the Holy Spirit descending like a
dove and coming upon (Christ) him, and
that the voice was addressed to John, ‘' This
is my beloved Son,” ete. In Mark’s account
the elSev and airdy are susceptible of the
same interpretation. It should be observed
that Luke’s narrative clearly implies that
our Lord’s baptism took place at some un-
spocified opportunity, and simply gives the
summing up of the impression produced
upon the mind of John. It is more reason-
JOHN.

ablo to interpret Luke in harmony with the
main conception of Matthew and John than
to press the latter into foreced harmony with
the former. (5) The great difficulty is the
expression, cwuatieg e5a. But surely the
prophetic mind was accustomed to dwell in
the midst of similar visual shapes of spiritual
things. There was cwparmdy efBos enough in
the cherubim, olive trees, horses,armies, vials,
and cities of the Apocalypse, and there were
“voices” heard by Ezekiel, Hosea, Elijah,
and by John himself which could be, were,
and even must be, described in terms of
physical faets, which no interpreters have
ever felt compelled to transfer into the region
of phenomena. There are still intensely
vivid intuitions of epiritual fact which traun-
scend all sensible or logical proof. If John
saw and heard these things so far as his own
consciousness was concerned, there is enough
to account for every peculiarity of the narra-
tive. He saw the Shechinah-glory hovering
over the Lord Jesus, officially consecrating
a human personality. The dovelike (&s
mepiotepar) form and motion taken by the
heavenly light reminded him of the brood-
ing of the Spirit of God upon the prim=val
waters. He looked into the face of the Holy
One of God—majesty and meekness, Divine
glory, human gentleaess, a sanctity as of the
holy place, a freedom as of the birds of
heaven, force like that of the steeds of the
rising sun, inward peace like the calm of a
brooding dove, transfigured the Lord. This
dovelike splendour abode upon him, passed
tnto him; end the voice (the invincible
conviction, the resistless consciousness that
often can find no other expression than
“ Thus saith the Lord ) was heard, ¢ This
is my beloved Son,” etc. We cannot say
what John saw; we know what he said;
and it covered the consciousness of the most
stupendous rcality yet enacted on the earth.
That which John had been tanght to pre-
dict as approaching was now seen to have
actually come about. He who baptizeth
with the Holy Ghost has commenced his
wondrous mission. (6) The whole question
as to the relation of the Holy Spirit and the
Logos—the relation between thie statement
of ver. 13 and vers. 31—33—demands special
consideration. A few words here may suffice.
Baur, Eichhorn, and others have urged that
either the Adyos and Tveiua are identical,
and that that which John means(vers. 1—14)
by the Logos he afterwards resolves into
the pneuma, or that this sgene and these
words are incompatible with the prologue.
It is true that Philo and Justin (‘ Apol.’ i
33) do use the two terms as practically
identical. But John has recorded our Lord’s
owu words as to the antithesis of the wvetua
and odpf (ch. iii.), declaring in his prologue
that the Logos is the Source of all the life
D
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and light of men, and that the Logos eame
into the world and became flesh. Now, if
John did not abide firmly in this thought,
he would have represented incarnate God as
undergoing the process of regeneration at
his baptiemn, thau which nothing would be
more abhorrent to his entire theory of the
Christ. The relations of the Logos and the
Pneuma to ench other and to the Father,
metaphysically considered, are profoundly
intricate, but the relations of Father, Word,
and Holy Spirit to the Person of the Lord
Jesus have been several times asserted by
the apostles, and cannot be interchanged
(see my ‘ John the Baptist,’ lect. v.; Liicke,
*Comm. iiber d. Evang. Joh.,' vol. i. pp.
433-443).

Ver. 34.—I for my part have seen and
bave borne testimony that this is the Son of
God. The Old Testament standpoint which
John occupied enabled him from the first
to identify the Messiah with the *Son of
God ;" but surely this is the record of the
first occasion when the Baptist recognized
the token that One who sustained suoh re-
lation with the Father stood before him.
There is much in this Gospel and the sy-
noptic narrative to show that the disciples
(Matt. xvi. 16, 17) identified thej Christ
with the Son of God. The tempter and the
demoniacs are familiar with the idea (Matt.
iv. 1—11; Mark iii. 11; v. 7). The high
priest at the trial and the Roman centurion
(Matt. xxvi 63; xxvii 40; Mark xiv, 61),
Natharoel (ch. L 49), Martha (ch. xi. 27),
hail him as Son of God. Though the Lord
for the most part preferred to speak of him-
sclf as “Son of man,” yet in this Gospel
(ch. v. 19—23; vi 40; x 36) he frequently
claims this lofty designation. Nor is it con-
fined to this Gospel, for in Matt. xi. 26—27,
we have practically the same confession.
Now, the declaration of this verse is in inti-
mate convection with what precedes. Neither
the Baptist nor the evangelist implies that,
by Christ’s baptism, and by that which John
saw of the descent and abiding of the Spirit
upon the Xord, he was there and then
constituted “the Bon of God.” From this
misapprehension of the Gospel arose the
Gnostic-Ebionite view of the leavenly
Soter descending on Christ, to depart from
him at the Crucifixion. Tbhe main signifi-
cance of the entire paragraph is the special
revelation given to John, his consequent illu-
mination and momentous testimony, one that
sank into the soul of his most susceptible
disciples, and thus made this declaretion the
“{rue birth-hour of Christendom” (Ewald,
Meyer). The narrative does not imply that
Christ’s own consciousness of Divine sonship
then commenced. He knew who he was
when he spoke, at twelve years of age, of
the businese of my Father;" but it would

be equally inadequate excgoesis to suppose
that no communication was then mado to the
saored humanity whioch bad been fashioned
by the Holy Spirit in the womb of the virgin,
and by which he became from tho first * tho
Son of God.” The Lord's humanity did
become alive to the solemn and awful respon-
sibilities of this public recoguition. He
knew that the hour was come for bis Messianio
activity, and the distinct admission of this
was the basis of each of the diabolie temp-
tations from which be immediately sutfered.
There was a unique glory in this sonship
which differed from all other usage of the
same phrase. Many an Oriental mystic and
Egyptian pharaoh and even Roman emperor
had thus described themselves; but the
Baptist did not speak of himself in this or
any other sense as ‘“Son of God.” Thero
was flashed into his mind the light of a
Divine relationship between Jesus and the
Father which convinced him of the pre-
existing life of himn who was chronologically
coming after him. It was probably this
momentous utterance which led to the depu-
tation of the Sanhedrin, and induced them
to ask for the explanation of a mystery tran-
scending all that John had said from “the
day of his showing unto Israel” (see.my
¢ John the Baptist,’ lect. vi.§1). Many com-
mentators herc encounter the unquestionable
difficulty of John the Baptist’s message from
the prison. I prefer to discuss it at the close
of ch. iii. (see my ¢ John the Baptist,’ lect.
vii.: “The Ministry of the Prison”). Here
it is sufficient to observe that the vivid in-
tuition and revelation which John obtoined
touching the deep things of God in Christ,
and the vast and far-reaching testimonics
which he bore to the Son of God, to the Bap-
tizer with the Holy Ghost, the pre-existent
glory of him that came after him, and to “the
Lamb of God which taketh away the sin of
the world,” were, nevertheless, in the evange-
list’'s mind historically coincident with the
fact that John never did unite himself to the
circle of Christ's immediate followers. The
“John ” of the Fourth Gospel remained in
an independent position—{riendly, rejoicing
in the Bridegroom's voice, but not one of
his followers. The preparatory work with
which he began his ministry he continued
and pursued to the tragic end.

Vers, 35—51.—3. The first disciples, and
their testimony.

Vers, 35—39.—(1) John directs his own
disciples to Jesus.

Ver. 35.—0n the morrow, again John was
standing, and two from his disoiples ; imply-
ing that there were many others within
hearing of his voics, or, at least, under his
influence. The imperfeot tense of the verb
elorhies suggests the idea that he was waiting
for some fresh announcement, some provi-
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dontial event, to determine his course. The
“aguin" refers back to ver. 29. Much must
bo read between tho lines as to theso dis-
ciples, their excited interest in the words
already uttered by their master.

Vor. 36.—And steadfastly regarding (see
Mark x. 21, 27; Luko xx. 17; xxii, 61)—
with engor and penetrating glance, as though
something might be learned from his slightest
movements—Jesus 28 he walked ; * walked,”
not towards John, as on the previons day,
but in some opposite direction. This implics
that their relativo functions were not identi-
cal, and not to be confounded. This is the
last time when the Baptist end the Christ
were together, and the sublime meekness of
John, and his surrender of all primary claims
to deference, throw light on the unspeakable
and gentle dignity of Jesus. He saith,
Behold the Lamb of God. The simple phrase,
without further exposition, implies that he
was recolling to their minds the mighty
appellation which he had bestowed upon the
Baviour on the previous day, with all the
additional iuterpretation of the term with
which it had then been accompanied. The
brevity of the cry here marks the emphasis
which it bore, and the rich associations it
already conveyed. The testimony to the
method by which John had, at least in part,
arrived at the conclusion is very remarkable.
Jesus would not have fulfilled in John’s
mind the prophetic oracle of the Divine
Lamb, or the sacrificial offering for the sin
of the world, if steps had not been taken to
convince John that he was the veritable Son
of God. No merc human nature, but only
that humanity which was an incarnation of
the Eternal Logos, and filled with the abiding
of the Holy Spirit, could be God’s Lamb.
Cf. hero the remarkable fact that it was when
the disciples had learned more clearly and
grasped more firmly the iden of his Divine
sonship that the Lord repeatedly proceeded
to explain to them the approach of his
sacrificial sulferings and death. As Son of
God, he must die for man (Matt. xvi. 21;
Lubke ix. 22, 43, 44; ch. xvi. 29—32),

Ver. 37.—And the two diseiples heard him
speak, and they followed—became followers
of—Jesus. This event, if not profoundly
symbolic (as Godet says), is typical of the
whole process which has gone on in augment-
ing rapidity from that day to this. If Jesns
were what John said, if they were able on
his showing to gresp this much concerning
the Vord, they would find in him what John
could never be to them. John might awaken
the sense of sin, peril, shame, and fear; he
had no power to allay it. The lonely Christ
has as yet not called one disciple into his
fellowship, but as Lamb of God he has power
to draw all men to himself. The word now
epoken was enough. It divided the bond

which up to this time had united the is-
ciples to John, and made them conspicuons
for ever in the group which * follow the
Lamb whithersoover he goeth.” “Primm
origines ecclesiss Christianm” (Bengel).

Ver. 38.—Then Jesus turned—hearing their
footfall, he welcomed their sincere approacl,
attentive as he ever was to the faintest
indication of genuine faith and desire for
his best gifts—and beheld them following
(Peaduai is used of intense gaze at that which
ia nugust and wonderful, vers. 14, 32; 1 John
i. 1; but used also of special and interested
contemplation, Matt. vi. 1; ch. vi. 3),
and he saith to them, What s2ek ye? The
first words of Jesus, as recorded in this
Gospel, reveal the incarnate Logos, anointed
of the Holy Spirit, begioning to search the
heart and anticipate the unuttered questions
of humanity. He assumes their desire for
that which he alone can supply. They, on
seeing their Christ, the Son of God, all
humanly before them, do not fall at his feet,
but approach him as a human teacher, and
give him the ordinary honorific title of a
wise, competent instructor. They said unto
him, Babbi (which is, being interpreted,
Teacher). The parenthetic clause reveals
the fact that the GGospel was written for Gen-
tile readers. The title “Rabbi” was a modern
one, only dating from the days of Hillel,
about B.c. 30, and therefore needing inter-
pretation. Where abidest thou? Renan
founds on this phrase “ Rabbi ” the supposi-
tion that, when John and Jesus meet, they
are both surronnded by groups of followers.
The narrative is written to convey a precisely
opposite conception. Christ did not refuse
this * courtesy title” (Matt. xxiii. 8; ch.
xiii. 13), and we can gather nothing else
from the narrative. The question itself re-
veals the mind of the ovangelist. In tho
opinion of all writers (favourable and hostile),
the writer, according to a deliberate method
adopted by him, wished to imply that he was
one of the two disciples who first left the
Baptist to attach themselves to Jesus. The
very form of the question adds to the proba-
bility. It is a characteristic longing of the
disciple, whom Jesus loved so well, to be
near and with his Master. He craved no
laconic phrase, no solitary word, but some
more prolonged fellowship, some undisturbed
communion and instruction. The varied
emotions of that day, moreover, were coo-
spicuously reproduced in the solcmu title
which the son of Zebedee most persistently
applied to his glorified Lord in the Apoce-
lypse. Morc then thirty times he refers to
him as “ the Lamb.”

VYer. 39.—He saith to them, Come, and yo
ghall see.! * A parable of the message of

! The reading yeode is preferred to that
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faith ” (Westeott). Some have compared the
oxpression with &xov xal BAéme, thrice re-
pented (T.R.) in Rev. vi.; but it is unneces-
sary to do eo. Faith precedes revelation as
well as follows it. They oame, and saw where
he was abiding. We cannot eay where; it
may have been rome cave in the rocks, some
humble shelter amid the hills, some chamber
in a caravanserai; for he had not where to
Iny Lis head. He oalled no place his home.
And they abode with him that day, for it
was about the temth hour. The estreme
difficulty of reconociling John's statement as
to the time of the Crucifixion with that of
Mark (see note on ch. xix. 14) has led very
able critics, like Townson, McLellan, West-
cott, to ergue that all John’s notices of
time are compatible with his having adopted
the Roman method of measuring, e from
midnight to noon, and from noon to mid-
night. On that hypothesis the “tenth hour"
would be ten a.m. and the two disciples
would have remained with our Lord through-
out the day. This is not necessarily involved
by our present context, and we are not sure
that a like supposition will free us from all
difficulty in ch. xix. 14. Meyer says that
*the Jewish reckoning is involved necessarily
in ch. xi. 9; and in ch. iv. 6, 52 it is not
excluded.” The ordinary New Testament
measurement would make the hour four p.m.,
and on that understanding several lours
might still be open for the sacred fellowship.
The personal witness shows himself by this
delicate hint of exact time, this special note
of remembrance concerning the most critical
epoch of his life.

Vers. 40—49.—(2) The naming and convic-
tions of the disciples.

Ver. 40.—0no of the two who heard from
John that Jesus was the Son of God aend
the Lamb of God, and who, on that astound-
ing intelligence, and at their teacher’s own
suggestion, followed (became henceforth fol-
lowers of, éxéAovfo:) him, was Andrew, the
brother of Simon Peter (notice a similar
construction at ch. vi. 45, where a clause
commences with the copuls). The other
disciple, with the studied reticence ever
preserved about his own designation, is left
unnamed by the writer. “Simon Peter” is
here spoken of as the better-known man.
The bestowment of this designation on
Andrew shows thet the Gospel was written
when Peter's greater name was widely
recognized, and the reference is made with-
out the faintest tonch of depreciation. Simon
Peter's reputation gives force and impor-
tance to the record of Andrew’s faith. The

of Tere of T.R. and Lachmenn, by Tregelles,
Tischendorf (8th edit.), B.T., Westcott and
Hort, on the authority of B, C*, L, and quota-
tions from Origen and numerous cursives.

evangelist’s intimate friend Andrew is thus
lifted out of his comparative obsourity
among the apostolate, not by his nssooi-
ation with John, but by his relationship
with Simon,

Veor. 41.—(a) The Messiah. He (Andrew)
first! findeth his own brother Simon. Dr.
Plummer here observes, “ In Chureh history
St. Peter is everything, and St. Andrew
nothing: but would there lave been an
Apostle Peter but for Andrew ?” Hengsten-
berg, De Wette, and others have expluined
the curious word * first,”” as though both tho
unnamed disciple and Andrew lLad gone
together to search out Simon, and that
Andrew had been the first of the two to be
suceessful. This would leave the 15i0p less
satisfactorily accounted for than the simple
supposition that each of the disciples started
in different directions to find “his own"
brother, and that Andrew was 1nore fortunate
than his companjon. The two pairs of
brothers are frequently mentioned as being
together. James and John, Andrew and
Simon, are partners on the lake of Galilee in
their fishing business, and are finally called
into full discipleship and apostolate after the
visit to Jerusalem (see Mark i. 19,11). The
four are specially mentioned as being to-
gether (Mark xiil. 3), so that it is not un-
reasonable to suggest that when Andrew first
sought “his own " brother Simon, John also
sought for “his own "’ brother James. It is
worthy of note that the evangelist never
mentions bis own name, nor that of James,
nor that of their mother Salome, although he
does imply their presence. Andrew saith to
him (Simon), We have found the Messias—
the article is omitted, as Xpiords is merely the
translation of * Messiah ""—(whioh, adds the
evangelist, is, being interpreted, Christ).
Andrew is described on two additional occa-
sions as bringing others to Jesus (ch. vi. 8;
xii. 22). Here the rapidity and depth of his
convictions are noted. The writer's own
impression is implied rather than given. He
hides his own faith under the bolder and
more explicit utterance of his friend. This
was the result upon the mind of two disciples
of the first conference with Jesus, Marvel-
lous enough that such a thought should have
possessed them, however imperfect their ideas
were as yet concerning the Christ! The
ebprixauey implies that they had long been
waiting for the Consolation of Israel, looking
for his coming, seeking hisappearing. “ We
have sought,” they say,“and we have found.”
A more wonderful Efjpnxa than that of Archi-

! The awkward reading wparov is pre-
ferred to mparos of T.R. by Lachmenn, Tre-
gelles, R.T., and Westcott and Hort, on the
authority of X2, A, B, M, 1, 22,69, eto.; but no