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ST JOHN THE APOSTLE, AND HIS WHITINGS.

^T JOHN occupies a place so peculiar and prominent,

)M among the disciples of our Lord as a person, and among
the New-Testament writers as an author—and the

writings which bear his name have always been the object of

such various and conflicting discussion— that a comprehensive

exhibition of his personal character, his life, his labours, and his

literary activity may well be regarded as one of the most difficult

undertakings. If, in the brief limits here prescribed to us, we are

to succeed, we must enter upon the subject not analytically, but

synthetically ; that is, Ave must set out with the collective picture

of the Apostle and his writings given in the New Testament,

and then pass on to a general view of all the critical questions

arising out of it. The personality of the Apostle himself, and

the character of his writings, and their adjustment in the extant

cycle of New-Testament literature, must first of all be viewed

as a thesis ; and upon that we may found a universal review of

the critical questions which have been raised in relation to those

writings.

Three of our Lord's Apostles stand out prominently from

the general circle : St John, St Peter, and St Paul. The last

was not in the number of the Twelve. Among them St James,

the son of Zebedee and brother of St John, had been singled

out by Christ to be the companion of St John and St Peter in

the special distinction of witnessing His transfiguration and His

deepest humiliation (Mark v. 37 ; Matt. xvii. 1, xxvi. 37) ; but

St James soon followed his Master in a death of mart}a*dom

(Acts xii. 2), and on that account is less known to us than the

rest.

As compared with St Peter, St John exhibits to us a
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calm and reflective nature, Avith a preeminent receptivity

:

every word of his beloved Master, which tends to solve to his

heart the mystery which he pondered, he apprehends in his

deepest soul, and holds it fast, and meditates upon it, blessedly

losing himself in the contemplation of the glory of the Son of

Man. In relation to all that Christ speaks or does, he does not

seize the element of practical conduct ; he does not ask, " What
shall I do? shall I build tabernacles upon the Mount of

Transfiguration? shall I draw my sword against Malchus?"

—but, far from feeling the pressure of action and co-operation,

he loves calmly to contemplate what passes, and asks, " What
is this that He doeth ? what is it that He saith?" He was

lost in the pondering, affectionate contemplation of Jesus, as a

bride in the contemplation of the bridegroom ; in the most pro-

found and purest love, he sank into the person of his Master

(hence he was chosen as an individual friend rather than the

others, John siii. 23, etc.). And thus it is to be explained that

in the soul and in the living remembrance of this disciple

the very character of our Lord, in its most fine and character-

istic traits, was retained so clearly and unconfusedly ; and that

so many long colloquies of Jesus with friends and foes remained

in all their vividness, down to the minvitest particulars. All the

supreme and preeminent glory and dignity of Christ, which is

exhibited in the Gospel of St John, did not certainly remain

concealed from the rest of the disciples ; but only St John was

capable of being the instrument of reproducing the exhibition

of it. Every man may see the ineffable beauty of an Alpine

scene under the setting sun ; but not eveiy man can 2^c(,int it.

St John had the nature of a living mirroi*, which not merely

received the full brightness of the Lord's glory, but could also

reflect it back. The other Apostles and Evangelists have rather

preserved those points of our Saviour's speaking and acting

which produced the greatest effect, externally viewed, at the

time. The Sermon on the Mount, delivered before a large

assembly of the people upon a sunny height of Galilee, was to

them, humanly speaking, for ever rememberable ; the unde-

monstrative conversation with the woman of Samaria, or the

controversial discourses of Jesus in the Temple at Jerusalem,

would not make so deep an impression upon them, as not pro-

ducing any striking immediate effect : St John alone was able to
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penetrate and discern the glory which radiated through such less

apparently significant words. And, under the influence of the

Spmt, he was able to do this, to retain and faithfully reproduce

all, because his was a receptive and observant nature. For, this

is the talent of a true observer : not to overlook the most minute

trait, and to place it in its right position in the connection of

the whole. But then St John was only an observer, not a poet

or inventor. The first requisite of an inventive poet—the art

of rounding, and making an artistic whole out of, the things

narrated— is altogether wanting in him. Plainly, and altogether

without artificial attractions— often, it might seem, wearisomely

—he faithfully gives back " that which he had seen and heard"

(1 John i. 1).

We are conducted to another side of St John's nature by

the comparison with the Apostle Paul. In inv/ardness, St Paul

is much more like St John than St Peter is ; but it is another

kind of inwardness : in St Paul it is dialectic, in St John purely

contemplative. St Paul views psychologically the becoming,

St John the eternal being ; St Paul directs his regards to the

appropriation of redemption, St John to the Founder of salva-

tion ; St Paul to conversion, St John rather to the fulness of

life in Christ. Hence St Paul's is a much gentler character

than that of the v/09 j3povTr]<i (Mark iii. 17). St John, indeed,

has often been called " the Apostle of love," because the word

ar^airr) often occurs in his writings as an important term in his

doctrine. But this ar^airt] occurs at least as often in St Paul's

writings : in St Paul, in its relation to faith as its outward ex-

pression ; in St John, in its opposition to hatred and wickedness.

St John has even been regarded by many as a sentimental

man of feeling, and he has been painted as a youth with soft

and effeminate features ; but thus his personal character has

been most egregiously misconceived. On the other hand, the

passage Luke ix. 51 seq. by no means justifies those who
describe him as a man of violent temperament. Eather he was

that which the French describe in their ex})ression, " il ent

etitier ;" he had no mind or sense for relativities and mediating

modes ; and hence was not a man of middle courses. The
ground of this, however, lay, not in a vehemence of his natural

temperament, but in the peculiarity of his mystic-contempla-

tive and deep insight, which eveiywhere and always pierced
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through to the last extremes. IrenaBus (Hser. 3, 3 ; comp.

Euseb. 3, 28 ; 4, 14) relates, as received from Polycarp, that

St John, when he once met the Gnostic Cerinthus in a bath,

instantly left the place ; fearing that the building would fall

down in which such an enemy of the truth was found. He
was—even in his natural temperament— a man who was alto-

gether that which he was ; a man who could only have been

altogether a Christian, or altogether a devil. In St John, grace

celebrated a silent, and permanent, and decided victory over

the natural corruption. He had never moved in contradictories.

He had been from earliest youth piously trained ; for his mother,

Salome (Mark xvi. 1 ; Matt. xx. 20), belonged to the circle of

tliose few souls who found their consolation as true Israelites in

the promises of the Old Covenant, and who longed for the

coming of the Messiah. Salome was one of those women who
ministered of their substance to the Lord, who had not where

to lay His head (Luke viii. 3) ; she did not leave Him when
He hung upon the cross (Mark xv. 40) ; and it was her high

distinction that the Saviour put her son in His own place, as

the son and sustainer of His mother Mary (the bosom-friend

of Salome). To such a mother was St John born—probably

in Bethsalda,^ at least in its neighbourhood—and trained up in

the fear of God and hope of Israel. The family was not with-

out substance ; for Zebedee had hired servants for his fishing

trade (Mark i. 20), Salome ministered to Jesus, St John pos-

sessed ra tSia, a dwelling (John xix. 17), and was personally

known in the house of the high-priest (John xviii. 15).

As soon as the Baptist came into trouble, St John adhered

to him with all the energy of his receptive inwardness. We
see from John iii. 27-36, that the Evangelist had fonned the

peculiar style which distinguishes him from all the other New-
Testament writers— a style strong, concise, clear, sententious,

and ever reminding of the Old-Testament prophetic diction

—

under the express influence of the Baptist, that last and great

prophet ; not so much, however, appropriating the Baptist's to

himself, as constructing his own style, under the Baptist's in-

fluence, in harmony with the intuitional Hebrew character of his

^ Chrysostom and others mention Bethsaida with confidence as the place

of his birth, resting upon the passages John i. 44, Luke v. 9. But those

passages do not speak with absolute precision.
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own mind, which rejected all dialectics and logical gramma-
tical construction. For, that longer discourse of the Baptist

—

although in its substance altogether pre-Christian, and spring-

ing simply out of the distinctive position of the Baptist (and

therefore, most assuredly, not composed by the Evangelist)—ex-

hibits the same Hebraically-conceived construction of sentences,

which Avas certainly natural to the Baptist, and which is every-

where reproduced by the Evangelist. As the Baptist was

finally to prepare all Israel for Christ, so it was his specific

vocation to prepare the eTrta-TrjOto'^ fx,a6'r]T'^<;, to develop in him
the related (" Johannasan") germs, to form him into a stamped

and distinctive personality, into an instrument which would be

capable of receiving into himself all the outbeaming glories of

Christ. Thus no other disciple so clearly and effectually seized

the kernel of the preaching of John the Baptist (John i. 26-36).

His relation to the Baptist was analogous to that which he after-

wards bore to Christ : he apprehended those profounder views

of the preaching of John which were comparatively concealed

from the others. The Synoptists dwelt largely on the Baptist's

preaching of rej)entance ; and added only a brief notice, that

he pointed also to the coming Messiah. But this last point is

taken up by St John as the centre of the Baptist's work ; and

he has preserved and recorded his prophetic discourses concern-

ing the nature and the passion of Christ, which no other has

preserved. From the Baptist he had further received the fun-

damental categories of his own subsequent doctrine—the anti-

thesis of heaven and earth (John iii. 31), the love and wrath of

God (ver. 36) ; and even the word in ver. 29 may have sounded

afterwards in his soul as a prophetic note of his own relation to

Christ.

But with the same decision of will and absoluteness of pur-

pose with which he had joined himself to the Baptist, and at

his command fully renounced all fellowship with the aKoria, he

now joined himself to Jesus, when to Him he was directed by

the Baptist (.lohn i. 35 seq.). This fixed decision, this abso-

lutism in the best sense, manifested itself in his whole nature

—

so far as that nature was not yet entirely purified and shone

through, or was still under the influence of erroneous views.

When the inhabitants of a Samaritan village would not receive

Jesus, his Jesus, he does not break out into reproach,—that



X ST JOHN THE APOSTLE, AND HIS WRITINGS.

would have been the reaction or vehemence of a hot tempera-

ment,—but he goes with his brother to Jesus, and aslcs— again

purely receptive and self-resigning ; but lohat he asks testifies

to the internal absoluteness with which he apprehends the two

perfect opposites—he asks whether he should not call lire down

from heaven. In his nature and temperament he is everywhere

and always receptive : not prominent, active, interfering, chal-

lenging ; but expectant, observant, listening, and self-devoting.

But in his internal distinctive character, he is always most fixed

and decided. His is a self-devoting nature ; but it is devoted

only to one object, and to that altogether and absohitely de-

voted. And, because his nature was so self-devoting, therefore

it needed such strong decision.

The same positive decisiveness, the same incapacity to

tolerate vacillation and middle points, appears also in St

John's views of the plan of salvation. St Paul views it as

becoming, and pauses and lingers in the conflict bet•\^^en the

old and the new man ; St John beholds salvation as the simply

perfected victory of light over the darkness : he who is born

of God is light, and hath light, and sinneth no more. St Paul,

in his writings, has more to do with sin qua weakness ; St John,

although he does not omit this aspect (1 John i. 8, ii. 1), yet

has more to do with sin as wickedness. St John also well

knows that the victory of light over darkness is won only by

what seems to be a subjection, abandonment, and succumbing ;

as in the case of Christ Himself, who overcame death by dying,

so also in every individual (1 John v. 4) in the collective

Church (Rev. ii. 8, vii. 14, xx. 4). But he contemplates the

victory, which in time is still future, as already decided from

eternity (comp. 1 John iv. 4, " Ye are of God, and have over-

come the spirit of Antichrist ;" ch. v. 4, " Our faith is the

victory which hath overcome the world ;" and, in respect to

holiness, ch. iii. 6 and 9). To St John there are only two

postures of heart:

—

for and against. He knows no third;

and the points of transition from the one to the other he brings

not into consideration.

Such a nature, sanctified by grace, would never have been

in a position to win the heathen world for Christ ; never could

St John have done the work which St Paul did,—who became

a Jew to the Jews, and a Gentile to the Gentiles, and, with
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inexhaustible patience, entering dialectically into the relation

of each Church, contended against its weaknesses and errors.

But then such a character as St John's was needful, in order

to preserve pure and to purify the Church already founded

and established. That was his high vocation ; he was an ambas-

sador as much of the Judge as of the Saviour, called as he was

by the Ploly Ghost to prophesy of judgment and to publish the

redemption,—to be alike an Ajjocalyptic and an Evangelist.

As in the time of his Master's life he directed his gaze, not so

much outwardly to the practical field of work, as inwardly to

the contemplation of Christ, so he was called after the ascension

to consecrate his energies, not so much to the conversion of the

extra-Christian world, as to the perfecting and cleansing of the

Christian Church. It was his to supplement the doctrine of

the other Apostles, and so to consummate the BiSa'^r] rcov

airoa-ToXoiv ; and accordingly he added the topstone of the

speculative mystery of the incarnation of the Logos, as well as

of the mystery of the unio mystica—by communicating those

utterances of our Saviour which contained these things, and

which he alone has j^reserved in all their fulness and depth.

He had to cleanse the Church from the worst primitive defile-

ment, to exercise judgment upon Gnosticism : this he did by

simply opposing to the Gnostic caricatures of the Saviour and

His salvation the truth which he especially had received, by
letting shine forth from himself that image of the true Son of

Man, in His judicial Divine glory, which he had received into

his inmost nature, and by placing it visibly before the eyes of

the world in his Gospel. He had for all futm'e ages to rebuke

and condemn the abominations of the antichristian nature

;

and thus was called to lay down in the Apocalypse that pro

phecy of the future conflict of the a-Koria with the light, an

everlasting test for the discrimination of all the shifting forms

of corruption in the Church. In short, while his relation to

Christ is altogether that of the softer and receptive nature, he

shows himself to be altogether man, and like a consuming fire,

against all antichristian error. The old liynni aptly descriles

him in the words, Volat avis sine meta, etc.

The consideration of St John's personality leads us now,

naturally, to tlie consideration of his apostolical and specifically

literary work.
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Ills apostolical labour, during tlie first three decennia after

the ascension of our Lord, was, in conformity with his personal

characteristics, still and retired, and marked by no external de-

monstration. At the Saviour's final passion (33 -ZEr. Dion.),

St John was the only disciple who did not forsake the Lord,

but stood fearless under the cross, avowing himself the Saviour's

friend and disciple. After His resurrection, St John remained

with the other disciples in Jerusalem. But he does not appear

to have assumed any external prominence among them. Were
it not for the passage Gal. ii. 9, we should not have known
that he, in connection with St Peter and St James, enjoyed any

distinctive personal consideration in the Church. As it re-

spects his work, he retired, during that period, into the silent

background. In harmony with his apostolical vocation, he

laboured like the rest ; assuredly he did not keep holiday. But

his work was not of the outward kind which attracted attention

;

and, unless we are altogether mistaken, he was much more

occupied with the edification of churches already founded than

with the conversion of new communities. It is hard to say

how long he remained in Jerusalem. At the persecution fol-

lowing upon the death of Stephen, he remained in that city

with the other Apostles (Acts viii. 1). When, on the other

hand, St Paul came up, three years after his conversion, to

Jerusalem (Gal. i. 18), in the year 40 -^r. Dion., he met

there only St Peter, and St James the Lord's brother. It does

not indeed follow from this, that the other disciples had forsaken

Jerusalem, and settled themselves elsewhere. (The itinerant

visitation-journey of St Peter, Acts ix. 32, was only a transi-

tory one.) In the year 51 (Acts xv.), we find the collective

Apostles again in Jerusalem ; St Peter and St James taking

the prominent place as their leaders in the Council. But,

seven years later, in the year 58 (Acts xxi. 18), St James alone,

with the 7rpea^vTepoL<;, is present in Jerusalem. In the in-

terval between 51 and 58 it seems that we must place the dis-

persion or removal of the remaining Apostles from Jerusalem.

An ancient tradition relates concerning St John (Clem. Alex.,

Strom, vi. 5), that he left Jerusalem twelve years after the

death of Christ (thus, as early as 45 ^r. Dion.). By no

means did he then go at once to Ephesus, where unanimous

tradition locates him durini^ the closinsi; term of his life. But
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we are altogether without anything like precise account of his

residence and occupation during the intervening time. It is

true that a later tradition sends him to Parthia ; but that owed

its origin simply to the spurious gloss (tt/oo? Hapdovs:) in the

superscription of his First Epistle. The supposition of Jerome,

that St John preached in India, is equally groundless. There

is much more internal probability in the hypothesis that he

betook himself, at the time of St Paul's fii'st missionary journey

(46 ^r. Dion.), to the then second centre of Christendom,

Antioch, that he might fill up the chasm created by the depar-

ture of St Paul. As early as Acts xi. 22 (43 ^r. Dion.)

Barnabas had been delegated thither from Jerusalem ; in the

year 44 (ver. 27), prophets came from Jerusalem to Antioch
;

according to Gal. ii. 11, Peter was sent to Antioch (in the year

54?). This much we see, therefore, at least, that the Church

in Jerusalem held it to be a duty to exercise a special super-

vision over Antioch, and to take sjiecial pains to supply it with

worthy men. On the other hand, it is certain that St John
was at a later time, and a much later time, the successor of the

Aj)ostle Paul in Ephesus. Certainly this did not take place

until about the time of St Paul's death (64 JEr. Dion.), or

after it ; for, neither in the farewell address at Miletus (Acts

XX., anno 58), nor in the Epistle to the Ephesians (anno 61),

is there any trace whatever of St John's being in Ephesus.

But that he subsequently guided the Church of Asia Minor,

from Ephesus as a centre (comp. Eev. i. 12, ch. ii. iii.), is the

unanimous tradition of the Fathers— a tradition which has

been doubted by some, only because it stands in the way of the

theory, which has been set up, of the opposition between St Paul

and the Twelve. Polycrates, a bishop of Ephesus in the second

century (of an illustrious Christian family, to which seven

earlier bishops of Ephesus had belonged, Euseb. v. 24), says,

in a letter to Victor of Rome (ibid.), concerning St John : ovro<;

iv 'E(f>i(r(p KeKol/jbTjTac. Irengeus (Hger. 3, 3, 4, in Euseb. 4, 14,

comp. Euseb. 3, 23) says : a\Xa koI t) ev ^E(f)ecrcp eKKXrjaia, viro

IJavkov ixev Tede/xeXKOfievr], ^Icodvvov he 7rapa/ji€ivavT0<i avrol^

f^^XP'' "^^^ Tpalavov '^povcov, fidprv^ d\r)6)]<; iaro t^9 a/TTOcTToXaiv

TrapaSocreQ}^. (Trajan reigned, as is well known, 98-117).

So also Irena3us (ii. 22, 5), that St John lived with a circle of

disciples ytie^^t rcov Tpalavov ypovwv in ^Actla (Proconsular
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Asia, of which Ephesus was the capital). And Irenseus is here

all the more to be depended upon, because one of those dis-

ciples of St John, the martyr Polycarp, was his own teacher

and spiritual father (Iren. 3, 3, Euseb. v. 20, 24 ; where Trat?

en cbv means " as puer, boy or youth"). Ignatius of Antioch

also, and Papias, were among those personal disciples of the

veteran St John (Euseb. 3, 22 ; Iren. in Euseb. 3, 39).

Jerome (Vir. Illus. 9) places the death of St John 68 years

after the death of Christ ; therefore in the year 101 ^r Dion.

Eusebius, agreeing in the main, places it in 100. (Polycarp,

a Christian " for eighty years" at his death in 170, Euseb. 4,

15, had therefore enjoyed the instruction of the Apostle for ten

years, 90-100.)

There is, further, a unanimous tradition that St John was

banished to the Isle of Patmos by a Koman rvpavvo^. Clemens

Alexandrinus (Qids div. salv., cap. 42) relates the beautiful

story of the deliverance of the young man who had fallen

among thieves by St John, as a fjuvdof ov /zO^o? (an orally-re-

received but yet true narrative), and marks the date thus

:

eTreiSrj rod rvpdvvov TekevTr)<TavTO<; airo rrj<i Udrixov T7]<i vrjaov

fxerrjXOev et9 t^]v "E(j)€crov. He speaks here of the exile in Pat-

mos as of a circumstance well known to his readers, and to all

the world. (He cannot, therefore, as Credner supposes, have

conjectured from Rev. i. 9 that St John must have been banished

to Patmos ; more especially as in Rev. i. there is not a word

gpoken about banishment.) So also Origen (in Matt, iii., p.

720) : o Be 'Pwfialcov /8acrtX.eu? w? rj 7rapdSo(Ti<; StBdaKei (he

again appeals to the predominant tradition, not to a conjecture)

KaTreSUaae rov ^Icodvvrjv fiaprvpovvra 8ta rov tt}? d\7]6€La<; Xoyov,

et? ndr/xov Trjv vrjcrov. As subordinate, he then cites the pas-

sage. Rev. i. 9. Tertullian (Pr?es. Hser., cap. 36) thinks the

Roman Church happy, where St Paul was beheaded, and from

which St John was banished to Patmos, after he had been

plunged into boiling oil, but w^as miraculously (comp. Acts xiv.

20, xxviii. 5 ; Mark xvi. 18) preserved. Irenasus (in Euseb.

3, 18) records with precision that St John had been banished

to Patmos under Domitian. Even the contemporaneous heathen

writers did not omit (according to Euseb. 1. c.) to relate top re

Bicoyfjbov KoX TO. ev avrS fiaprvpia—those, that is, 0^76 koI tov

Katpov eTT dKpi^e<i eirea-riiJbrjvavro, to wit, the fifteenth year of
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Domitian (95, 96 ^^r. Dion.). In the succeeding year, \\'hen

Nerva assumed the government, the return to Ephesus had

been permitted to him. Jerome (Vir. lUust. 9) mentions the

fourteenth of Domitian as the year of the banishment of St

John ; so that tlie banishment must be placed in the year

95. The Syriac translation of the Apocalypse (discovered by

Pococke, and of the same character as the Philoxenian, con-

sequently originating in the sixth century) mentions by mis-

take Nero instead of Domitian.^ The passage -Aete- i. 9 serves

only to confirm that report.

These notices concerning the sphere of the external activity

of the Apostle John, sparing as they indeed are, throw, never-

theless, a welcome light upon his work, and specially upon his

literaiy work. This work is divided into two parts : on the

one side, we have the Gospel, with the closely-connected First

Epistle ; on the other, the Revelation. First, let us take a

general view of the Gospel and the First Epistle.

His Gospel is at the first glance plainly distinguished from

the three others— as in its chronological order, so also in the

selection of its materials. As it regards the latter, St John
has, it is well known, very much that is peculiar, and coincides

with the Synoptists only in a few sections (ch. i. 21-27, vi. 5-21,

xii. 1-15, and the main points of the history of the Passion).

The omission of the narrative of the childhood distinguishes

him from St ISIatthew and St Luke ; the records of the journeys

to the feasts in Jerusalem are peculiar to him, and not found

in the Synoptists. That he has supplemented the matter of

the Synoptists, is no more than simple fact ; and the question

whether it was his design to do so (comp. Luthardt), is a per-

fectly needless one, since it is no other than the question whether

he wrote as he wrote, and what he wrote, consciously or not

—

a question which none will for a moment hesitate how to

answer.'^ But there is another, much deeper, and more internal

^ Recent critics have conjectured,—though, in the face of Irenseus'

account, without any grounds,— that St John was banished to Patmos in

the time of Nero. This conjecture is pressed into the support of a false

interpretation of the five kings, Rev. xvii. 10, vhich understands by them
the first five Roman emperors.

^ It may indeed be questioned whether this design—that of supple-

menting—was the last object of his work, or whether it was only a second-

ary aim, subordinate to a much higher one.

(^^1
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sense in which he supplements or completes the Synoptists. It

has been already observed that St John, according to his in-

dividual endowment and personal peculiarity, was the only one

who was overruled to seize mid retain certain individual aspects

of the nature and the doctrine of Jesus. First, to wit, those

utterances of our Lord concerning His eternal relation to the

Father, and His eternal, pre-temporal and supra-temporal, one-

ness of essence with the Father (John iii. 13, 17, v. 17, vi. 33,

51, vii. 16, 28, viii. 58)—an aspect of the teaching of Christ

which, in opposition to that which the Lord lays down concern-

ing His historical work upon earth, and his historical relation

to men, may assuredly with perfect propriety be described as

" the speculative aspect," and to the apprehension of which a

" philosophical" tone and culture of mind (using this expression,

of course, in the widest sense) must be supposed.^ But,

secondly, also those sayings of our Lord concerning the mystical

relation of unity and fellowship of life into which He would

enter with His people through the Holy Spirit. (John iii. 8,

ch. vi., ch. xiv. 16 seq., xv. 1 seq., xvii. 21-23.) The question

now arises, whether the individuality and personal characteristics

of the Apostle was the only factor in the case : whether it was

this alone which prompted him to supplement and perfect the

picture which the Synoptists had given of the person and teach-

ing of Christ (mark, not that he invented or feigned anything

new and unhistorical, but that he gave a representation of an

aspect of the historical and real Christ which he alone had ap-

prehended in all its depth and fulness),

—

or whether there was

also co-operating, as the second factor, an actual necessity of the

Church, which was beginning to be pressingly felt at the period

when St John wrote.

He who should hesitate to admit this, must be prepared to

deny that the providential wisdom of God had assigned to St

John any peculiar and independent vocation in the joint apos-

tolical work of founding the Church. St Peter and St Matthew
had it for their vocation to found the Christian Church among;

the people of Israel, and to bear their testimony to Jesus as the

Fulfiller of the prophecies ; the same St Peter and St Mark
had it for their vocation first to bear the tidings concerning

1 Against Lutliardt, S. 227.
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Christ, the Son of God, over the borders of Israel towards the

Gentiles ; St Paul and St Luke had it for their vocation to

establish the relations between Jewish Christianitj and Gentile

Christianity, and to oppose at all points tliat great error of legal-

Jewish perversion which envied the heatlien their privileges,

and insisted upon reserving the prerogatives of the law :— as

if Israel did not exist for Christ's sake, and Christ for the sake

of all mankind ; as if, consequently, men must first belong to

Israel by the rite of circumcision and the obseiwance of the

law, and then, as subordinate to this, belong to Christ. Now,
can we suppose that St John alone was without any analogous

specific apostolical vocation ?

" There was neither occasion nor room for the origination

of any new doctrine concerning Christ; but only for the attesta-

tion and confirming in manifold and various ways of the one

great and well-known fact of Christ Himself. But the Cimrch

of Christ had their history ; and, in the degree in which the apos-

tolical Church had a history, new views of Christian doctrine

grew up to the Apostles in connection therewith." (Luthardt.)

Or, more correctly, they perceived more and more clearly wdiat

aspects of the one history and the one truth of salvation must

be made emphatic, in opposition to the heresies as they arose

;

and thus the Apostle John became conscious, in the last years

of the first century, that now the hour was come when he must

bring out the reserved treasure, which had been peculiarly his

own and shut up in himself, for the salvation of the Church of

liis own time, and for the rule of the Church of all times.

For, the Christian Church had, since the death of the

Apostle Paul, and especially since the destruction of Jerusalem,

entered upon a new stage of her history. That time when the

Twelve lived in the midst of the Jews, and according to Israelite

customs, having as believers in the INIessiah a place and mem-
bership in the corporate body of the people of the Covenant,

and making it their first great business to bear witness to the

identity of Jesus and the promised Messiah (a period, the

literary monument of which is the Gospel according to St

Matthew)— was now long and forever past. Israel as a people

had rejected that testimony ; the Church of the Redeemer had

withdrawn from Israel and from Jerusalem ; the judgment had

been pom'cd out on Israel ; from a nation it had sunk down

b
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to an exiled diaspora ; Christianity had thenceforward no more

to do with the people of Israel, but with the heathen Roman
state, and with individual Jews only so far as these in their

malice denounced the Christians to the Romans. But, at the

same time, that period of Pauline labour was past, during which

there was a necessity for warning against the errors and the

labours of the TrapeicraKrot ^frevBaSe\<pol (Gal. ii. 4), who taught

that Christ and His sahation was the monopoly of the Jews,

that circumcision and the fulfilment of the law was the condition

of fellowship in the Messianic hope,—thus bringing men back to

a dependence on their works. In opposition to them, St Luke,

the investigator (Luke i. 3), had collected together in his

Gospel, under the Divine Spirit's guidance, all those events and

those discourses in the life of Christ which showed that not

only Israel, and not all Israel, had inheritance in the salvation

of the Gospel. The destruction of Jerusalem had impressed

the seal upon his testimony (comp. Luke xxi. 24).

But, all this notwithstanding, there w^ere still found among
the Christian communities, a circle of Jewish-Christian Churches

which had so little understood the judicial acts of the Lord upon

Jerusalem that they still clung with blind wilfulness to the pre-

servation of the dissolved Jewish nationality, to the use of the

Semitic (Aramaic) tongue, and the continuance of Jewish usages.

These Chm*ches were conducted by their ungodly traditionalism

to a separation from the rest of the Church, being known first

as Nazarenes ; in the last stage of their perversion and apostasy

they appear in history as Ebionites. They saw in Christ only a

second Lawgiver— as might have been expected from their

legal position and relations ; using only the Aramaic Gospel of

St ^Matthew, in which the declarations of Christ concerning

His Divinity are not yet so prominent as in the other Gospels,

Christ became contracted in their creed to the limits of a mere

man. It cannot be demonstrated that this error had already in

St John's time reached its final point of development ; nor can

it be established that St John, living in Ephesus, was brought

into direct conflict with these heretics, or that a " refutation of

Ebionitism " is to be sought for in his Gospel.^ But it is cer-

tainly a possible supposition, that the gradual separation of the

^ Jerome, Epiphaniiis, and, in later times, Grotius, thought that they

perceived such a polemical aim in the Gospel of St John.
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Nazarene communities from the living body of the Churcli (a

circumstance which could not have been unknown to the

Apostle) disclosed to his seer-glance— his own special endow-

ment—the prospect of the spiritual dangers into which this

self-limiting and cramped system must necessarily lead ; and,

therefore, that these manifestations were regarded by him as an

intimation that the time was come for him to come forward with

his testimony concerning the eternal Divine Sonship of Christ

(attested by all His words and acts), and by means of this testi-

mony to erect, once for all and for all time, an impregnable

bulwark against all Ebionite and Ebionitish heresies and de-

partures from the truth.^ This was the appearance of one root

of all heresy, just showing itself above the ground ; and it might

possibly have had some influence upon St John in the publica-

tion of his Gospel.

But simultaneously with that, there was the sprouting of a

second root of heresy : Gnosticism. A system of speculation

which was heathen in principle laid ^dolent hold of Christian

dogmas, without receiving them in Christian faith ; aspiring, not

to reconciliation with God and holiness, but only to yvaxrif;, that

is, the solution of the fundamental problems which offered them-

selves to knowledge, and using for this purpose those Christian

dogmas, rich in the elements of presentiment and speculation,

which it grossly wrested and perverted. And it was all the

more dangerous, because it presented the appearance of a deeper

than ordinary apprehension of Christianity ; and seemed to give

its proper satisfaction to a want which came with Christianity,

and which indeed Christianity excited— the desire of yvMai<i in

the true and proper sense. The first noted teacher of this kind

^ The view that St John might have viewed the existence of congrega-

tions of Juhit's disciples as an exhibition of Ebionite error (Hug), is not to

be so absolutely rejected as Luthardt rejects it. Liicke rightly says, "The
somewhat strongly emphasized passages, ch. i. 8 and 20, seem to favour

that view," as intimating an antithesis of definite errors. If it had been

written, "Christ was not the Father, but the Son of the Father"—who
could have denied that it was a plain denial of Patripassian error?—
Further, it must be remembered that Ephesus was, according to Acts xviii.

24, xix. 1, a seat of the community of John the Baptist's disciples ; and, if

we have no proof that this community existed on into the end of the cen-

tury, and degenerated into a denial of the Divinity of Christ, we certainly

have no proof of the contrary.
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of error was Cerintlius. He taught (Iren. User. 1, 26 seq.,

comp. Euseb. 3, 28) that the world was produced into existence,

not by the supreme God, but a power having its origin from

God ; that Jesus was a Son of Joseph and Mary ; that the

^on Christ was united with Him at Plis baptism, and guided

Him in teaching men to know the Most High God, hitlierto not

known ; that the ^on Christ left Him again before His passion
;

and that it was the mere man Jesus who suffered. A related,

and still older, heretical tendency was (according to Ii'en. 3, 11)

that of the " Nicolaitanes " (Rev. ii. 15),—concerning which,

however, Ireneeus does not seem to have known anything beyond

what is said in Rev. ii. Now the men were still alive in the

time of Irengeus (as is evident from the words, elalv ol aicr]Ko6-

Te<?, ch. iii. 3) who received from the lips of Polycarp, St John's

disciple, the circumstance of St John's having met Cerinthus in

the bath. Thus it is historically firm— unless we are content

hypercritically to throw overboard all, even the most trustworthy,

tradition—that this Apostle had to contend against the Cerin-

thian gnosis ; and that this form of Gnosticism contained as well

Ebionite as Docetic elements, that is, an Ebionite man Jesus by

the side of a Docetic -ZKon Christ. Nor w^ill any reasonable

person be able to deny that there could not be a more striking,

demonstrative, and victorious refutation of this Gnostic heresy

than tliat which we actually find in the utterances of our Lord

Himself, which St John has handed down, concerning His pre-

esistence and eternal Godhead, and in the testimony of the

Apostle that the Father created all things by the Word. (Com-

pare only with that doctrine of Cerinthus the passages John i.

3 and 14, and 33, 34, and 49 ; ch. iii. 13, 14, v. 23, 26, vi. 51,

62, viii. 58, xiii. 23 seq., xvii. 1, 2, 16, 19, xviii. 6, 11, 37.) As
it would be very hard indeed to persuade oneself that St John,

who past all doubt had to contend against the errors of Cerin-

thus, and who past all doubt declared the identity of Jesus W\i\\

the Son of God, and the incarnation of Christ (1 John iv. 2, 3,

v. 5) to be the corner-stone of the Christian doctrine, and the

distinguishing test between Christianity and Antichristianity

—

as it would be very hard indeed to believe that this St John
wrote down all those utterances of Christ without any conscious-

ness of the force whicli lay in them as against the Cerinthian

\eresy—nothing remains but that we admit the conviction of
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St John's having written all those sayings with this express

desifm. For he must then have written them with will and

purpose : he who knows what effect his act will have, and there-

fore acts, must design and purpose that effect. Thus it was

assuredly and preeminently the appearance on the stage of the

Cerinthian gnosis which taught the Apostle to discern that the

hour was come for him to bring forth that peculiar treasure of

remembrances of the life of Jesus which was his own, and

publicly to confront with it the germ of lie Avhich it would re-

fute as a testimony. Or, in other words, he knew that the time

was come when his entire specific endowment must become

fruitful in his own peculiar vocation and work :— fruitful, not

only for salvation in the time being, but for the placing of the

topstone on the whole apostolical function, in the consummating

of the norma creJendorum for all succeeding ages of the Christian

Church.

When, therefore, St John came forward with the testimony

of his Gospel to oppose the Ebionizing and Gnostic fundamental

principle of all heresy, and at the same time externally and in-

ternally supplemented the Synoptists, he was not inflaenced by

a multiplicity of separate and independent aims. It was one

motive which impelled him to write his Gospel (that is, the

knowledge that he had in himself what would be sufficient for

the refutation of the fundamental principle of all heresy, con-

curred with the knowledge that it was now necessary to bring

out the fulness of his treasures) ; and there was but one means

by which the various needs, which at that time were arising,

could be all at once and entirely satisfied. The striving after

gnosis—in itself justifiable, though now excited by a wrong

element—must not be ignored, or altogether suppressed ; it

nmst be gi'atified, but in the right way. It must be shown that

the true yvSicn<} had its root, not in the vain curiosity of know-

ledge, and in philosophical gro})ings sundered from faith, but

inversely in faitli itself ; and that to childlike faith the true

depths of blessed knowledge and blessed insight into the deepest

mysteries were opened up (and therefore St John so often lays

stress upon faith, and would lead his readers " to believe that

Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God," John xx. 31). The ma-
terials which he wrought up to this end were not of a kind

which it was necessary that he should first arbitrarily select and
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arrange ; he himself in his original endowment already pre-

pared for this, so that, during the lifetime of Jesus, that had

become fixed in his nature which would serve for the refutation

of all these heresies. Because St John in his own person was

the complement of the other disciples, therefore his writings

also w^ere in themselves the supplement of the writings of the

Synoptists. And preeminently the internal supplement. To
the doctrines of lying speculation which sundei'ed Jesus and

the Christ, he had to oppose the utterances and discourses of

Jesus Christ concerning His eternal unity with the Father,

His preexistence with the Father, the glorification of the

Father in His sufferings, and the giving vip of the Bread of

Life unto death. To a dead striving after gnosis without sanc-

tification, he had to oppose the sayings of the Lord concerning

the mystical life of the Head in Hisnnembers (Johnvi. 15, etc.).

It was obvious that the Synoptists would be thus externally sup-

plemented also, since the majority of these sayings were uttered

in the feast-journeys to Jerusalem. And thus, finally, it was

obvious that he must so construct his Gospel as to subserve the

subordinate end also of giving a chronological supplement to the

whole.

The most decisive proof of this systematic (in a good sense)

and orderly-planned character of the Gospel (exhibiting in the

unity of the great end a variety of subordinate designs), lies, as

we have said, in the words of John xx. 31, where the Evangelist

himself plainly announces his design : that is, not (as Luthardt

says) " that ye may believe," but " that ye may beheve that Jesus

is the Christ, the Son of God ;" which CMitains the clearest and

sharpest antithesis to the doctrine of Cerinthus that can be con-

ceived.

# But we have another evidence in the First Epistle of St

John. The pervasive relation which this Epistle bears to the

Gospel, in language, and style, and tone, and ideas, and

phraseology, has been generally and by all acknowledged ; but

we have to add the remarkable fact that the writer of the

Epistle gives us, ch. ii. 12-14, a sixfold repetition of the design

for which lie writes and had written—before he had written

anything substantial at all ! For, in ch. i. 1 seq., we have only

an announcement that he would declare what he had heard, seen

with his eyes, touched with his hands, that which concerned
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" the Word of life," and that he would write this (the Epistle)

that the joy of the readers might be full. But, for an actual

declaration of that which he had seen and handled, we look

in vain throughout the Epistle. Presently, in ver. 4, he an-

nounces this as the substance of his iTrayyeXia, that " God is

light," and appends to that practical inferences. Then at once

begins in the second chapter that repeated resolution of the several

ends for which he writes and had written. We are involuntarily

driven to the conclusion that this "writing and having written,"

of which he speaks in the Epistle as of something objectively

present before his eyes, cannot be the Epistle itself, but an-

other independent document connected with it ; that is, in

other words, that the Epistle was no other than a companion-

document of the Gospel. For, in this Gospel he had, in fact,

announced that which he had seen, and beheld, and handled

with his hands ; had announced all that which was to be an-

nounced concerning that Word which was no word of dead

theory and speculation, but the revelation-Word of God, who
was life and light to sinful humanity— and therefore a Word of

life— a Word giving life, and itself a living, personal Word.
That this view, maintained by Hug, Lange, and myself, admits

not of absolute demonstration, may indeed be conceded ; but

certainly there is no absolute demonstration that it is wrong.

The whole Epistle assumes a living and perfectly intelligible

character, only when we regard it as a companion to the

Gospel. But, whether it was a companion-document of the

Gospel (which, according to Theopliylact, was written in

Patmos, and according to some Scholia thirty-two years after

the death of Christ, that is, 95 -35r. Dion.), or stood in no direct

connection with it, this much is absolutely certain from 1 John

iv. 2 seq., that the Apostle had to withstand those who denied

that Jesus was the Christ. And he wrote his Gospel in order

to lead to the faith that Jesus is the Christ. John xx. 31.

If the Gospel of St John, together with the First Epistle,

forms the first part of the literary remains of the Apostle, the

other part is the Apocalypse. It bears the same relation to

St John's Gospel which the Acts of the Apostles bears to St

Luke's.^

' The Apocalypse will be treated iu an independent article.
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Thus the life, Avork, and writings of St John form one com-

pact, organic, independent, and harmonious unity. And this

congruity forms an evidence for the genuineness of the three

great writings of St John, more powerful and convincing than

any analytical criticism could furnish. Not that external evi-

dences are wanting to establish the age and genuineness of

these writings : no book in all antiquity is so abundantly vouched

as these documents are.

The testimonies in favour of the genuineness of the Gospel

and the First Epistle are very decided. As the author describes

himself as an eyewitness of the life of Jesus (ch. i. 14, comp.

1 John i. 1), there could remain only the choice between genuine-

ness and laborious conscious deception. If it is added, that the

author everywhere seems designedly to avoid mentioning the

sons of Zebedee (ch. i. 35 and 42, xiii. 23, xviii. 15, xix. 26,

XX. 2);— that he invariably calls himself "the disciple whom
the Lord loved" (that he thereby means one of the three

favoured disciples, is plain from John xiii. 23, xix. 26 ; that he

means, not Peter, but one of the sons of Zebedee, from John

XX. 2 ; that the son of Zebedee who wrote the Gospel could not

have been James, from Acts xii. 2) ;— that, while he always

carefully distinguishes the two Judases (ch. xii. 4, xiii. 26,

xiv. 22), and always gives Thomas his surname (ch. ii. 26, xx.

24, xxi. 2), yet, on the other hand, he always called the Baptist

only 'lQ)dvv7)<; :— all these are things to be explained only by
the fact that the Apostle John was himself the writer.

With this direct declaration of the Gospel itself is connected

a strong, unbroken chain of external testimonies. In an age

when it was not customary to quote the New-Testament writ-

ings with a statement of their authors and subjects, we find a

large mass of reminiscences from St John, and allusions to

him. When Ignatius (Philad. 7) abniptly says concerning

the " Spirit of God :" olSev lyap iroOev ep'^erai koI itov vTrar^ei,

his words can be understood only as referred to St John's figure

of the Holy Ghost as wind. In the same abrupt manner, with

the same evident allusion to the figures and sayings of the

Evangelist John, whom he supposes to be well known and
familiar to his readers, he elsewhere (Philad. 9 ; Pom. 7) calls

Christ " the Door of the Father," the " Bread from heaven."

Polycarp (Phil. 7) quotes expressly and literally the passage
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1 John iv. 2 seq. Justin Martyr's writings are pervaded witli

Joliannrean thoughts, ideas, and views : he describes Christ as

the "Living Water," the "Word of God," the "Only-be-

gotten ;" he speaks of Plis aapKOTroLrjdrjvac, of the Regeneration,

and occasionally makes allusion to certain specific passages in

the Gospel (Otto).

Marcion's polemic against the Gospel of St John (Tert. adv.

jNIarc. 6, 3) proves that it was at that time received as genuine

and canonical by the Catholics. Valentinus did not dare to

call in question its genuineness, but sought by a subtle allego-

rical interpretation to extract his Gnostic system from its con-

tents (Tertull. de Prtescr. haar. 38 ; Iren. 3, 11, 7) ; and his

disciple Heracleon, with this design, even wrote a commentary

on St John's Gospel, of which Origen has preserved for us

many fragments (see Iren. 0pp., Paris 1710, Tom. i. pp. 362-

376). Theodotus cites the passages John i. 9, vi. 51, viii. 56,

and others. Ptolemaeus (ad Floram) quotes John i. 3. That

the Montanists acknowledged the Gospel of St John as an

apostolical document is proved by this, that Tatian not only

literally cites the passages John i. 3 and 5, but also constructed

out of the four ecclesiastically-received Gospels an evangelical

Harmony or Diatessaron (Euseb. iv. 29 ; Epiphan. Hser. 46),

which (according to the testimony of Barsalibi, who had it be-

fore him in the Syriac translation) commenced with the passage

John i. 1 seq. So also Theophilns of Antioch (about 169)

wrote a commentary on the four canonical Gospels, which

Jerome (cap. 53, Vir. 111. 25) had himself read.

The heathen Celsus also was acquainted with four Gospels,

and mentions the showing of the marks of the nails in our

Lord, Avhich is related only by St John.

Theophilus (ad Autol. 2, 22) cites the Gospel of St John

with mention of his name. To him may be added Irenseus

(3, 1), who not only attests the genuineness of the Gospel by

the tradition of Polycarp, but also quotes it with close precision.

Three other independent evidences may be appealed to.

First, the testimony of Hippolytus in the Book irept iraawv

aipiaewv,^ which was discovered on Mount Athos, critically in-

vestigated by Bunsen, and acknowledged to be genuine by all.

^ Especially B. v. and vi., with which B. x. cap. 32 may be compared.
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Secondly, the famous Fragment of Apollinarlus, in which he

says, against the Quartodecimans : koI Xeyovaiv, on rfj iS' to

irpo^arov fxera rdv fMadrjrcov ecpayev 6 Kvpco<i, rfj Se fieydXr)

r^fjuepa rwv a^vfxcov auT09 eiradev, koI SiTjjovvraL MarOalov ovr<o

Xeyecv to? vevo^Kaacv odev dav/jicfxjovo^ re vo/xq) rj vo'qai^ avroov,

Koi (TTaaid^eLv SoKet Kar avToi)^ to. evayyeXta. The
Gospels which seem to conflict with and differ from each other,

can be only the Synoptists on the one side, and St John on the

other. And this is therefore proof that in the second half of

the second century the Gospel of St John was diffused through-

out the whole Church, and everywhere received as genuine and

canonical. Thirdly, and finally, Papias (Euseb. 3, 39) was

acquainted with, and quoted, in his time, the First Epistle of

St John, which was undeniably from the same hand as the

Gospel (jce'^priraL S' 6 avTO<; ixaprvplwi dirb rrj^ irporepa'^ ^Icodv-

vov iTriaroXijs:).

These collective facts, which require to be appreciated, not

only in their separate and individual character, but in their

combination, cannot possibly be understood on the hypothesis

that the Gospel of St John w^as composed after St John's

death, and in the second century, by a forger. Only five or

six decennia had passed after the death of the Apostle when we
find this Gospel in the possession of all Christendom as a known,

precious, and much-loved common property ; and none insisted

with more energy upon the sanctity and apostolical authority

of the Johanngean writings than the circle which was formed

around the Apostle, and trained under his influence,—the prin-

cipal members of it being Polycarp and Irenseus.

The destructive criticism of nationalism approached these

writings very slowly and very timidly ; and w^e are met by the

singular fact, that in its earlier period doubt was directed rather

to the Apocalypse than to the Gospel,^ while the Tubingen

school aimed their attack, out of the Apocalypse acknowledged

genuine, against the Gospel. Both proceeded, however, from

the common supposition, that the Apocalypse was so funda-

mentally distinguished from the Gospel in language and spirit

that they could not possibly have sprung from the same author.

I De Wette, Credner, Liicke, and Ewald maintained that the Apoca-

lypse could not have been written by the author of the Gospel ; Bleek and

Credner attributed it to the Presbyter John.
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Nevertheless, tliat the spirit of the author is the same in

both books,—that, among the New-Testament writers, the

Apostle John alone had the internal capacity and adaptation to

receive such a revelation,— that this revelation is essentially

and internally related in spirit to the Gospel and Epistle,—has

been already shown above. And the saying of Polycrates

about the Trerakov does not lead us to the Presbyter John (as

Lucke says), but testifies the identity of the Apostle and the

seer of the Apocalypse. But, as it respects the difference in

language (remarked by Dion. Alex.), I have endeavoured to

maintain,^—against Hitzig, who attributed the Apocalypse t© the

Evangelist John Mark,^—that the greater part of those more

striking Hebraisms which are common to the Apocalypse and

St Mark's Gospel, are found also in the Gospel of St John

;

further, that the little remainder which are not reproduced in that

Gospel are to be explained by the fact that the author wrote

in the Apocalypse more after the manner of the Old-Testament

prophetic language, and therefore more Hebraically, than he

was Avont to do in ordinary life ; while, on the other hand,

in the Gospel, and in the First Epistle, he took the gi-eatest

pains to write as good Greek (for Ephesian readers) as he pos-

sibly could : so that one may say that in the Apocalypse he

wrote more Hebraically, and in the Gospel less Hebraically,

than was the wont of his ordinary language. Moreover, the

Gospel of St John coincides with the Apocalypse in many pecu-

liarities of expression and thought which are quite foreign to

the Gospel of St JSIark. That the Apocalypse describes known
persons (Christ, and likewise Satan) in figures, finds its natural

and sufficient solution in the fact that it is recording visions

:

no argument one way or other can be derived from that. That

the (falsely so called) " doctrinal idea" of the Apocalyjjse does

not anywhere come into collision with the Gospel, I have

striven, and I hope successfully, to show in the work quoted

above.

This preliminary question being settled, the important

historical testimonies for the xrenuineness of the two writings

mutually support each other.

But, independently of this, the testimonies in favour of the

^ Ilitzig, uehcr Jvh. Marcus und seine ScJn-i/tcn, 1843.

2 Ebrard, das Ev. Joh., 18-15. Krit. der ev. Geschichte.
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Gospel are abundantly sufficient to establish its antiquity and

genuineness, which has invariably come victorious out of all cri-

tical contests. The attacks of Evanson, Eckermann, Schmidt,

Simpson,.and others, have all been fairly met. Later assaults

have all issued in yielding abundant demonstration that, in

order to contend successfully against the Gospel of St John,

the whole history of the Church and its literature in the first

two centuries must be thrown away as rubbish. We shall not

now enter upon the romantic hypothesis which has been spun,

to the effect that the Gospel of St John was fabricated by a

defer forger in the second century, in order to reconcile the

previously separated Jewish and Gentile Christians.

That the two smaller Epistles, the Second and Third, were

admitted only by some Churches into the number of the writings

publicly read in the congregation (canones), is to be accounted

for by their individual and occasional character. Thus they

were regarded, when the traditional catalogues of indi^^dual

Churches began to be compared, as antihgomena. But this

circumstance is absolutely no impeachment of their genuine-

ness. But, as the author terms himself o irpea-^vrepo'i, and

as there was notoriously another John, distinguished from the

Apostle, and well known by the distinctive name of " the

Presbyter" (Papias in Euseb. 3, 39 ; Dionysius in Eus. 7, 25),

it is natural to suppose that these two Epistles belong to him ;

and this was the opinion of many in remote antiquity. (Euseb.

3, 25 : Kol rj ovo/xa^ojjievr] hevrepa koX rpLTr) ^Icoavvou, elfre rov

evayyeXiarov Tvy)(^dvovaat, etVe Kol erepov o/jlcuvv/jcov eicelvM^

The similiarity in style between these two Epistles and the First

Epistle of St John is not decisive against this view. That simi-

larity, carefully examined, I'educes itself to three citations from

1 John (2 John 5, 6, compared with 1 John v. 3 ; 2 John 7, com-

pai'ed with 1 John iv. 1 seq. ; 3 John 11, compared with 1 John
iii. 6), which are precisely of the same character as the citations

from the Pauline Epistles (2 John 3 and 8, and 3 John 6 and

7, and 8 and 1 5) ; and thus these quotations or allusions are

only new evidences of the genuineness and the age of the First

Epistle. That the Apostle St John should have encountered

such a contradiction (not of his doctrine, but of his authority)

as this which is described in 3 John 9, is certainly not pro-

bable ; while that the Presbyter should have encountered it, is
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not SO veiy strange. On the whole, it is the most probable

hypothesis, that the Second and Third Epistles sprang from the

Presbyter John.

While, then, these two Epistles contain veiy ancient testi-

mony to the genuineness of the First Ej)istle and Gospel (compare

3 John 12 with John xix. 35), the Appendix of the Gospel (John

xxi.) furnishes the same kind of demonstration. This chapter

was composed, according to ver. 24, and the whole style and

treatment, by the Apostle himself, who did not, however, at once

and in the beginning attach it to his Gospel. Not till he had

been honoured by beholding the Apocalypse, and this had made
it plain what the Lord meant by His mysterious words, " he

should tarry till He come" (that is, till He should come in vision

and appear to him, so that John, still living upon earth, should

behold with prophetic eye Christ's coming to judgment. Rev.

xxii. 20), was this independent record appended. Doubt-

less, it was the Presbyter John who added it (compare John
xxi. 24 with 3 John 12) ; scarcely the Apostle himself (in

which case the addition KaX othaixev ore akrj6r]<i eariv rj /xaprvpia

avTov would not have been supplementarily inserted). He who
added it attested the authorship of St John ; and, as ch. xxi. is

wanting in no manuscript, the appendix must have been added

a very short time after the composition of the Gospel. It must

certainly have been added before the Gospel itself was circu-

lated beyond the neighbourhood of Ephesus.





CONTENTS.

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST JOHN.

INTRODUCTION.

PAGE

§ 1. The Epistolary Form, 1

§ 2. Identity of Author and Evangelist, 6

§ 3. Genuineness of Epistle, 11

§ 4. Its Relation to the Gospel, ....... 14

§ 5. Time and Place of Composition, and Circle of Readers^ . 34

§ 6. Diction and Spirit of Epistle, ...... 40

§ 7. Literature, . . . 41

EXPOSITION.

Exordium, .......... 43

Part I. Centre of the oLyyihiat, : God is Light, .... 77

Part II. Relation of Readers to the Light, as already shining, . 133

Part III. The Children of God in relation to the Enmity of the

World, 203

Part IY. The Spirit from God a Spirit of Truth and Love, . 272

Part V. The Faith which overcometh the World, ... 313

Translation, 350

THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OF ST JOHN.

Introduction, 359

Exposition of Second Epistle, 379



XXXll CONTENTS.

THE THIRD EPISTLE OF ST JOHN.

PACJR

Exposition, 397

TUANSLATION OF THE TwO EriSTLES, 407

Appendix on the Catholic Epistles, 409

INDEX.

I. Greek Words and Phrases Explained, ..... 417

II. Passages of Scripture incidentally Explained or Illustrated, . 418

III. Principal Matters, . . 419



THE FIRST EPISTLE OE ST JOHN.

INTRODUCTION

I. THE EPISTOLARY FORM.

^^^HE New-Testament docnment which occupies a place in

'^'UmI ^^^' Canon by the name of " The First Epistle of St

John," not only does not bear on its front the name of

its author, but also omits any introductory greeting at the

beginning, as well as any benediction at the close. Hence,

while hypercritics have doubted whether St John wrote the

Epistle, intelligent critics, admitting the evidences of his peculiar

style, have doubted whether it should be called an epistle at all.

J.'d. Heidegger (Enchir. Bibl. Tig. 1681, p. 986) led the way:
" This book, though it seems to bear the stamp of an epistle,

may rather be regarded as a short epitome of Christian doctrine,

and, as it were, a succinct enchiridion of the Gospel written by

St John, to which have been added certain exhortations appro-

priate to the general state of the Christian Church. For it

does not, like the other Epistles, begin with an inscription and

salutation ; nor does it end with salutation and good Avishes, or

benediction." In essentially the same style wrote Bengel

(Gnomon), who was followed by Lilienthal, J. D. ^lichaelis,

Eichhorn, Storr, Berger, Bretschneider, and Reuss. These all

hold this book—thus doubtful as to its scope—to be a kind

of treatise or essay. For, the circumstance that the readers are

personally addressed, does not of itself constitute an epistle :

were it otherwise (observes Michaelis), Wolf's "Mathematical

Principles" must be held to be an epistle.

The majority of expositors and critics have now, however,

declared against tliis view of Heidegger and Bengel. Ziegler,

A
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in particular, has emphatically shown, in opposition to Michaelis,

that there is more in the language of the writer than a mere

apostrophizing of the friendly reader ; that, in fact, he rather

speaks as one who assumes a definite personal relation to those

whom he addresses. This is the opinion of the great mass of

more modern commentators, such as De Wette, Diisterdieck,

Huther, and Sander.

And certainly it must be admitted that they went very

much too far who argued, from the absence of the epistolary

forniy that this document Avas not addressed to any definite

circle of readers, but that it was a general essay, or treatise, or

book intended for universal literary pubKcation within the

Church. Against this it may be iirged, positively, that the

author places himself in an express personal relation to his

readers (ch. i. 1 seq., ii. 27, v. 13) ; that he has in view a

definite class of readers, whose faith he knows (ch. ii. 20 seq.,

iv. 4)—one congregation or more, whose history is in his im-

mediate thought (ch. ii. 19 ; comp. the comment on this pas-

sage), and which he finds it necessary to warn against specific

dangers (ch. ii. 18 and 2^, iv. 1 seq., v. 16 and 21) ; and nega-

tively, that the arrangement of the matter, however clear in

itself, is not such as is conformable to the style of a treatise;

for, " with all its regularity, there reigns throughout a certain

easy naturalness, and that unforced simplicity of composition

which harmonizes best with the immediately practical interest

and paracletic tendency of an epistle" (Diisterdieck).

Thus the First Epistle of St John is undoubtedly 2i production

addressed to specific readers. Yet the circumstance from which

Michaelis and the rest deduced their false conclusion, has in it

a very important element of truth, which demands further at-

tentive consideration. Assuredly, there may be such a thing as

a proper letter without greeting or benediction : St James ends

his with a sentence which, instead of a benediction, contains in

it ^ promise of blessing (Jas. v. 19, 20); St Jude closes his

with a doxology, which (ver. 28) does indeed contain an invoca-

tion of blessing, but nothing more. Our Epistle closes, not with

this, but with a pregnant exhortation ; and why may not a real

epistle wind up with such a climax, or terminate with such a

l^oint, as condenses all that had been said in one pithy word ?

It is much more strange, however, that the epistolary /orm is
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entirely wanting at the commencement. The author does not

mention himself, nor does he specify his readers, nor does he

address them Avith the greeting of peace. For the circumstance

that St John wrote the Epistle, ch. i. 4, " that their joy might

be full," is most assuredly not to be regarded as standing in the

place of the epistolary '^atpecv : this was not recorded, as Diister-

dieck thinks, " because St John had the customary '^alpecv in

his mind" (compare the Commentary on this passage). Our
Epistle is altogether destitute of the greeting. We have only

one parallel case— that of the Epistle to the Hebrews. But

we have seen (in our Introduction to that Epistle) that that

production lacks in many other respects the stamp of a proper

letter, and especially that free outpouring of thought which is

essential to it ; and therefore, that it must be regarded rather as

a treatise designed for careful study and repeated perusal, than

as a letter or communication in the ordinary sense. It may be

added, moreover, that, in the case of the Epistle to the Hebrews,

the absence of personal superscription and address has another

explanation ; viz., the fact—which hardly admits of doubt

—

that it was written only under the commission of the Apostle

Paul, and not by his own hand. But none of these explana-

tions can be applied to the First Epistle of St John : it was

not, as we have seen, a production sent forth in the form of a

treatise, but a thoroughly epistolary outpouring of thought and

feeling; and then it was, as we shall see, absolutely and dis-

tinctively from the very hand of the Apostle himself. This

makes the absence of introductory greeting doubly strange

;

and, in connection with this circumstance, the absence of every

kind of benedictory greeting at the close will appear equally

remarkable. For even the Epistle to the Hebrews, which in

its character and design is very much more like a treatise, yet

at least in the close introduces a twofold benediction (Heb.

xiii. 20, 21, and 25) and greeting (ver. 24). But here every-

thinoj of the kind is wanting.

We may therefore venture to say that the First Epistle of

St John is of the essence of an actual epistle, but does not bear

the form of one. This, however, needs its own explanation.

It must be held to be j^ossible that an Apostle should send

to a church, or to a circle of churches, an epistle, u-itliout nam-

ing his own name, the name of the author. There was not tlien
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a public establishment, as with us, to take charge of the passage

of letters ; such communications then reached their destination

through the medium of private messengers, or private oppor-

tunities ; and, whether the Apostle would deem it needful or

needless to mention his name, would depend altogether upon the

position and character of the person who was the bearer in each

case, as well as upon the confidence which was reposed in him

by those who should receive it. Certainly, if the runaway

slave Onesimus had brought, on his return to his master Phile-

mon, an anonymous letter of recommendation, with the mere

oral assurance that the writer who recommended him, and

begged consideration for his case, was no other than the great

Apostle Paul himself, Philemon might well have thought it a

very strange circumstance, and distrusted the whole matter.

Therefore, St Paul did not fail to attach his name to the epistle.

Nor does he neglect it in his other epistles, having been taught

by old experience (2 Thess. ii, 2) that deceivers carried about

supposititious letters bearing his name
;
yea, he was constrained

by this on some occasions to add, at the close of the dictated

epistle, a subsciiption in his own hand (2 Thess. iii. 17), or even

to write an entire epistle himself (Col. vi. 11). Indeed, even

when he sent an epistle to the Colossians (Col. iv. 7, 8) by the

trusted and trustworthy Tychicus, he thinks it better to au-

thenticate the bearer by the epistle, than to authenticate the

epistle by the bearer. Similarly, when he wrote by Epaphro-

ditus to the Philippians (Phil. ii. 25). Viewed in itself, it is

quite conceivable that St Paul might, in these two last-mentioned

cases, have omitted the mention of his name ; but it does not

appear natural that he should. It is ever the more obvious and

natural course, that the author of an epistle should name him-

self ; and when this is not done, we must seek the reason in

circumstances peculiar to the case.

Now, if we suppose (what, meanwhile, is quite destitute of

proof) that St John wrote his First Ej)istle in Patmos, at a

time when a number of Ephesian elders— and possibly with

them elders of other churches in Asia Minor^—had come to

* According to Estius, Calovius, Liicke, Dusterdieck, and Huther,

1 Jolin i. etc. is "only a peculiar form of the usual preface to a letter."

Very peculiar, indeed, since it contains notliing but an absolutely general

annunciation (" We declare to you that which we have heard, seen,
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him, and that he committed his communication to this circle of

most eminent men, then we may easily understand that he

would hold it iiniiecessary to mention his own name in the siiper-

scription, his authorship being already attested by such a cloud

of witnesses.

But even this hypothesis does not help us to understand why
all greeting and benediction are loanting at the beginning and the

end. This circumstance requires some further explanation, and

on a different principle. Even if he had committed his greet-

ings to be delivered orally by the bearers of the Epistle (which,

however, we cannot suppose St Paul to have omitted in the case

of Tychicus and Epaphroditus !), yet the fact remains, that the

document which he committed to them had not the external

form of an epistle. One Avould think, that if an Apostle wrote

an epistle to one or more churches, bearing upon it the charac-

teristic stamp of the object of an epistle— that is, being the

substitute for, and the representative of, oral commi.mication

—

he would have adopted the universally customary form of epis-

tolary" writing. Now it is this which we find wanting here.

I think that this circumstance would be capable of a more

easy explanation, if our epistle coidd be regarded as having no

independent character and object of its ow7i, but as attached to

something else. According to its form, it bears the stamp of a

preface or dedicatory epistle. The Apostle addresses himself to

specific readers, and holds communion, person to person, with

them,—in that we mark the essence of the epistle ; but he does

this on occasion of another communication, to which this is

attached, and to which it refers ; and therefore, in itsform, it is

no epistle, no simple and direct substitute of oral speech, but

an address uttered on occasion of the reading of another and dif-

ferent communication.

We shall see in due course what other and independent

handled, etc., and wi-ite unto you this, that ye truly have fellowship with

us"), but nothing of all that which makes the opening of a Ictti^r the open-

ing of a letter. Or, is there actually in vers. 1-4 only a single word which

would not be suitable in the preface of a book (c//., in a preface to the

Gospel of St Johh, in case St John would have written any such) ? Hence

CEcolampadius is quite right in saying : Hie est mos Joannis evangeUsta), ut

fere absque omni verborum ambage sua mox ab ipso auspicetur Deo

Idem porro agit in exordio hujus epistolse, quod egit in evangelii sui

principio.
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supports this supposition rests upon. Let it suffice now to

have established that those expositors who regard 1 John as an

independent epistle of the ordinary kind, have too lightly

despatched the absence of the epistolary forrriy and have not

given sufficient reasons for that absence.

II. IDENTITY OF THE AUTHOR OP THIS EPISTLE AND THE
EVANGELIST.

Although the writer does not mention himself, yet there

was never a doubt within the circle of the Christian Church

—

nor could siTch a doubt ever reasonably prevail—that this

Epistle was icritten hy the hand of the same vian loho composed

the Fourth canonical Gospel. But that this had St John for its

author, has been satisfactorily established by Olshausen in the

first volume of this Commentary-, and has since been defended,

against the objections of the Tubingen school, by myself and

others. Regarding, therefore, the Johannaean authorship of

the Fourth Gospel as established, it only remains for us to enter

a little more at length into the question, whether the author of

this Epistle and the Evangelist were one and the same.

If we begin with what is most external, the style and con-

struction remind us most expressly of the didactic passages of

the Gospel; e.g., John i. 1-18, iii. 27-36, and others. For, we
meet in the Epistle the same peculiar manner of thinking in

paratactic periods, and of combining the indi\"idual members of

the thought by Kal (compare only, for example, ch. ii. 1-3, where

St Paul would doubtless have used eav Be instead of koI idv, and

certainly avTo<i yap iXacrfjL6<; icrri instead of kol avT6<i iXaa-fxo^

icTTi). We need only to obsen^e the manner in which he, 1 John
iii. 20, resumes the otl which had just preceded, and compare

it with the anaphora in John i. 33, iv. 6, etc. ; and to mark his

preference generally for the particle on, used in manifold senses

(comp., e.g., John xvi. 3, 4, 6, 17 ; comp. further, 1 John ii. 12,

etc., with John x^-i. 9-11), as well as the frequent use of

the particles irepi, "va, aXkd. It is evident to every one, that

the author of the Epistle is accustomed, like the author of the

Gospel, to thmk in Arameean, and to move in the narrow cu'cle

of the particles 1,
""3 or n, ])3i:h. To these may be added some



IDENTITY OF AUTHOR OF THIS EPISTLE AND EVANGELIST. 7

other Hebraic kinds of construction and tliought ; e.g., the

paraphrase of the Gen. by eV, 1 John iv. 13, comp. John i. 35,

\a. 8 and 70, and the resolution of a relative in a conditional

clause {idv tl'^ . . . ovk earcv iv avro) instead of 6aTt<i, /c.t.X.),

1 John ii. 15, iii. 17, comp. John vi. 43, etc. The resolution

of a simple antithesis into a final or causal sentence dependent

upon a ^yord to be supplied (ovk rjaav i^ rj/jbojv aXX "va . . .),

1 John ii. 19, comp. John i. 8, iii. 28 ; the paraphrase of the

instrumental Dative by iv, 1 John ii. 3, comp. John i. 26 and

33, xvi. 30 ; and, finally, the abundant use of decopecv and

Oedadac, while of opdv only the Perfect occurs, and of individual

phrases, such as rrjv '^v)(riv rtdevac, ©eo? o aX'r}6iv6<;, 6 acorijp

Tov Koafiov 6 XpL<n6<i, K6a/j,o<i \afx./3dvet, and of (pacveiv, reKvla,'

irathia, etc.

More important than these specialities is the similarity of

the circle of ideas in both "mntings. The notions <^(W9, ^corj,

(TKOTia, d\i]6eLa, •^eOSo?, meet us in the Epistle in the same

broad, and deep, and essentially speculative meaning which they

bear in the Gospel : so also recur the notions tXa/i09, Troteiv ttjv

SiKaioavvTjv, rrjv d/xapriav, rrjv dvo/xiav ; and the sharply pre-

sented antitheses ^&)9 and aKorta, dXr^Oela and \^evho<i, ^mrj

and 6dvaro<;, wyairdv and fxicreiv, dr^dirf] tov iraTpo^ and tov

Koafxav, TeKva tov ©eov and tov Sia/36\ov, iroielv ttjv Slkulo-

<jvv7)v and T-qv dpuapTiav, irvevixa Trj<i a\.r)6eLa<i and t^9 Tfkavrj';.

But this leads us to something still higher. It is the same per-

sonality which moves before our eyes in the Gospel and in the

Epistle. It is that same disciple who, in relation to Jesus, ex-

hibits the virgin-spii'it of devotion and receptiveness, but, filled

with the Spirit, became altogether man and even a son of thunder

against all the enemies of Christ ; who no longer had to do witli

the contrast between Jewish Christianity and heathen Chris-

tianity,—no longer with the historical relation of the Messiah to

the cii'cumcision and the uncircumcision,—but whose business

it was to judge and overcome the false speciilation of dawning

Gnosticism by the true gnosis and holy speculation, while he

treated of " the 2Eonian eternal antitheses and relations." It

is that disciple whose nature was full of self-devotion and alto-

gether receptive ; yet whose character was that of absolute deci-

sion, so that he devoted liimself only to one thing, or rather to

One Person, but to that One most perfectly and undividedly,

—
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who, as the result of this specific combination in his character,

was incapable of entering into the spirit of an intermediate and

neutral position, and therefore never, like St Paul, makes the

process of the warfare between the old and the new man the

object of his exhibition, but contemplates salvation at once as

the perfected victory of light over the darkness.

It cannot, then, be otherwise than that we must find the

dogmatic vieivs of the Epistle bearing the same form and stamp,

down to the minutest statement, which they present in the

Gospel :—not as the views of St John, but as what he received

from the lips of his Lord and Master, yet exhibited under that

aspect which he, by virtue of his own personal individuality,

beyond others apprehended and appropriated to himself. Thus,

for example (as Diisterdieck has excellently shown), " the

ethic of the Johaimgean doctrine concerning the final judgment

at the coming of the Lord, in its connection with the doctrine

concerning the Paraclete, is altogether the same in the Epistle

as in the Gospel ; and in the Epistle the notion of the Spirit

as the Principle of judgment who prepares the way for the final

Judgment itself, is no more wanting than the representation of

the actual coming is wanting in the Gospel. According to the

Epistle, believers have already actually passed from death unto

life (ch. iii. 14), are already the children of God (ch. iii. 2),

have everlasting life, because they have the Son and the Father

(ch. ii. 23, etc., v. 11, etc.), and' the Holy Spirit (ch. iii. 24)."

And so far there is no more judgment awaiting them (ch. ii. 28,

iii. 2, iv. 17). The future judgment will only " finish the con-

summation of the life which believers already have received,

and maintained, and preserved upon earth, in fellowship with

Christ, and in the possession of the Holy Spirit (ch. ii. 12, etc.,

iii. 9, V. 1). And as the judgment is already, in time, prepara-

torily accomplished upon unbelievers, through the power of the

Holy Spirit exerting His influence upon the world (ch. ii, 8 and

19), so also believers have in their earthly life, from the same

Spirit, the principle of their holy and saving development, which

will be blessedly consummated at the coming of the Lord, from

whom they have received the Spirit." With this compare John
V. 24, vi. 39, etc., and other passages. The present existence

of the last hour is presupposed in the Gospel (ch. v. 25, xii. 31),

in the same manner as in the Epistle (ch. ii. 18). According to
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the Gospel, as according to the Epistle (1 John ii. 1), Christ is

the Paraclete ; for the Holy Spirit is exhibited by the side of

Christ in the Gospel, ch. xiv. 16, as dWo<i 7rapdKXr)T0<;, another

Comforter. Compare further John iii. 16 with 1 John iv. 9,

10; John xiv. 15 and 21, with 1 John ii. 6, v. 3 ; John xvii.

14 with 1 John iii. 1 ; John xv. 18 with 1 John iii. 13.

That the Epistle came from the same author as the Gospel,

was, therefore, never questioned, until in these later times the

crotchety critics of the young-Hegelian school found it for

their advantage, in the interest of their other views, to deny the

identity of authorshiji. But, in their endeavours to establish their

point, it has happened that they have split into two opposite par-

ties, which have zealously contended against each other. United

in this, that the Epistle came from another hand than that which

wrote the Gospel, they then separated diametrically. Baur and

Zeller^ maintained, that the Gospel was the relatively older

document ; and that the Epistle was the imitative production,

altogether void of original substance, of a man who sought to

have himself identified with the author of the Gospel, and

therefore did his best to imitate his style. On the other hand,

Hilgenfeld^ admitted the originality of the Epistle, but assigned

to the Gospel a later date, and the authorship of a different

hand..

What these critics alleo-e for the establishment of their

common assertion— to wit, that the author of the Gospel and

the author of the Epistle are not one and the same— is really

very insignificant ; and we shall content ourselves with referring

those of our readers who are desirous to investigate their

subtleties at length, to the fundamental arguments of Diister-

dieck, in his Introduction to this Epistle. All others will be

contented with the proofs given above of the identity of the

author of the Epistle and the author of the Gospel ; for our

remarks have contained, in part at least, the refutation of the

supposed dogmatical contradictions which have been thought to

• Zeller made a beginning, by representing it as " conceivable" that the

two writings might have had different anthers (Tiib. Jahrb. 1845). Baur,

in his treatise on the Johannsean Epistles (Tiib. Jahrb. 1848), elevated this

" conceivableness" into positive certainty.

2 Das Evangelium und die Briefe Johannis nach ihrem Lelu-begriff dar-

gestellt, Halle 1849.
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exist between the Epistle and the Gospel. The contradictions

which we have not referred to rest upon a perverted exegesis

of individual utterances of the Epistle (for instance, ch. v. 6)

;

and they will be considered at large in the commentary on those

passages. But what Baur, in particular, has alleged in dis-

paragement of the Epistle, and in proof that it was no better

than an unhappy imitation of the style and spirit of the Gospel,

has been already reduced to nothing by our common adversary

Hilgenfeld. Baur says, that in the Epistle there is not one of

the ideas, borrowed from the Gospel, which is stated in an in-

dependent manner, and developed in a profounder connection

;

that whatever it contains is but taken arbitrarily from the rich

contents of the Gospel ; that if the Epistle has any leading

fundamental thought, it is extremely hard to detect or follow

it anywhere ; that its polemics are idle and empty (everything

is to Baur idle and empty that is directed against a false panthe-

istic gnosis !) ; and that the Epistle has received from the Gospel

its manner of representation,—the monotony of which, however,

is more strange, because it is a mere form without its corre-

sponding essence. But to all this we can only reply by giving

the great critic our humble assurance, that the poverty of thought

and spiritlessness which he alleges, does not lie with the author

of the Epistle. If a wild Indian can find no relish in the

Olympic Jupiter, the fault is not with Phidias. Hilgenfeld

discerns in the Epistle " profound views," which the author of

the Gospel, without disparagement to his own " grand originality

of conception," appropriated in his production.

But every remaining doubt as to the identity of the Epistle-

writer and the Evangelist must vanish, when we observe that

the latter, like the former, represents himself to have been an

eye-witness of the life of Jesus, and an Apostle (1 John i. 1-3,

iv. 14) ; and that he refers to the beginning of the Gospel

(1 John i. 1-4) in such a manner as to leave no reason for

doubting that it is his piirjyose to describe himself as the same

who had written the Gospel. We have therefore the option,

either to attribute deception (!) to the man who declares the

devil to have been the father of the lie, and every one who
speaketh falsehood to be a child of the devil, and the spirit of

lying to be the spirit of darkness and of antichrist,— a supposi-

tion, the possibility of entertaining which, argues either a very
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suspicious failure of the power of thinking, or a still more

suspicious moral abandonment— or, to accept the two writings

as the production of the Apostle St John.

III. GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE.

This result, obtained by internal investigations, will be per-

fectly confirmed by the external testimonies in favour of the

genuineness of the Epistle. Polycarp (according to Iren. adv.

Hser. V. 33 ; Euseb. iv. 14, v. 20, an immediate disciple of St

John) writes (Phil. 7) : 7rd<i <yap 09 av yu,?; 6ixo\o<yf) ^Irjo-ovp

Xpiarov iv aapKt iXrjXvOivai, dvTi'^pLaTo<; iarc— an undeniable

allusion to 1 John iv. 3 (compared with ver. 2). Polycarp

quotes these words, too, as a warning against those ol'Ttve<; wko-

irXavwai K€vov<i dvOpcoTrov?, and even introduces the expres-

sion used by St John concerning the same false teachers (jrepl

TMv Tr\avQ)VTQ}v v/jbd<i, 1 John ii. 26). And this passage is all

the more important, as the expression dvri'^pccrTO'; is not found

in any of the Fathers of the second century, except St John's

own disciples, Polycarp and Irenseus (Liicke). And the words

which immediately follow in Polycarp (/cat 09 dv p,ri 6p.oXo<yfj to

fiaprvpiov Tov aravpov, e'/c rov Bia^oXov iariv) certainly

contain another specifically Johannsean expression. Moreover,

Polycarp elsewhere, and generally, moves in a circle of Johan-

nasan phraseology and turns of thought and ideas (TrepnraTelv iv

Toif; ivToXal'i, d^io)<i rrjt; eVroX?)?, KaTO, rrjv dXrjOeLav tov Kvpcov,

^fjv iv XpcaTQ}) : he often sharply defines brotherly love as the

climax of righteousness, commands his readers to separate them-

selves diro Toiv iTTcdv/xiMV Twv iv T(p KocTpLcp (cap. v., comp. 1

John ii. 16), and to hold fast tov e'f dp')(fi^ rj/xlv irapahoOevTa

Xoyov (cap. vii., comp. 1 John ii. 7, and 19-21).

Pa})ias also (who, according to Euseb. iii. 39, had been

Icodvvov fxev dKovaTr]<i, UoXvKdpTrov he eTalpo<i) used, that is,

cited, in his writings (lost to ws, but extant and well known to

Eusebius, who gives us on this point his unsuspicious testimony)

the first Epistle of St John. (Euseb. 1. c. : /ce^T/rat S' 6 avT0<i

fJl,apTvpiai^ diro t?}? ^Icodvvov 7rpoTepa<; eVtcrToXr)? koI T779 IleTpov

6fM0L03^.) Indeed, it would appear that the citations from 1 John

in the writings of Papias were much more striking than those
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in Polycarp's Epistle to the Ephesians ; for Eusebius, when he

speaks concerning this latter Epistle, does not make any mention

of the allusions to St John's Epistle.^

The Epistle to Diognetus—written abont the time of Justin

Martyr— is most certainly full of Johannsean thoughts : ex-

amine, e.g., the following passage (p. 500) : o fyap ©eb'i rod';

av6p('o7rov<i rj^dirrjcre, irpo^ ov9 airecrreLKe rov vlov avrov rov

fiovoyevT] (comp. with 1 John iv. 9, 10, and John iii. 16) : oh
rrjv iv ovpavu) jSacrikelav iTTTjyyeiXaro, Koi Bcaaei roh or^aTrricracn

auTov eTTiyvov^ Se, tlvo<; olet ifKrjcrwdiqaecrOaL '^apa<i ; r) ttw?

ayaiTTjaei'; rov ovToy<; TrpoayaTrijaavrd ae (1 John iv. 10, 11).

^AyaTTTjcra^ Be, /^.i/ZT^rr;? ecrrj avrov t?}? -^pTjaroTrjTO^; (John xiv.

15 and 21 ; 1 John v. 3 ; 2 John 6 ; and, especially, 1 John

ii. 6). Or, the following in cap. xii. : ovSe yap ^corj avev

jvcoaecof;, ov8e 'yvco(rL<; da^aX7]<^ dvev ^corj^; akrjdov^, which is no

other than a short and compact summary of the process of

thought contained in 1 John ii. 18-25, iv. 4-6, v. 6-12. The
Epistle to Diognetus represents Christians as those who are not

e'/c Tov Koa-fiov (cap. vi. ; comp. 1 John iii. 1, and John xvii.

14) ; as those who are hated by the world (cap. v.-vi. ; comp.

John xvii. 14, xv. 18 ; 1 John iii. 13), and who yet love this

world, even as (cap. vii.) the Father sent the Son, not that He
might condemn the world, but that He might show love to it

(comp. John iii. 17). The Epistle to Diognetus acknowledges

(cap. vii.), with St John, the future irapovcria of Christ to

judgment ; teaches, with St John, that God has planted His

holy Logos into the hearts of Christians (o 0eo9 dw ovpavwv

rrjv dXtjOeiav Kal rov Xoyov tov ayiov Kal aTreptvorjTOV iyKare-

arrjpi^e rah KapBlai'i, since He did not send an angel, but avrov

rov re'^VLTTjv Kal SrjfXLovpybv roiv 6\o)v). Further, it here, and

in Ep. xi., terms Christ rov \6yov and rov drr dpyj)^.

The Epistle of the Church of Vienne and Lyons (in Euseb.

V. 1) also contains an undeniable allusion to 1 John iii. 16, in

the words : o Zid rov 7f\r]pa>/xaro<; t?79 dydTrr)!; iveSel^aro, €v8o-

K7)cra<i virep rrj^ rcav dBe\(f)(t)v aTfoXoyia'; Kal rrjv kavrov Oetvat

yjrvyrjv.

The circumstance, fmother, is very important, that the Gnostic

Carpocrates—who lived at Alexandria in the beginning of the

1 The whole body of then-extant Christian literature lay before Eusebius'

eyes, and he was a learned reader and investigator of it.
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second century—sought to pervert and bend to liis purpose the

passage of 1 John v. 19, " Mundus in maligno positus est"

(Origcn in Genesin, cap. i.).

Irenseus cites our Epistle, as is well known, with express

mention of its author (adv. User. iii. 16, v. and viii. ; the pas-

sages are 1 John ii. 18-22, iv. 1-3, v. 1) ; hence Eusebius (v. 8)

writes concerning him (as concerning Papias) : fMefivTjrac Be koI

Trj<i ^laidvvov 7rp(orr]<; i7rt(TTo\rj<;, fiaprvpia e^ avrrj'i irXelara

ela(f>epo)V 6/jioi(o<; Se koI rrj'i Uerpov 7rpoT€pa<;.— So also Clem.

Alex. Ptedag. iii. and Strom, ii. quotes the passages, 1 John v.

3 and 16, and with mention of the author. Similarly Tertullian,

Origen, and the succeeding Fathers.

Thus it is not to be wondered at, that the First Epistle of St

John everywhere appears in the ancient Canones, or Catalogues

of the ecclesiastical books of instruction, and that as ofjioXo^ov-

fievT)} The Sp'ian Church received it in the Peshito ; the

Alexandrian Church is represented as receiving it by Clem.

Alex, (see above), Origen (in Euseb. vi. 25), and Dionysius (in

Euseb. vii. 25) ; for the African Church vouch Tertullian (de

Idol. ii. de Fug. 9) and Cyprian (de Orat. Dom.) ; for the

Galilean, Irena^us ; and for the East, Eusebius, who reckons the

Epistle among the homologoumena.

In the face of these witnesses, it must appear only ridiculous

to hear the pseudo-criticism of the young-Hegelian school

peremptorily uttering their dictum— in the service of their a

priori construction of the history of the development of Chris-

tianity— that the Epistle harmonizes only with the second

century, because it contains " post-Montanistic " elements, or

because it has incorporated Gnostic ideas which were not un-

folded till during the course of the second century. A thorough

refutation of these argmnents—based upon pure misunder-

standing and pei*version—may be found in the introduction of

Diisterdieck. The kernel of this refutation lies in the golden

' When wc find in the Canon Murat. mention of " superscrii^ti Joaunis

duas," this does not refer to the first and second, but to the second and

third, Epistle ; both of which required to be estabhshed against the sus-

picion which might place them among hurtful and heretical writings. The

author of that canon did not think it necessary to mention the First

Epistle, in this connection and for this purpose : its canouicity was self-

understood.
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saying of this commentator :
" Baur, misunderstanding or

ignorant of the truth of the apostohcal thoughts, has regarded

the Montanistic [and the Gnostic] caricature of those thoughts

as their type^ For the rest, the next section will contain suffi-

cient exposure of the hypothesis of Baur.

It is well known that as early as the second century there

were men who, purely on internal grounds, were repelled by

St John's writings, and therefore rejected them from the

canon.^ They were named aXoyoc—a name which in every

sense was quite suitable for them.

IV. RELATION OF THE EPISTLE TO THE GOSPEL.

It has been shown above. Sect. II., that in the Epistle we
may discern the same style, the same manner and substance of

thought, the same doctrinal individuality, the selfsame spirit and

character—in short, the same individual and personal traits of

authorship—which meet us in the Gospel. But, beyond this

general identity, there may be traced a still more direct rela-

tionship between the two writings, in respect to the similarity

of the state of things to which they owe their origin, and the

similarity of purpose which they were meant to subserve. In

these respects they are more closely allied to each other than to

the Apocalypse, which was written by the same author, but

under totally different impelling circumstances. In style, also,

the Epistle more nearly approximates to the Gospel, than either

does to the Apocalypse.

That the Gospel of St John did not owe its origin to any

mere impulse to write in the author, but also to an historical,

practical necessity for it existing in the Church, I think I have

already established in opposition to my friend Luthardt. It is

most certain that St John received from the Lord a calling,

and a circle of influence, as real as that of any of the other

Apostles ; and we know that it was his especial vocation (John

^ The patristic notices of tliem are arranged in Kirchliofer's Quellen-

sammlung zur Geschichte des N. T. Canons, ii. S. 425-432. But, as the

opposition of the Alogi was mainly directed to the Gospel and the Apocalypse,

we may here the more briefly dismiss this most uncritical demonstration of

heresy.
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xxi. 22) to remain until the Lord should come. He was to out-

live the other Apostles ; he should live to behold the parousia,

—which he attained to, not indeed in external reality, but in

the visions in which the Lord came to him. Rev. i. 9, etc., and

gave him to see His coming to judgment. Rev. i. 7, xxii. 20.

Thus, the vocation of this Apostle had an essentially eschaio-

logical character. When he came forth from his earlier com-

parative retirement to play an active part upon the scene of the

history of the apostolical age, the perfected judgment upon

Jerusalem had abolished the ground of the previous controversy

between Jewish and Gentile Christianity,— the controversy

which had enlisted the energies of St Paul (and with which the

contest between the Papacy and the Reformation is analogous).

But, instead of this, other powers of seduction and perversion

had sought to force themselves into the doctrine of the Christian

Church,—powers in which both Jewish and heathen elements

of falsehood combined in wildly confused league against the

Truth, while bearing the guise of truth and wisdom (and with

which are analogous the powers of negative and destructive

wisdom which have come forth in our day since the Deists and

Encyclopaedists). Of the Jewish Christianity there remained

only that Nazarene element which still clung, in godless and

naked traditionalism, to the observance of the ceremonial law,

and the use of the national language, after the Lord had laid

low in destruction both temple and nation ; and which, as the

result of this spiritual obstinacy, was suffered to sink into the

lowest stage which was exhibited as Ehionitism, capable of

viewing Jesus only from the legal point of view, as a new law-

giver, and therefore as no more than a mere man. It had not,

in the Apostle's days, reached that stage ; although that ex-

treme development, to which the then existing separation of the

Nazarenes from the organism of the Church must necessarily

lead, could not possibly be concealed from that prophetic glance

which was St John's special endowment.

Now, whether St John, in his so emphatic testimony to

the eternal Divine Sonship of Christ, had in view the Nazarene

element and its results, or not ; whether it was his conscious

design to interpose a barrier to one of the two fundamental

principles of all heresy, or not ; whether or not the strongly

asserted sayings of the Gospel, ch. i. 8, 20, with which 1 John
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V. 6 is connected, were directed against an Ebionizing school of

John's disciples (which, according to Acts xviii. 24, and xix. 1,

had continued in existence long after the Baptist's death as a

school or sect) ;
— thus much is clear, and historically established

beyond possibility of doubt, that the same error, otherwise termed
" JEbionite" did confront the Apostle from another point, and
that as combined with the second root of all the heresies—
(/oc^^ic-pantheistic Gnosticism.

Gnosticism generally had in this its distinguishing mark,

that it regarded Christianity not as having to do primarily Avith

the salvation of the soul (as in Acts xvi. 30), .but with theore-

tical wisdom. It appropriated many—and in some instances

truly-apprehended— eleinents of Christian doctrine ; but it

sundered them from their organic connection with the centre

of the Gospel, and wrought them into the complex of its pro-

blems and systems, making them do nothing better than mini-

ster to the enlargement of those problems and systems. And
these questions of the older Gnosticism assume various forms

in histor)^ For example, in Marcion it was a problem of

natural ethics, how the law was related to individual per-

sonal freedom :— solved by taking the ground of a no longer

moral Antinoniianism. Among the Ophites, it was a problem

of the philosophy of history, how the Old-Testament limited

national development was related to the New-Testament univer-

sality :—solved by the theory which wildly denied the truth of

the Old-Testament revelation, and perverted it into a revelation

of Satan. With Valentinian it was a problem of pure abstract

speculation, how spirit was related to matter, and so forth. All

these problems bear evident marks of their forced and artificial

origin ; we perceive that Christianity had not only imposed

itself upon their originators as a power with which they must,

in some way or other, place themselves in relation, but that they,

in all their attempts at solution, set out with the principle and

design, to assign the highest place to Christianity (that is, to

what they could find good for their purpose in Christianity);

yea, even to secure for their systems, by artificial, allegorical

exegesis, the appearance of being founded vipon Holy Scripture.

But, with such forced and artificial systems the spiritual

movement of Gnosticism could not possibly have had its rise.
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The first exhibition of the Gnostic nature— in itself very rough

and unformed—within the Christian Church we see in Simon

the Magician (Acts viii. 9, etc.), who before his conversion

made himself honoured as an emanation of God (77 SvvafjLa rov

Qeov 7] KaXovfievt] fiejaXr]), and brought over into Christianity,

if not the doctritie, yet the general view, that the Christian

mysteries, like all others, were an instrument and a means for

the obtaining of money and fame (vers. 18, etc.). So fa?' there

was some element of truth in the old sa^dng which made Simon

the father of Gnosticism ; he had in himself at least, in his

moral and religious position and character, the material of a

Gnostic.—But the most ancient actual Gnostic, who brought out

a Gnostic theoiy, was Cerintlius. That he lived in Ephesus at

the same time with St John, and that St John regarded him

and shunned him as " the enemy of the truth," is attested by

Irena^us with the express remark that he had received his in-

formatioii from Polycarp, the immediate disciple of St John.^

His doctrine is given by IrenaBusin the following words (i. 26) :

Et Cerintlius autem quidam in Asia non a primo Deo factum esse

mundum docuit, sed a virtute quadam valde separata et distante ab

ea principalitate, qute est super universa, et ignorante eum, qui

est super omnia, Deum. Jesum autem, subjecit, non ex virgins

natum (impossibile enim hoc ei visum est) fuisse autera eum
Josepldet Maricefilium simpliciter ut reliqui onines homines, et plus

potuisse justitia et prudentia et sapientia ab hominibus. Et post

baptismum descendisse in eum ab ea principalitate, qua3 est super

omnia, Christum figura columbae ; et tunc annunciasse incogni-

tum patrem et virtutes perfecisse ; in fine autem revolasse iterum

Christum de Jesu, et Jesum passum esse et resurrexisse ; Chris-

tum autem impassibilem perseverasse, existentem spiritualem.^

^ Iren. adv. Haer. 3, o, 4 : K«( dalv ol ccKTiKor^n; xii-w (jov TloXv-

Kcipvov) OTi ^lojxvD/Ji 6 Tov Kvpiov f^xdriTVji, iv T/j 'E(p£(74) Tropivdii; Tiova-xadxi,

X.oe,\ ihuv i<TCi) K't^piV^Ql/, ii,7l'KXT0 ZOV (iol.'hCK.ViloV fiVj 'AOV(T(X.f/^lVO^ tiXh' iTTiiTTUU'

(pv/ojfiiv, fiYj xxi TO fixKccvilov avfu-Tikayi, evoov ourog Kyipivdov^ rov rijs oiT^ridsixi

ix^pou. So Euseb. H. E. 3, 28.

2 Wliat, on the contrary, Gains and Dionys. Alex, say about Cerintbus

(in Euseb. 3, 28) is of no moment. For Gains, a fanatical anti-Montanist

and anti-Chiliast, condemns Cerintbus as being the true author of the Apo-

calypse, which he invented in the Chiliast interest. But Dionysius (whose

words in Euseb. 3, 28 are imperfect, but are quoted at length in 7, 25) relates

of the Aloyi, that they condemned Cerintbus for holding a sensual Chiliasra.

B
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Thus there are two points in which the doctrinal system of

Cerinthus culminates. First, he teaches that the Creator of

the actual visible world was a Demiurgus, different from the

supreme God, the Sender of Christ, a lower ^on who pos-

sessed no knowledge of God, and did not communicate to his

creatures any such knowledge:—that primal and fundamental

position of Gnosticism, which, under various modifications,

runs through all the succeeding Gnostic systems. Second, he

teaches that Jesus was a mere man, begotten of Joseph ; that

at his baptism an JEon Christ was united to him, sent down

by the supreme God (the apj(r) avcoTdrrj), in order that he

might lead the world, by the mouth of the man Jesus, to know
Him, the Supreme God. Before the death of Jesus, however, the

^on Christ is represented as being again separated from him.

We see plainly enough glimmering throughout this system

the problems which gave it its existence : the question of vain

curiosity, how it was that God, supposing Him to have created

the world, could have remained so long unknown to the world

which He had made (the blame of this was not sought in ?nen,

who would not receive the light shining into the world, but was

transferred from men to the world itself, and its Si]fiiovp<y6<; !) ;

and then the question of Rationalism, how the Son of God could

have become man, and could have been conceived by a virgin.

Hence, the basis of the system was not a Jewish-Ebionite error,

which through an over-valuation of the law denied the necessity

for the incarnation of Christ, but a rationalist philosophical

error ; although its result in relation to the person of Jesus con-

curred with the final result of (later) Ebionitism.

How, then, did the Apostle John bear himself in his attack

upon this system of lies ? A craving for <yv(aai,<i had been ex-

cited ; speculative thinking had been awakened, though in an

un-Christian direction, to busy itself with such questions as these.

This craving must be satisfied, but satisfied in the right manner

:

it must be shown that the true >yvwcn<i had its roots, not in the

idle curiosity of a philosophical groping, altogether separate from

penitent faith in the Saviour of sinners, but in that faith itself,

and in that alone. And this is what St John has shown. The
material which he had to use for this purpose, was not to be

souglit for anew, or laboriously to be constructed. He himself

was prepared by his own original endowments : he had already,
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in the lifetime of his Master, \dewed, apprehended, and retained

especially those aspects of the nature and doctrine of Jesus

Christ, which now served of themselves to bear victorious testi-

mony against the Gnostic heresy. He, that is, alone among all

the disciples, had been fitted to apprehend and lay up in his

mind certain phases of the nature and doctrine of Jesus : to

wit, first, the Lord's own declarations concerning His eternal

relation to the Father, and His eternal, pre-temporal unity of

nature with the Father (John iii. 13 and 17, v. 17, vi. 33 and

51, vii. 16 and 28, viii. 58, etc.) ; secondly, those utterances of

our Lord concerning the profound mystical relation of unity and

communion of life into which the Lord would enter with His

disciples, through the Holy Ghost (John iii. 8, ch. vi., xiv. 16,

etc., XV. 1, etc., xvii. 21-23). Because St John was, in his per-

sonal character, the complement of the other disciples, therefore

it was obvious of itself that he would give the complement of

their exhibition of Christ and His doctrine, by presenting, as

soon as the occasion should arise, in doctrine and writing, that

jDCculiar side of it wdiich he had beyond others apprehended.

And for that the occasion has now come. Merely taking a

human view of the matter, and apart from all inspiration and

enlightenment of the Holy Ghost, it must have now arisen to

his consciousness that he had in his own internal self the living

armoury against the new assaults of the spirit of lying ! The

Gnosticism of a Cerinthus must necessarily have awakened

within him his holy indignation ; for it directly contradicted all

that which St John bore in his heart as the most sacred treasure

from the lips of Jesus ; and surely would he know that in these

discourses of our Lord he had already received the refutation

of Gnosticism, and the elements of a perfect victory over its

errors. To the doctrinal statements of lying speculation which

sundered the Father of Jesus Christ from the Creator of the

world, he had to oppose the doctrine that the Father of Jesus

Christ had created the world by the Logos;—to the lie that

sundered the man Jesus from the iEon Christ, and separated

them entirely before the passion of Christ, he had to oppose the

doctrine of Jesus, the incarnate Logos, and of the glorification

of the Father in His sufferings;—to the dead striving after

dead knowledge, he had to oppose the discourses of Christ

concerning the life of the Head in the members.
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That he did set himself in opposition to them, is undeniable

matter of fact. It has been questioned by some, whether he

did so designedly and consciously : it has been asserted that,

without any reference to Cerinthus, he purposed only "to make

known to the collective One Church the whole One Christ, in

His fullest and most perfect essential character, and universality

of meaning for man ;" and to show " in what way Jesus Him-
self knew or sought to create faith in Himself." But the

Evangelist specifies his own design in the construction of his

Gospel (ch. XX. 31) :
" These things are A\Titten, that ye may

believe tltat Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that be-

lieving ye may have life in His name." And did St John write

these words without at all thinking of that enemy of the truth who

was living in the same city with himself, and who taught the

precise reverse— that Jesus was not the Christ? If it was his

design in the Gospel to lead His Church to a perfect faith, and

to confirm them in that faith, that Christ was the Son of God, it

was also his design, doubtless, to arm and prepare them against

the cunning and subtile attacks of the Cerinthian Gnosticism,

which was so nio;h at hand.

And how aptly and specifically are the lying assertions of

Cerinthus overthrown by individual passages of the Gospel

!

Cerinthus taught that the world was created by an inferior

--.^on, who did not know the Supreme God. St John MTi'ites :

" The Word was to (with) God, and the Word was God. All

things were made by Him ; and without Him was not anything

made that ivas made^' (John i. 3). We must mark the polemico-

negative repetition of the statement, which before was laid down

in a positive form. Cerinthus taught that men before Christ

had not the possibility of knowing the Supreme God, because

the Demiurgus himself did not know Him, and could not there-

fore give the knowledge of Him to His creatures,— the ^on
Christ having first made Him known. St John writes concern-

ing the Word of God, who was Himself God, and through

whom all things were made, " In Him was life, and the life was

the light of men ;" he thus writes that the supreme and only

God had, through the Logos, given life from the beginning to

men, and in this life the light of knowledge also. And, while

Cerinthus ascribed the cause of human sin, blindness, and

ignorance of God, to an increated impossibility, and that again
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to the Demiurgus, St John, on the contrary, writes, " And the

light shineth in the darkness, hut the darkness received it not ;"

and thereby tlirows the guilt of blindness where it should fall,

on the wicked will of the creature, which is and abides dark

because it received not the light. In ver. 9, he rejjeats once

more, that the Logos was " the true Light, which enlighteneth

evert/ man ;" and in ver. 10, once more, that " the world through

Him existed, but that the world knew Him not ;" and in ver. 11,

that He, when He came to the world, came not into the strange

province of a Demiurgus, but " to His oivn, though His own
(creatures) received Him notP Again, he charges the guilt

upon the evil will of the creatui'es, while Cerinthus taught that

the iEon Christ had come into the alien domain of an alien

Demiurgus, whose creatures coidd, not know the supreme Princi-

palitus through an increate inability.

When St John had thus diligently opposed a barrier to the

fundamental Gnostic assumption and presupposition of a Demi-

urgus, he could pass onward to the doctrine of the incarnation

of the Logos, eternally one with God, in Jesus the Christ, and

oppose it to the lying doctrine of Cerinthus concerning the

mere man Jesus, and the >^on Christ only temporarily united

to him (ver. 14) :
" The Logos was made flesh, and dwelt

among us ; and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the Only-

begotten of the Father." To the lie of Cerinthus concerning

the mere man and son of Joseph, he has to oppose that which

he had seen with his eyes. And the eyes of no disciple had

been so inwardly opened as his had been, to behold and appre-

hend the full and gracious outbeaming of the eternal glory of

God manifest in Christ Jesus !
" By Jesus Christ came grace

and truth. No man hath seen God; the only-begotten Son,

who is in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him
(God)." Thus writes St John (ch. i. 17, 18); while Cerinthus

was teaching that the ^on Chi'ist, who brought to men the

knowledge of God, was neither the Only-begotten in the bosom

of the Father, nor one person with Jesus.

According to Cerinthus, it was the ^'Eon Christ who de-

scended, at his baptism, on the mere man Jesus, and com-

municated to him the "virtutes" of prudence, wisdom, and

righteousness. St John relates (ch. i. 32, etc.) how the Holy

Ghost came down upon Him, who Himself was already the
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Son of God, and before the Baptist (vers. 30 and 31) ; and

that He received the Holy Ghost, not that He might then and

thereby become partaker of the Divine natm'e for Himself, but

that He might be able (ver. 33) to baptize others with the same

Spirit.

We shall not now go through the individual actual demon-

strations of the Divine Bo^a in Jesus which the Evangelist

records. All we can do is to point to those individual utterances

of Christ which the Evangelist cited for the confirmation of

the doctrine laid down in ch. i. In ch. iii. 13, 14, we have the

two things placed in close juxtaposition by Christ Himself

—

that the Son of Man came down from heaven, and is in heaven,

and that the same Son of Man must be lifted up on the cross

(while Cerinthus entirely sundered the ^on Christ, who came

down from heaven, from the suffering man Jesus). Compare,

further, ch. v. 23 and 25, where the Son, Jesus Christ, arrogates

to Himself the same honour which belongs to the Father, and

where He prophesies that He will raise the dead ; and ch. vi.

51 and 62, where He again testifies that He came down from

heaven. So also ch. viii. 58 ; and especially ch. xii. 23 seq.

and xvii. 1 seq., where again the suffering itself appears to be

the glorification of God in His incarnate Son ; and, moreover,

ch. xviii. 6 and 11 and 37, where the suffering appears as the

counsel of God, and the end of the incarnation of the Son.

As certainly as St Luke, the companion of St Paul, wrote

such passages and expressions as Luke xiv. 23, xv. 10 and 31,

not w^ithout the consciousness of the immense energy which lay

in those sayings as directed against a false legal Jewish Chris-

tianity, and, consequently, not without the latent intention to

erect bv their means bulwarks against this mischievous error,

so certain is it that St John did not record the above-mentioned

sayings of our Lord without the consciousness of the mighty

Avitness which they would bear against the Cerinthian heresy,

and, consequently, not without the design to put weapons in

the hands of the Lord's people for their defence against that

power of seduction and falsehood. Indeed, we must assume

that this purpose and latent aim w^as much more distinctly con-

scious in the mind of St John, than in the mind of St Luke.

When the latter wrote his Gospel, a false legal Judaism did

not oppose itself in so concrete and concentrated a form as that
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with which Gnosticism confronted St Luke. That Jewish

Christianitj was, indeed, found everywhere, but especially in

Palestine (Acts xv. 1 seq.; Gal. ii. 4), Galatia (Gal. i. 7, etc.),

and Corinth (1 Cor. i. 12) ; certainly it was not so abundant,

and it was not so vigorous, in the churches of Asia ]\Iinor

which had been founded under the influence of St Paul, and

for which St Luke wrote his Gospel. The contest with Judaism

had been to St Luke, while he laboured by the side of St Paul,

only an independent and general matter of interest; many
years before, the conflict had been settled in his mind by those

discourses, and parables, and acts of Jesus, which demonstrated

that not only Israel, and not all Israel, would be saved, but

only those who penitently believed, whether among the Jews or

among the Gentiles. It is more involuntarily that he presents,

in his Gospel especially, a selection of those portions which had

from the beginning appeared to him to be pre-eminently impor-

tant on the subject. With St John it was otherwise. He had

not had previously— that is, before the rise of Gnosticism^-any

particular external occasion presented, which rendered it neces-

sary that he should give prominence to that speculative side of

the doctrine and the nature of Christ, which he beyond others

had so deeply and inwardly apprehended; but now, when
Cerinthus had begun in Ephesus to perplex the minds even of

the members of the Church (1 John ii. 19), and to induce some

of them to apostatize, the Apostle must have become distinctly

conscious to what end and for what occasion the Lord had fur-

nished him with his own peculiar talent of knowledge. That

which he had long and faithfully retained in the inmost depths

of his spirit, and pondered in his heart, he now comes forward

prominently to declare, in opposition to a concrete and locally

concentrated lying power and influence,—consequently, with a

directly polemical aim.

We define Cerinthic Gnosticism to have been a "locally-

concentrated'* lying power, but not simply a "local" one. It

was not a merely local and isolated occurrence, as w^as the

heresy of Hymenaius and Philetus (2 Tim. ii. 17), which in

Ephesus " spread like a cancer;"^ but a lying power, which at

' It is not, however, denied that this spiritualism also was a symptom
of a more general disease, nor that it was itself one of the earliest precursors

of the Gnostic views.
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that time had its place in the air (corap. Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12).

Moreover, the history of Gnosticism in the second century-

teaches us what a widely extending growth was to spread from

this root ; and, that already about the end of the first century

this root had put forth more than one stem, we are assured by

the reports which the newly discovered Hippolytus gives us, in

the fifth book of his (^iko(Jo(^ov^eva r) Kara iraawv alpeaecov

eX,e7p^09, concerning the Naassenes, Peratics, Sethites, and Justin

the Gnostic/ Nevertheless, this power of the lie confronted St

John in a locally concentrated form—that is, in the person and

in the influence of Cerinthus. For, that St John had (as

Bunsen thinks) the Naassenes and Sethites in his eye, is at

least incapable of proof ; and the manner in which these heretics

interwove the Logos-idea into their systems, appears to assign

them a place rather after than before the appearance of St

John's Avritings.^ That, on the other hand, Cerinthus lived at

the same time Avith St John in Ephesus, and laboured for the

subversion of Christianity, stands historically firm ; and we
have already seen how distinctly and sharply St John opposes

precisely the Cerinthian doctrine (as explained to us by Irenseus)

in his Gospel.

Thus the Gospel assumes a concrete historical place in a

definite conflict with heresy.

But we find that our Epistle has its place most clearly defined

in the same conflict.

Plainly and expressly the Apostle warns against "the liar

who denies that Jesus is the Christ" (ch. ii. 22), and who thereby

' Compare Bunsen, Hippolytus i. S. 32.

2 For they do not contain the Philonic Logos (the hypostatic reason in

God, the world-idea, by which God created the actual world)— that notion

of a creation of the universe is what they absolutely reject!—but a cor-

ruption of the Johannxan Logos, a Logos who descended for redemption^ and

(though indeed only docetically) became man. Bunsen himself, moreover,

is constrained to admit (S. 33) :
" St John can have had in his eye, not so

much the philosophical disciples of Philo, who abominated every notion of

a personal union of the Logos with man, as the Christian heretics who per-

verted that idea in one manner or another." But, how could they have
perverted the idea of the incarnation, if this idea had been nowhere uttered

and made prominent? And where is there a single trace that it had been

uttered before St John? Accordingly, the Johannsean writings must
have preceded those heretics ; and therefore were not composed for their

refutation.
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denies " the Father and the Son ; and in connection with this,

he speaks of an already witnessed apostasy of some (vers. 18, 19),

exhorting the readers to hold fast that which they had heard

from the beginning (ver. 24). Nor do this warning and this

exhortation stand here isolated and alone. It is not only that

expressly analogous passages recur in the Epistle (ch. iv. 1-3

and 15, v. 1 and 5, and 10 and 20), which all exhibit the kernel

and essence of truth to be the doctrine, that ^^Jesus Christ came

into the flesh ;" that Jesus is the Son of God ;" that " Jesus is

the Christ," and " the true God and eternal life,"—but the entire

Epistle,from beginning to end, is constructed on this principle, to

exhibit this ojjposition between the Christian truth and the

Gnostic denial that Jesus was the Christ,^ in its most intimate

connection with the religious and moral opposition between

truth and lie, righteousness and avoyula, love and hatred, and

with the seonian opposition between the kingdom of God and

the world, between God and Satan,— as will be made manifest

in our explanation of these contrasts in the Commentary.

If, then, the Epistle thus originated in the same nature of

things as the Gospel, we may at least consider this position as

established, that the Epistle belongs to the same period of time

%vith the Gospel. An attentive observation, however, will carry

this position still further, and lead to the assumption that the

two documents were strictly simultaneous. And in this case the

Epistle must be considered to have been a companion-document

to the Gospel, as it were an epistle dedicatory.

This view has been already defended by Heidegger, Berger,

Storr, Lange, Thiersch, and others ; I have also in another

work maintained it. Bleek, Diisterdieck, and Huther have re-

cently opposed it, but by arguments which cannot be regarded

as valid. Bleek rests mainly upon the insufficiency, which

cannot be denied, of the arguments which I brought forward

in the Kritik der evangellschen Geschichte ; but even this he

deals with partially, for he limits himself really to the question

of the ypdcpo) and eypayjra (1 John i. 4, ii. 12 seq.), which he

supposes to refer, not to the Gospel, but to the Epistle itself.

' St John uses the formulae, " Jesus is the Son of God," and " Jesus is

the Christ," promiscuously and interchangeably. That this is to be ex-

plained only on the supposition of a definite opposition to Ceriuthus, will

be seen in the remarks below upon 1 John v. 1.
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Diisterdieck asserts the same ; and adds, that there is not

throughout the Epistle any express reference to the Gospel.

Huther goes somewhat more deeply into the subject ; but it

still needs a new and more thorough investigation.

It is in itself a significant circumstance, that Diisterdieck

himself admits it to be very difficult to determine which of the

two writings was the earlier written. This acknowledges that

no difference of time is anywhere distinctly marked ; in which

case, we may assuredly venture to hold that they were written

at the same time. Not, however, in the same hour : the one

must have been written after the other. And here Diisterdieck

follows Liicke in taking for granted that the Epistle was written

after the Gospel. With this assumption we entirely agree, but

not with the manner in which it is established. " The bearing

of the Epistle, in its doctrinal and polemical positions, is such

as to seem to presuppose that the development of them given in

the Gospel loas known to the readers,^' says Liicke. We can-

not altogether assent to this ; but hold rather, with Diisterdieck,

that "the Epistle stands perfectly independent, and is self-

contained;" and that it was quite intelligible in itself and

alone, especially to readers who had already enjoyed the oral

instruction of the Apostle John. Yet there is something of

truth underlying the observation of Liicke. Ideas and trains

of thought are repeated from the Gospel in the Epistle ; and in

such a way, that what is fully expanded or thrown out as oppor-

tunity required, is in the Epistle, not " abbreviated," as Liicke

says, but yet concentrated and formally condensed in summary.

But it is marvellous that any man should admit this, and then

deny anything like a direct reference in the Epistle to the

Gospel ! It will not be "required by any one that the Apostle

should have " expressly," after the manner of modern authors,

cited his Gospel, or written, " As I have already taught in my
Gospel—" ! Is it not quite enough that the Epistle^ as to its

siihstance, rests upon the Gospel?

But not only so, it rests upon the Gospel in its very form.

For we have already seen that the absence of the epistolary

form (the lack of address, greeting, and farewell benediction)

is, in fact, then only intelligible when we assume that the docu-

ment had no independent design as an epistle (the substitute of

oral discourse), but rested upon something else. Now, if the
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Epistle was a kind of dedicatory letter, or companion-document

of the Gospel, its peculiar form is perfectly understood.

And that it was so, may be proved or supported by many of

its individual passages. Diisterdieck, who denies any express

reference in the Epistle to the Gospel, establishes, however, the

priority of the Gospel, and says :
" One may probably perceive

in the profound exhibition of the commandment of love (1 John

ii. 7), which is not new, which is old, and which yet is called

new, an allusion to the written Gospel (ch. xiii. 34)." More
important, and much less dubious,^ is the passage 1 John i. 1-4.

The similarity of the thought with that of the Gospel, ch. i. 14,

might be exj^lained by the mere identity of the author ; but

other things conspire to make the passage refer most expressly

to the Gospel. The paragraph, vers. 1-4 (the construction

and exposition of which will be treated more at large in the

Commentary, where the exegetical establishment will be found

of what is here anticipated), falls into two clauses, which are

co-ordinated and connected by kuL The governing verb of

the first sentence is the aTrajyiWofiev of the third verse ; the

governing verb of the second sentence is the jpdcpo/j.ev of ver.

4. Tlie object of the first verb precedes it in ver. 1 :
" That

which was from the beginning, that which we have heard, that

which we have seen with our eyes, that which we have con-

templated, and our Imnds have handled, declare we unto you."

But to this object there is appositionally appended (not as

dependent upon " handled," but as still dependent upon the

governing verb " we declare") a closer definition and statement

of it :
" Concerning the Word of Life declare we unto you."

In that St John announces that which he had seen and heard,

that which he had beheld with his eyes and touched,—he makes

announcement concernina; " the Word of Life." And these

words are again illustrated by the parenthesis of ver. 2 :
" And

the Life hath appeared, and we have seen and bear witness,

and declare unto you the Life, the Eternal Life, M-hich was

with the Father and hath been manifested unto us." The
words of the parenthesis, " And we have seen, and bear witness

and declare," which run parallel with the words of the first

clause, " That which we have seen and heard, beheld and

• For, that "the commandment of love" is not meant in ch. ii. 7, see

the commentary on the passage.
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have handled, we make known unto you," and which contain

a brief recapitulation of that clause, leave us no alternative

but to interjDret the " Word of Life" and " the Eternal Life"

as referring to Something visible to the eyes, and to be touched

with the hands;—not therefore to a Doctrine, not to an

abstract Power, but only to the personal Logos, loho appeared

in the flesh (and who is personally the ^&)>^, and that the aloyvca

;

comp. John i. 4 ; and who is in 1 John v. 20 again expressly so

termed) ; and it is a perfect confirmation of this, that it is said

in the close of ver. 2, and that with undeniable backward allu-

sion to John i. 1, 2 :
" Which was irpo^ rov Trarepa, and hath

appeared unto us." Thus also, by this parenthesis, the irepl

Tov Xojov Trj<i ^&)^9

—

a7ra<yyeX\o/ji€v is more closely defined

as an announcement of the Licarnate Logos as beheld by St

John qua manifested (and not of an abstract idea, or of a doc-

trine); and this again serves for the closer definition of the

first object—" That which was from the beginning, which we
have heard, which we have seen loith our eyes, etc." We per-

ceive that St John would have us understand by that which

he had heard, seen, and beheld, not a complex of manifold

experiences which he had attained unto concerning the nature

and the power of Christian faith, and love, and tvalk— or "the

idea of the Gospel" (Diisterdieck)—but the personal Christ.

And when he so declares or announces this Christ, as to make

known " that which he had seen ivith his eyes, and beheld, that

which his hands had handled,''^ must he not necessarily mean
by this an announcement of the concrete manifestation of Christ,

and His life ? He does not indeed write 6v ewpaKafiev, k.t.X. :

" We declare to you the Christ, whom we have beheld and

touched," so that the object of the announcement might be the

person of Christ according to its abstract idea—the relative

clause being then added for closer definition of this person,

that it was actually beheld by St John (and not merely

imagined and feigned),—but he writes 6, " That ivhich we have

seen, and beheld, and handled, we declare unto you." Thus

that which St John had beheld in Christ and of Christ, forms

itself the immediate object of the airayyeXXofiev.

But it may be reasonably asked, whether an announcement

precisely of this kind does occur in the Epistle ; and for any such

we look everywhere in vain. For we learn in the Epistle, that
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God is light, and that therefore we should not walk in darkness
;

that the light hath already appeared to us, since we have attained

unto the forgiveness of sins, and that we therefore should not

again apostatize ; that we are the children of God, and that

nevertheless, yea on that very account, we have still to bear the

hatred of the world, which on our own part, however, we must

repay with love ; finally, that he who denies the identity of Jesus

and the Christ, is antichristian, and belongeth to the darkness.

We find pure developments of doctrine and direct dogmas, but

never a plain announcement of Christ as such,—not to say any

announcement of that which St John had beheld, heard, and

handled with his hands !

And this first clause is immediately connected with a second

in ver. 4 :
" And this we write unto you, that your joy may be

full." The translation, or explanation :
" And indeed we write

unto you this (that which had been stated in vers. 1-3) on this

account, that, etc.," is simply impracticable. Kal ravra stands

emphatically first, so that Tavra does not look back upon and

recapitulate the contents of vers. 1-3, but is adjoined to the sub-

stance of vers. 1-3 as a second and different matter. That this

rairra refers to the Epistle is obvious, in the lack of any other

specification of its meaning, and is acknowledged by Diister-

dieck and Huther. But then the airayjeWof^ev of vers. 1-3

cannot refer to the Epistle, simply because the koI ravra 7pa(^o-

fiev is plainly added to that a7ra/y<ye\\o/jiev as something neiv

and different. So we must rather assume that the Apostle

designs in vers. 1-3 to characterize his ordinary (oral) instruc-

tions generally to the readers—but how aimless would this have

been !—or we must be content to conclude, according to the most

obvious and natural solution of the difficulty, that tJte icords of

vers. 1-3 refer directly to the transmission of the Gospel to their

hands, and that in ver. 4 the Apostle further states his purpose

to add tliis additional, the Epistle, in order to help his readers to

a perfect joy. For, in the Gospel, St John had actually de-

clared that which " was from the beginning" (John i. 1, etc.),

and that which the disciples had heard from the lips of Jesus

(His discourses), and that which they had seen with their eyes

(His miracles), and that which they had beheld (His person, in

its Divine ho^a), and that which their hands had handled (His

resurrection-body, John xx. 27). Thus much is clear, that, as
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soon as we refer the " declare we" of ver. 3 to the transmission

of the Gospel, all in these verses which otherwise seems con-

fused, and no better than as it were " a certain interweaving

and interplay of notions concerning the person and concerning

the history and doctrine of Christ" (Diisterdieck), immediately

receives life, distinctness, meaning, and force. St John had

Avi'itten his Gospel, and sends it to the Ephesians with the

accompaniment of another document ; in that announces the

former by the words, " That which was from the beginning, etc.,

we declare unto you ;" and then continues :
" And tJds (accom-

panying document) we write unto you, in order to make your

joy full." A stricter description of the Gospel was not neces-

sary ; for it came to their hands in company with the Epistle

;

and the words, which were necessarily referred to the Epistle

itself, " And these things we write," would of themselves lead

to the conclusion, that " that which was from the begin-

ning, etc., we declare," must be referred to the accompanying

Gospel.

This being so, we may meet the argument which Huther

brings forward, by making it prove the contrary of what he

intends. He maintains, that " a distinction between the airay-

'yiXXofiev of ver. 3 and the <ypd(f)Ofjbev of ver. 4 is not intimated

by anything in the text ;" but presently afterwards we find that

even he cannot hold the strict and absolute identity of reference

between the two words. Some distinction he cannot but per-

ceive in them :
" ravra refers neither to what precedes merely,

nor merely to what immediately follows, but to the whole

Epistle." But, we need only observe carefully the manner in

which the Kal ravra <Ypd(})Ofiev is opposed to the o oltt' dp-^rj^,

K.r.X., drrarfyeXkoiiev, to see plainly the necessary distinction

between them in the writer's mind. Who would begin a letter

with the words, " That which I have experienced, I declare

;

and this Epistle I write, that, etc.,"—if he wrote at the same

time nothing but this letter, and if, moreover, in this letter he

actually made kno^^^l none of those experiences ? Huther goes

on, indeed, to say ; " o defines not the life, but the person of

Christ ; and the question is not here of a nar7ntive, but of a

testimony and a declarative announcement.^^ But this is simply

contrary to the truth,—the opposite is the case. " That which

we have seen with om* eyes," etc., cannot indicate, as we have
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seen above, the person according to its abstract idea, but only

the perso7i in its concrete life. The closer definition of ver. 2

points out to us simply to what sphere the " that which was

from the beginning, that which we have heard, that which we
have seen, etc.," of the first verse refers,—that is, not to any

other gracious experiences of St John generally, but to such ex-

periences as he had enjoyed Trepl rev \6<yov, in reference to Christ.

The idea of experience, however, remains : not Him xohom we
had seen, heard, handled, but that which we had heard, seen,

and contemplated, concerning Him, we will " declare ;" and

by this very characterization of the object the announcement

itself is defined as a narration. But, that a " testimony," and

not a narrative, is the matter here, is so far not true as the

" bearing witness" is not in the main clause, but only in the

parenthetical explanation ; and, even if the thought of this pa-

renthesis runs parallel with that of the main clause, a thorough

exegete like Huther ought not to question, in the face of such

passages as John xix. 35, xxi. 24, whether fxaprvpelv in St

John's phraseology could ever mean a narration ! Is not the

fxaprvpetv of 1 John i. 2 attached to the ewpaKevat precisely as

in John xix. 35 ? " He who saw this, beareth witness." " We
have seen and bear witness."

To this passage, 1 John i. 1-4, must be added a second, in

which we cannot fail to find an equally undeniable reference to

the G ospel. I formerly (with Hug) regarded the oft-recurring

ypd(f)co and eypa-^a of the Epistle as referring simply and ex-

clusively to the Gospel;^ but I must now so far concede to

Bleek as to allow that this is not unconditionally and univer-

sally the case. But Huther's equally unconditional assertion of

the direct contrary is equally erroneous :
" We cannot under-

stand why the oft-repeated ypdfpo) and e^pa-\\ra should not be

referred to the Epistle itself, but to another production." In

ch. ii. 12, etc., the Apostle founds a triple ypd(f}co upon essen-

tially the same causal positions or arguments on which he founds

an immediately-following triple e'^pa-^a. " I lorite unto you,

children, because your sins are forgiven for His name's sake.

^ That T«i/T« -/pii.(pu, ch. ii. 1, refers to the Epistle^ and indeed to ch.

i. 5-10 primarily, I never denied, but, on the contrary, expressly aftirmed

{Kritik der ev. Gesc/nchte, S. 837) ; and ch. ii. 12, etc., I referred not to

the Gospel alone, but to " the Epistle and Gospel together."
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I write unto you, fathers, because ye know Him who is from

the beginning. I write unto you, young men, because ye have

overcome the evil one. I have vjritten to you, children, because

ye know the Father. I have written to you, fathers, because

ye know Him that is fi'om the beginning. I have written to

you, young men, because ye are strong, and the word of God
abideth in you, and ye have overcome the wicked one." The

very fact, that in the several fundamental reasons for the several

classes of the clauses there is no essential difference, should drive

us to the conclusion that there must have been a material dis-

tinction intended in the change from ypdcpo) to eypa-yfra,— unless

we suppose the Apostle to have fallen into an intolerable tauto-

logy, and an aimless repetition of his own words (a supposition

which no Christian, and no rational, expositor would entertain

for a moment). But, are Diisterdieck and Huther in a posi-

tion, on their principle, to point out any such distinction ? The
former rightly rejects the artificial supposition of Liicke, accord-

ing to which the triple ypd^co must be referred to the three

following individual exhortations, vers. 15—17, vers. 18-27, and

ch. ii. 28-ch. iii. 22, while the triple eypa-ylra must be referred

to the three preceding fundamental doctrines, ch. i. 5-7, i. 8-

ii. 7, and ii. 3-11. He also rejects (and with equal correct-

ness, as will be shown in the Commentary) the view of Bengel,

who connects ypd^co with all that follows, and eypayjra with all

that precedes, in the Epistle ; and the similar one of De Wette

(followed by Huther), which refers the ypd<p(o to what precedes

and what follows, and the €Jpa^fra to what precedes alone.

But Diisterdieck himself—following Beza—explained the

change from ypdcpco to eypa^^a by different points of view in

the writer. The object is the same in both cases— that is, the

whole Epistle : when St John writes jpd^co, he writes from

the then present moment in which he has the pen in hand

;

but when he writes eypayjra, he throws himself into the time

when his readers would have the completed Epistle as such in

their hands. Certainly, if the question were to account for one

and the same writer saying ypd(f)Oi in one place («. g., 1 John
ii. 1), and in another quite different place saying eypa^ylra (e. g.,

1 John V. 13), it might be received as a sufficient reason, that

he in the one place wrote as from the present moment, and in

the other transposed himself into the time when his readers
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would have tlie Epistle in their hands.^ But that St John

should have thus played with the tenses, and in one and the same

passage so distinctly and formally varied the same thought,

" I write unto you this Epistle, because" etc., as to say :
" I am

even now occupied, fathers, in writing to you this Epistle,

because ye know Ilim who is from the beginning. I have

(when ye read these lines) written this Epistle, because ye

know Him that is from the beginning," etc.,— is a solution that

we never could be persuaded to receive. De Wette, Bruckner,

and Huther do not in reality get over this same difficulty ; for,

according to their view, St John designs to say :
" I write unto

you this Epistle (the whole of it), because ye know Him that is

from the beginning. I have written unto you (already the

former part of this Epistle), because ye know Him who is from

the beginning." Apart from the fact, that the notion of the

making prominent of " already in the former part of the Epistle,"

in opposition to the following part, is not intimated by ajiything

in the text, one cannot see what motive could have impelled the

Apostle to say to the readers that he wrote not only that which

was to follow, but that also which had already preceded, because

they knew the Father and the Son, and had overcome the wicked

one. Even supposing this to have been declared to be the aim

of the xcliole Epistle, would it not have been self-understood that

the first part also of the Epistle was composed to the same end ?

Much better worth considering than these expositions

—

which, in fact, make St John say nothing— is that of Neander,

who in the ejpayjra finds simply a conjirmation and intensification

of what had just been stated (•' I write unto you, because

—

As I have said : I have Avritten unto you, because," etc.)— if

only this explanation would stand the verbal and grammatical

test. But it is necessary to such a confirmation, that what had

been already said should be repeated exactly in the same manner,

and u'ithout any change of form. St John must have written,

'il? elrrov vfilv fypd-^oo, oTt, k.t.X. ; or, to? elTrov vfitv, ttoXiv

Xiyw <ypdcf)(o, on, k.t.X. (comp. Gal. i. 9). And why, finally,

should these three particular thoughts have stood in need of

such pressing confirmation ?

^ That St John, in ch. v. 13, uses the Aorist, is much more simply and

better to be explained by saying that he is now conscious of having come

to the end of his Epistle.

C
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Here also all difficulty vanishes, as soon as (with Whiston,

Storr, and others) we submit to refer the <ypd(f)(o to the Epistle

itself, arid the eypa-^a to the Gospel, which those who received

the Epistle had then in their hands. Instead of an empty play

upon words, we receive an equally substantial and solemn testi-

mony of the Apostle, that he would no more have written his

Gospel, than he would write this Epistle, to his readers, if he

had not known and been able to take for granted that they

(ver. 8) had pressed through the darkness to the light, and were

firmly established in the light ; that they had known the Father

as they had known the Son ; and that they stood victoriously

above the temptations which the wicked one now (in the assault

of Gnosticism) had prepared for them. Neither the pearl of the

fiapTvpia concerning Christ's life in the Gospel, nor that of the

paternal exhortation and instruction in the Epistle, was intended

or adapted for the children of the world. To both the readers

had a right, only as far as they in very deed knew the Father

in Christ (in the Johannsean sense !), and had already internally

conquered the wicked one.

Thus, this passage also indicates that the Epistle must be

regarded as a companion-document to the Gospel.

V. TIME, AND PLACE, AND CIRCLE OF READERS.

The question as to the time and place of the composition of

this Epistle is strictly connected with the same question con-

cerning the Gospel ; and we may therefore dismiss it cursorily

here, referring to what has been said in an earlier volume.^

That the Gospel by St John was written at a later time than the

three other Gospels, has been made abundantly certain ; that it

was written after the destruction of Jerusalem, and even long after

that event, must appear most clearly and unambiguously from

the whole position and character of ecclesiastical matters, as

exhibited in the Gospel and in this Epistle (see above. Sect. IV.).

The entire contest against a legal Jewish-Christianity, which

ruled the Pauline period, is past ; and so entirely settled, that to

the question concerning the relation of faith and works to justi-

^ Compare, with Olshausen's Introd. to the Gospel, my Kritik der Evang.

Gesch. § 140, 141.
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fixation, regard is no longer paid.^ So also the entire question

as to the relation of the Christian Church to the people of Israel

is closed : Israel has rejected Christ ; hence " ol ^lovSaloi" as

such and simply, appear as enemies, in opposition to the Christian

community ; and of any hope, or obligation, to win Israel as a

people to the Gospel, there is found absolutely no trace. On
the other hand, the Christian Church is already most deeply

affected by the threatening onset of that Gnosticism of which,

in the time of St Paul, only the preparations and forerunners

were seen, and the continuation and further development of which

occupied the second century (compare above, Sect. IV.). All

this constrains us to place the composition of the Gospel and

the First Epistle in the last decade of the first century.

Some have thought that they had found passages in the

Epistle and the Gospel which point to an earlier date. Diister-

dieck, following Grotius,^ Hammond, and others, detects in

1 John ii. 18 a reference to the impending destruction of

Jerusalem ; but with no more propriety than Benson discovered

in 1 John ii. 13, etc. an intimation that Christians were still

living who had seen the Lord in the flesh : compare, in opposi-

tion to both, the commentary on those passages. Huther finds,

in the omission of any mention of the destruction of Jerusalem,

an argument for the earlier composition of the Epistle ;
" since

the impression which that event must have produced upon the

Christians, could not have faded away when the Epistle was

composed." But it was not the Apostle's task to mention all

the impressions and influences which Christian people had

received ; and, moreover, there was space enough between a.d.

70 and a.d. 98 for the dying away of the impression even of

^ The assertion of our modern critics, that " the old controversy about

justification" is solved in St John's writings by his making " love equally

valid with faith in the matter," co-ordinating faith and love in the sinner's

justification, has been abundantly refuted by Diisterdieck. As unjustijied^

or less justified, even St Paul has never represented love (1 Cor. xiii. 1-3,

and 13) ; nsjiuitifying, in company with faith, St John never exhibits love.

2 Grotius has elsewhere (Oj)p. Tom. iv. p. 4G3) so far modified his

assertion as to admit :
" Nomen horae extremse modo totum humanum genus

respicit, modo populum Judaicum." It is worthy of note (as Huther shows)

that Ignatius (Ep. xi.), long f;//e?'the destruction of Jerusalem, writes : eax*roi

Kcttpol 'KofTTov' u-iay^vvduf^iv, (po,3ri6uf<,ev ttiv i^xy.po6vy,ictv tov (dsov, hct, f^vi i]fii»

ii; KpijAot yiuvYirem.
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the destruction of Jerusalem. Huther, further, discerns in the

Gospel, ch. V. 2, positive proof that Jerusalem had not been

destroyed when the Gospel was written—which, according to

our conviction, was accompanied by the Epistle. He thinks it

clear that " not only the pool of Bethesda, but also the five

porches, and the sheep-gate of the Temple, were still remain-

ing." We do not (with Meyer) oppose this argument by

adducing the passages, ch. xi. 18, xviii. 1, xix. 41, in which

various localities in and near Jerusalem (Bethany, Gethsemane,

the sepulchre of Joseph of Ai'imathea) are introduced with r]v.

We acknowledge that in the later passages the Imperfect does

not constrain us to the assumption, " that Jerusalem destroyed

lay in the background of the Apostle's representation ;" but

that St John, relating past events in the Aorist, added also the

explanatoiy notices concerning the localities in the Imperfect.

But then we also, conversely, require it to be acknowledged, that

if St John once makes use of the prcesens historlcum, so very

familiar loith him, in giving such explanatory notices, it ought

not to be at once concluded that the place in question lay as yet

undestroyed in the background of his representation. St John

narrates in an entirely objective manner, thinking altogether

and only of the occurrence which is to be recorded, and not at

all reflecting upon the state of things at the then present moment
of his writing. He who denies this in relation to John v. 2,

must also, to be consistent, deny it in relation to clis. xi. 18,

xviii. 1, xix. 41. For, only on the ground of this objectivity in

St Johns point of vieio in historical narration can we make the

concession, that in these three passages the Imperfect tense can-

not be the foundation of an argument that the destruction of

Jerusalem had taken place. In the case of any other, less

objective and more reflecting, author, such a conclusion Avould

be amply justified. When Goethe (W. und D. I. Buch v.)

writes :
" The Court-house is a regular and handsome build-

ing, towards the INIaine," we rightly conclude that, at the time

when Goethe wrote, the Court-house Avas yet standing (as it is

now standing) ; but v\hen he elsewhere writes :
" The locality

was neither pleasant nor convenient, since they have forced,"

etc., or, "A turret-like flight of steps led up to unconnected

chambers," every one must see at once that he is describing

localities which, when he wrote, stood no longer in this form.
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Goetlie would never have written, concerning the afterwards

altered house of his parents :
" A turret-like flight of steps leads

up to unconnected chambers," any more than he would have

written, concerning the still standing Court-house :
" The

Court-house was a regular and handsome building, towards the

Maine !" And if, in relation to ch. v. 2, an analogous style of

writing is presupposed in St John, then, in relation to the pas-

sages xi. 18, etc., we must come to the conclusion that " St

John would never have written rjv, if Jerusalem had been when
he wrote still undestroyed." But the very contradiction which

is the result of forcing upon St John this exact style of writing,

makes it evident that the one conclusion would be as wrong as

the other, and that St John, in both passages, wrote without any

reflection upon what, at the time of his writing, was still remain-

ing or had been altered,—using now the descriptive Present,

and now the descriptive Imperfect. The certainty that both

Gospel and Epistle were written long after the destruction of

Jerusalem, is, therefore, not at all affected by the passage,

John V. 2.

And to this conclusion we are led by 2:)atristic tradition also.

On the later, and somewhat ambiguously-worded, passage in

Epiph. User. 51, 12,' we lay no particular stress. Most weighty

is the account of Ii'ena?us (Hajr. 3, 1, in Euseb. v. 8) : eTreira

Io3avvrj<i, o jiia6rjTr)<i tov Kuplov, o Kal iirl arijdo^; avTOv avairecraiv,

Kol avTo<; i^eScoKe to euayyeXiov, iv 'Ecjyiao) Trj<; ^Aaia<i SiarpC-

^o)v. He is followed by Chrys. and Theod. of Mopsuestia.

And the tradition which was widely circulated among the

Fathers, that St John wrote his Gospel in his exile in Patmos,

does not contradict that evidence. Dorotheus of Tyre, and the

author of the Synopsis printed with the works of Athanasius,

remark alike" that St John ivrote his Gospel when an exile in

Patmos, and then published it in Ephesus by means of his

dya7rrjTb<i koI ^evoho'^o'i, the deacon Gains. This account has

sufficient external foundation ; since Theophylact and the pseudo

Hippolytus, and a multitude of later MSS., mention Patmos as

the place of its composition. It has also great internal proba-

bility on its side ; for it is only the separation of St John from

his flock which explains the necessity of a written compensation

* Compare Meyer, Comm. zum Ev. Joh., Einleit. § 5.

* See the passages in my Kritik der evang. Gesch. S. 871.
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for his now-lacking oral fiaprvpia. But if St John wrote his

Gospel in Patmos, and sent it by his confidential friend to the

Church of Ephesus, it becomes perfectly intelligible, first, that

he did not think it needful to mention his name in the com-

panion-document ; and secondly, how it was possible for Irengeus

to say that the Gospel must be placed in the Apostle's residence

at Ephesus (in opposition to his earlier abode in Palestine).

That report of Gains bears, moreover, the plain stamp of histo-

rical tradition, and not at all that of a mere conjecture or in-

vention resting upon supposed grounds.

The exile in Patmos must be placed in the last years of

Domitian, about a.d. 94-97.^ In all probability the Gospel,

together with our Epistle, was written at the outset of this

banishment—Avhen the need of a written compensation for the

cessation of his oral instructions and pastoral care would be felt

most vividly, both by the Apostle and the Church,—and in

any case before the Apocalypse.^ That the latter refers to the

Gospel, has been shown in the Commentary on the Apocalypse.

And the twenty-first chapter of the Gospel appears to speak in

favour of this assumption. For it is internally probable that

this chapter was then added—through the Apostle, or by his

instruction to Gains— supplementarily to the Gospel, when the

prophecy, ch. xxi. 22 ("If I will that he tarry till I come"),

which originally appeared to affect only St John personally,

attained an importance for the Church ; that is, then, when
the Lord in His revelation " had come to St John," and His

^^ coining" (Rev. i. 7, xxii. 20) had been by St John seen in

vision. For in the words of John xxi. 22 were contained a

preceding foreannouncement, and consequently an authentica-

tion, of the revelations contained in the Apocalypse.

The readers of the Epistle we consequently must seek in

the Church of Ephesus, doubtless including the neighbouring

churches of Proconsular Asia.

It is of no great moment that a solitary intimation of

^ According to Jerome (Vir. 111. ix.), St John wrote the Apocalypse when,

an exile in Patmos, in the fourteenth year of Domitian (95) ; and under

Nerva (96-98) obtained permission to return to Ephesus.

* That the better Greek of the Gospel and Epistle (to which Olshausen

appeals for the priority of the Apocalypse) is no argument against our

supposition, has been shown in the Commentary on the Apocalypse.
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Augustiii^ asserts our Epistle to have been written to the

Parthian? ;' it \s generally acknowledged that not much weight

is to be attached to this single evidence.^ Angustin himself

nowhere else mentions, often as he speaks of this EpLstle,

this destination for the Parthians ; so that we have onlv to in-

quire how these isolated words could have originated- Scarcely

could thev have come from Angustin himself. Clemens

Alexandrinus (Fragm. Adum. Oxf. edit. n. 1011) mentions

that the Second Epistle of St John was written ad Virginei

(irpo^ 7rap6kvov<i) : he understood the iKke/crr} Kvpia, 2 John 1,

allegoricallv ; and hence, also, allegorically interpreted ra -exva

airrfj'ij in the sense of Eev. xiv. 4, as -rrapOkvoxs. This view

was widely extended ; for in some manuscripts 2 John bears

the simple superscription, irpo^ TrapOevoim. It would appear

that the meaning of this irpo^ irapdevov^ was soon entirely lost

:

and hence that the superscription was soon fas e.g. Cassiodor. de

Instit, Div- Script, cap. 14) appropriated to all the three Epistles.

But the word, being misunderstood, was soon further changed

into ad Parthos. (Other less probable attempts to explain it

may be seen in Diisterdieck-)

Xot in Parthia, and not even in Palestine (as Benson

thought;, nor in Corinth (Eightfoot). but in Ephesns and the

cotmtry around, are we to seek for the readers of this Epistle.

This may now be accepted as the firm and certain result of

critical investigation.

^ Secandum sententiam lianc eriam illud est, quod dictom est a Jobanne
in epistola ad Paniiog. (Qnaest. Evang. ii. 39.)

- That is. to the Christian^ living, not under Roman dominion, but in

the Parthian Empire, east of the Euphrates.

' Possidius. in his Indicultta openam Angustimi, entided ibe lactates

of Augu&tin on 1 John as de Ep. Joannis ad Parthos sermones decern.

Vigilius Tapeensii. Cassiodoros, and Beda, co^aed this ad Partkos. GrotiiB

thought Augustin's notice worthy of credit (0pp. iii. 1126). and conjec-

tured that St John omittei his name to avoid doing any injury to the

Christians who lived in a state opposed to Rome (!). The Heidelbiearg

Paulas imaginci that, not the Apostle, bat the Presbvtar John, wrote the

Epistle to Parthian Christians in ordo" to oppose a '• magian-Parthian

Gnosis," of the existence of which be had been infonned by camel-

driveis (I).
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VI. DICTION AND TONE OF THE EPISTLE.

As the peculiarities of style which mark this Epistle have

been already in Sect. III. mentioned at some length, we haA^e

now only a few observations to make upon the Johannsean

style of writing as it is specifically seen in this Epistle as such.

St John's was not a dialectic, but a contemplative, nature.

Hence he does not logically arrange, and deduce, and expand

individual ideas, but takes a leading idea as the object of in-

ternal contemplation ; and with it he connects, though without

any logical medium, the consequences which flow from it for

the Christian consciousness of experience. " Even the estab-

lishment and reason of an idea is in the simplest manner given,

by referring it to a truth the authentication of which is in the

Christian consciousness itself" (Huther). Often there is the

semblance of the repetition of the same thought; but closer

investigation shows that every new turn given to it brings to

lio-ht some new element of its meaning : he lets the indivi-

dual positions or truths, filled with life, sparkle in the light

like precious stones, that the eye may penetrate to their hidden

meaning. His own language itself is as simple as possible,

but as profound as it is simple. "All his characteristic words,

in all their simplicity of sound— life, light, truth, love, right-

eousness, abiding in God, etc.—who can perfectly fathom and

expound the meaning which they contain ? E[e who ventures

upon them with only his analytical understanding, and merely

philological learning, will find that they remain unintelligible

hieroglyphics ; their internal essence is disclosed to us in pro-

portion as we experience in our own souls that of which they

speak." (Huther.) And thus the Epistle itself reflects a

mind penetrated through and through by the light of the Spirit

of God. " Whether the Apostle is unfolding Divine truths

in themselves, or speaking in exhortation and warning to his

readers, his language always retains the same uniform repose

and precision ; he never betrays a disposition moved to passion;

everywhere is reflected the stillness of a heart resting in sacred

peace, and in which he is assured that the simple utterance of

the truth is enough to secure an entrance for his words into

the minds of his readers. At the same time, there reigns
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throughout the Epistle a firm and manly tone, the perfect

opposite of all effeminate and sentimental enthusiasm.—It is

also observable that while, on the one hand, he speaks to his

readers as a father speaking to his children, on the other hand,

he never forgets that they are no longer babes to whom he has

something new to communicate, but that they are altogether

equal to himself, possessed like himself of all the truth which

he announces, and of all the life which it is not for him to

create in them, but only to strive to preserve and increase."

(Huther.)

The Epistle is " a work of holy love. It appears to the

simplest reader, who only has an experience of Christian salva-

tion in his heart, immediately intelligible ; while to the most

profound Christian thinker it is unfathomable. To both, it is

equally dear and stimulating." (Diisterdieck.)

And thus the expositor, like the readers, hears the cry at

the entrance : " Put off thy shoes from off thy feet, for the

place whereon thou standest is holy ground."

VII. LITERATURE.

Among the commentaries of the Fathers upon this Epistle,

those of Diodorus and Chiysostom are altogether lost, and

those of Clemens Alex, and Didymus are preserved only in

fragments ; on the other hand, the Catense of Qilcumenius and

Theophylact, the Expositio of Avigustin, and that of Bede,

are still extant, and have been very diligently used by later

expositors.

Of the period of the Reformation, we may mention, besides

the Adnotationes of Erasmus, Luther's two expositions, and

Zwingle's. More important exegetically are Bullinger's In ep.

Johannis hrevis et catliolica expositio ; Gignseus Uxpl. JEpist.

CatJiol. ; and the well-known commentaries of Calvin and

Beza, which include this Epistle.

In the interval between the Reformation and the rise of

Rationalism, much was done upon 1 John. The celebrated

Arminian Grotius (Annott. in Ep. Joan, primam, and Co7n-

rnentatio ad loca N. T. qum de Antichristo agxint) was opposed

by the rigid Lutheran Calovius {Bihl. N. T. illustrata). Of
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commentators who explained the entire New Testament, and

who are worthy of notice upon 1 John, we may mention Pis-

cator, Hammond, Bengel, Whitby, Rosenmiiller, Beausobre,

to whom Benson may be added : among those who wrote com-

mentaries upon the Catholic Epistles, may be named Aretius

(1589), Alsted (1640), Hornejus (1652), f. B. Carpzov (1790).

Whiston wrote a special commentary upon the three Epistles

of St John (London 1719) ; and so also did Weber (Halle

1778) and Schirmer (Breslau 1780). Upon the 1st Epistle

of St John alone, we have the commentaries of Socinus

(Rakau 1614), Episcopius (Amsterdam 1665), SjDener (Prac-

tical Exposition), Hmmius, and S. Schmidt.

Of the Rationalist time, we may mention Oertel (iiber die

drei Briefe Joh.), Morus, S. G. Lange, Paulus (on the Three

Epistles), and Semler (1 John). In the transition-period are

Augusti (katholische Briefe, 1808) and Lachmann (k. Briefe,

1838), but especially Liicke (Evangelium und Briefe Johan.

1836). Of a more recent date are Neander (part of 1 John
practically explained, 1851), Wolf, Sander ; but especially the

thorough, though sometimes too diffuse, work of F. Diisterdieck

(Die drei Johanneischen Briefe, Gottingen 1852), which has

been followed by the briefer commentary of Huther (as part

of Meyer's Commentary on the New Testament, 1855).



EIPOSITION.

THE EXOEDIUM.

Ch. i. 1-4.

^o^HAT v.-liich Ave Lave already in Sect. IV. of the Intro-

fM cluction exhibited in its main points of importance, we
shall now more fundamentally and at length expound.

The paragraph which fonns the entrance to the Epistle,

vers. 1-4, is— as far as concerns the construction of its former

part, vers. 1-3— somewhat obscure and involved : it admits,

viewed grammatically alone, of three methods of construing.

That y]v dir dp'^i]^ is the grammatical object, admits of

no doubt ; the only question is. What is the main verb on

which that object hangs ? First, it would be possible (with

Paulus) to make X'^lpe'i the subject, and i-^rfka^rjo-av the main

verb :
" That which was from the beginning, that which we

have heard, that which Ave hav'e seen Avith our eyes, that also

our hands haA-e handled." But no sane expositor would fall

into this error
; partly, because there is not in the sense any

such contrast, as made prominent by koX, between the handling

and the seeing, and, partly, because the succeeding Trepi tov

\oyov Tr](; ^(or]<; cannot depend upon the verb iyjnfKdiprjaav, on

which that explanation would make it depend, inasmuch as one

may handle " an object/' but not " in relation to an object."—
Secondly, we might (Avith Erasmus and Carpzov) take the words

of ver. 2, koI kcopaKajxev koX ixapTvpovp.ev koX dTrayyeXkofiev,

K.T.X., as the main A'erbs ; and then irepl tov Xoyov tt}? ^iofj(;

Avould still depend upon i-\lnfK.d(f)r)(Tav, Avhile the Avords /tat rj

^(DTj i(f)av€p(i}67] Avould form a parenthesis. This construction is

the most unnatm'al of all : in that case the governing A^erb
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would receive tu'o objects— the preceding " that which was,

etc.," and the following " eternal life ;" and we should be

obliged to suppose that the author— constrained by the brief

interv^ening parenthesis—took up again in a new form the

object, which had been already so copiously unfolded. The
only Avay of escaping from the difficulty, on that hypothesis,

would be to place a colon after koL airayyeWofjiev, ver. 2, and

to refer the first two verbs in ver. 2 backward to ver. 1, but the

third forward to rrjv ^(07]v—which, however, would be still more

unnatural. Thus there remains only the tJw^d construction,

which the immense majority of expositors defend, and accord-

ing to which dirayyeWofMev, ver. 3, is the main governing verb,

on which the object, o rjv, k.t.\., depends. A difference which

divides Winer and De Wette here, vanishes when closely looked

at. Winer (in his Grammar, § Qo) would begin the after-clause

with irepl rod Xoyov, k.t.X. ; he assumes that the Apostle had it

originally in his mind to continue thus : jrepl rov Xoyov rr}';

^&)j}<? aTrayyeWofjbev vfuv (in which case the words irepl, etc.,

would be a brief compendium of o rjv, etc.), but that, having

interposed the parenthesis of ver. 2, he was thereby laid under

the necessity of resuming from the beginning, in ver. 3, the

sentence begun in ver. 1. On the other hand, De Wette and

others begin the after-clause first in ver. 3 ; and then, while the

whole of ver. 2 (as in Winer's explanation) is a parenthesis still,

the words irepl rov Xoyov r^? ^wtJ? still belong to the relative

clause. As it regards this last point, thus much is clear, that

Trepl cannot possibly depend upon the verb i-^Xd^T^aav, or upon

the verbs uKrjKoafiev, ecopaKa/MCV, iOeacrdfieOa, and i'y^rfKd^rjcrav

together (against Theophyl., Ql^cumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Gro-

tius, Bengel, etc. ; comp. Luther, Winer, De Wette, Neander).

Therefore, we must either assume that the words irepl, etc., form

a kind of apposition to the objective clause o tjv— ey^rfKd<^7}crav,

" in order to define more closely the indefinite 6',"— or we must

make irepl immediately dependent upon the subsequent govern-

ing verb aTrayyiXkofiev in ver. 3 (" That which was from the

beginning, which we have, etc.,— that is, concerning the word

of life—we announce unto you") : but these two methods of

construction are as little different from each other, as they are

distinguished from that of Winer. The appearance of differ-

ence arises only from the needless question, as to where the
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after-clause begins; whereas, in fact, there is no antecedent

and no after-clause, and therefore no line of distinction between

them, but only one quite simjyle sentence, consisting of the verb

aTrayyeWofiev and the object, the tovto latent in tlie 6, which

contains in itself a chain of relative clauses (o rjv— iylrrjXncjir}-

(Tav), and then is again summed up in the appositional addition

irepl, k.tX. Thus, the appositional clause, equally with the

objective clause preceding it, depends immediately upon the

aTTayyiWofjiev, consequently, St John had already in ver. 1 the

airayyeWoixev in his mind and in his meaning. After the long

parenthesis, ver. 2, St John recapitulates the main object, o rjv

air a/3%'}?

—

i-ylrr]\d(f)r}aav, but only in the abbreviated form o

ioipaKafiev Kol aKrjKoa/jiev.

Having now settled the construction of the sentence, vers. 1-3,

we can turn to the exposition of the individual clauses.

We begin with the main verb, dirayyiWo/xev, ver. 3,

in which the subject of the proposition, "we," is contained.

Beausobre, Grotius, and Bengel suppose that the plural was

used because the Apostle would unite the other Apostles with

himself,— it being thought that the familiar style of the Epistle

would not permit a rhetorical plnralis majesticus. Yet St John

writes in ver. 4 ravra ypd(f)OfM€v, in the plural, where we cannot

imagine him to refer to the collective Epistles of collective

Apostles ! So also, in the " we make known," he does not

mean to refer to the general communications of the Apostles as

a body, but to his own announcement ; and the plural must

here, as in the case of "we write," be regarded as a more

solemn form of speech— strictly in harmony with the elevated

and glowing language of the exordium. We must not class

this plural with the common collective plural which we find in

vers. G, 7, 8, and often elsewhere, and in which St John by the

"we" unites his readers with himself. But it is not on that

account a mere rhetorical form. St John is speaking of him-

self and his announcement and writing (not of that of the

other Apostles, comp. ver. 5) ; thus, however, he does not feel

himself to be a fortuitous private individual—an isolated I

over-against his readers—but an authoritij, armed and authenti-

cated by Christ and the Holy S])irit,— an authority which, in

the consciousness of standing connected with all the messengers

and servants of Christ (Liicke), had a perfect right to address
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to the readers the "We" of full dignity and prerogative.

(Compare the analogous plural, ch. iv. 14.) But the plural

airayyeXXo/xep is doubly intelligible, when we remember that

the plurals aKrjKoafiev, /c.t.X., have preceded, in which St John

includes himself in the number of all the eyewitnesses of the

life of Christ.

The predicative idea of the aTrarfyiWetv is clear in itself

;

its more exact specification it receives from the object.

That object consists, as we already know, of the relative

sentence o rjv— i-^^Xdc^rjcrav. As the proper objective Accu-

sative to the governing verb a7r(vyyiWo/jbev, we must supply a

Tovro, which is latently contained in the relative o. But the

relative sentence is itself composed of more members than one

:

it falls, indeed, into two divisions, as the o is first the subjective

Nominative Avith the ^v, and then takes the place of the objective

Accusative with the verbs aKrjKoa/jLev, icopaKafiev, iOeacrd/jieda,

i-\lr7]\d(f)7}(Tav. In the first clause is stated what or how the

object is in itself ; in the second clause, the relation in which

St John stood to it.

'O r]v dir dp')(fi<i.—Here at once is seen most evident that

peculiarity of St John's language which consists in his pre-

senting in most simple, and apparently transparent, words an

almost unsearchable substance of meaning. The words in

themselves would bear the mere grammatical and lexical inter-

pretation, "That which was from the beginning, we declare

unto you:" these words, considered in themselves, may say all

that it is possible to say ; and yet, when they are isolated, they

declare fundamentally nothing. A philosopher, who would

exhibit a truth held from all time— a natural philosopher, who
would exhibit a laAv of nature established from the beginning

—a historian, who would exhibit the pi'imitive history of the

world and humanity,— all might, each in his own sense, com-

mence with the words, o rjv dir dp^rj<i dira'yyeXkoiMev. But it

is not right, on that account, with so many expositors, to raise

the question at once, whether by the o—that which was from

the beginning—be meant a dogmatic object (Theoph., Qj^cum.,

Socinus : the doctrine that God was manifested in the flesh),

or a real substantial essence (the ^(oij, De Wette, Huther), or

the 2^^^'sonal Logos or' Christ (Calvin, Beza, Luther, Calov,

Bengel, Liicke, Sander). The words of themselves furnish no
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means for the settlement of this question. Indefinite, and

obscure, and mysterious are the words with which St John

begins, "That which was from the beginning;" only the

following members serve to make it more and more plainly

evident what is present before his spirit. Thus we must seek

our instruction as to the meaning of this first clause from that

which follows.

The second member, o aKTjKoafjbev, o ecopaKafxev tol<; 6(pdd\-

fjLOt'i rj^MV, o iOeacrdfxeda koI at %eipe9 rjfxcov e-^rfKd(^riaav, falls

into a fourfold distribution of sub-members. What strikes the

eye immediately here, is the progress from the more general to

the more specific and energetic— that elevation and increase of

meaning which Bullinger so beautifully describes :
" There is

in the words a wonderful intensification. It was not enough

that he said, We have heard; he adds, that which loe have seen;

and, not content with that, subjoins with our eyes : moreover,

there is still something more weighty : that which we have

beheld; and then, above all the rest, a7id our hands have handled.

St John advances from the more distant relation to that which

is nearer, straiter, and more internal : that which he has to

announce was heard of by him (and his fellow-disciples) ; and,

still more, seen ivith the eyes; yea, contemplated; and even

handled with hands. Thus, most assuredly, he would oppose

that which he announces— as an absolutely undoubted, and

immediately sure, true, and experienced reality— to all that is

merely imagined, speculated upon, and dreamed about.

But this general view of the climax lying before us, and its

design, does not complete the exegetical comprehension of the

words of the text. Still limiting ourselves for a while to the

merely formal arrangement, we are struck with the fact, that

the fovu' members of the sentence move in a duplicate connec-

tion throughout. ^AKrjKoafiev stands without any more direct

appendage ; the next member, ecopaKa/xev, marks of itself a pro-

gression (since the hearing may be through a medium, but the

seeing must always be immediate), but made still more em-

phatically so by the appendage rot? 6cf)0aXfjiot<; rjfiMv, which

gives prominence to the immediate character of sight. The
third member, iOeaad/xeda, without any appendage, is once

more parallel with the first ; while the fourth, which advances

from the seeing to the still more immediate touching, and there-
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fore again does not leave unmentioned the %etpe9, is parallel

with the second. Thus these four members form a proper

climax— a ladder of three steps. In the first pair of members,

the writer advances from the first stage of hearing to the second

and higher stage of seeing with the eyes. In the second pair, he

takes his stand upon this stage of seeing, which nevertheless,

by a delicate internalization of the idea, is described as a behold-

ing, and rises from it to the third stage of touching ivith the

hands.

And what is the material advantage, for the understanding of

the meaning which St John connected with these words, gained

by this observation 1 In itself it throws a considerable mea-

sure of clearness upon the whole. We learn that " that which

was from the beginning," and which he " declares," was some-

what not only heard by him, but beheld with his own eyes, and

even handled with his own hands. Had it been only something

heard by him, we might have interpreted it (with Theophylact,

QEcumenius, and Socinus) of a doctrine, a dogma, or a truth.

Had it been only something seen with his eyes, we might have

accepted the notion of De Wette, that the power of the new
life implanted in humanity by Christ was meant,-— a power

which St John had not only experienced in himself, but the

fruits of which he had seen with his own eyes. But, when he

describes that which he announced to be also somethincp which

he had handled with his hands, and when it is certain that

he is not referring to any allegorical meaning of a spiritual

touch, which altogether destroys the climax—nothing remains

but to admit that Christ Ilhnself manifest in the flesh alone was

the object which St John had in view in this sentence. For

neither His doctrine, nor the life infused by Him, could be

touched ; but the disciples did handle with their hands Flim, the

Incarnate One. " Every pressure of the hands was a handling of

Him who had actually become flesh" (Diisterdieck). The disci-

ples touched the Lord, in conformity with His own command,

Luke xxiv. 39 : \lnf\.a(f)')]craT€ fie koX there. And who does not

think of the passage, John xx. 27, where Thomas placed his

hand in the side of the risen Lord ?

If we now return back to the first main member of the rela-

tive clause, rjv air ap')(fi<^, it is plain that St John here also

cannot have in his meaning a doctrine, or a reality of existence
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in fact, but no other than the personal Lord. For there are

not two distinct objects of the aTrayyeXia which lie names (else

they would have been connected together by a Kai), but it is

one and the same object viewed on different sides. The same

object of announcement whom St John heard, and saw with

liis eyes, and beheld, yea, handled with his hands, is also He
that was " from the beginning." It was Christ -whom he saw

and touched ; of Christ, therefore, it is said, He was from the

beginning. In what sense, we are taught by a glance at the

Gospel, without the first chapter of which our passage would in-

deed present a very startling obscurity of expression. A s an allu-

sion to John i. 1, etc., the words o rjv dir ap-^fj<i are perfectly clear.

There it had been said, that ev cipxfi the X0709 was ; and that

as a AVord which God "to God" spake, and which was Itself

God, and by which God created all things ; and that this Word
became flesh, and appeared visible upon earth. That which

was in the Gospel more diffusely expanded, in the develop-

ment of all its main points, is here condensed in energetic

brevity. The Object which St John declared was both these in

one : it had been from the beginning, and it had been seen

and touched as visible and tangible. Most assuredly the fun-

damental theme of the Gospel is here referred to,—that identity

of the Eternal Logos with the visible Jesus which, in oppo-

sition to the Cerinthian gnosis,^ formed the kernel and heart

of revealed truth ; a truth which was not, like the figments of

Cerinthus, invented or di'eamed of, but which had been seen

by St John's eyes, when he looked upon and handled tlie In-

carnate One as a visible man, and beheld and experienced in

Him the eternal ho^a of the Father.

Thus the apj^r) is here, as in John i., not the temporal be-

ginning-point of history or chronology, either of oiu" earth (as

in Matt. xix. 4 and 8), or (as in Gen. i. 1) of the universe,

but that eternal ap-)(rj and primal being in whicli the \6yo^ is

exhibited to have been a X0709 tt/do? top Geov wv (John i. 1 and

^ The polemical reference of ver. 1 was evidently frit by Luther, -who

writes :
" He heaps up words, and thus makes the niisttcr as great and

weighty as may be. We have, he means to say, carei'ully and with all

diligence beheld and observed wliat we declare ; vre were not deceived,

but are sure that there was no delusion. lie says this because he would

make his readers also sure of the matter."

1)
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2), before as yet (ver. 3) anything is said of a creation of the

world (comp. John xvii. 5). The expression air dpyrj'i is not

substantially different fi'om the expression ev dp-^fj (John i. 1) :

aTT dp-)(rj<i is written here by St John, because he has already in

his mind his own having seen and having touched the Incarnate

Lord, transposes himself into the subjective position of his own
experience, and from that point of view would declare that He
whom he had beheld had already been frotn the beginning. In

the Gospel, ch. i. 1, on the other hand, St John begins objec-

tively/ to unfold the eternal being of tlie Logos, and therefore

can write only, " In the beginning was the \6<yo'i.'"

Accordingly, the Object of St John's announcement is

Christ : thus much is gained by the examination of the indi-

vidual members of the relative clause. But this is far from

exhausting the exegetical investigation of this first verse. The
question arises, whether then this relative clause, one and fourfold,

is merely a 2Mraphrase of the idea " Christ," so that the concise

sense of the whole would be, " We declare unto you Christ
;"

as a panegyrist upon Goethe might begin :
" To him Avho was

born at Frankfort, who as a youth began to spread the wings

of his poetic fancy, who studied at Leipzig and Strassburg, who
spent the greatest part of his long life at Weimar, whom Ger-

many honours as her greatest poet—to him this hour is

devoted." Do the individual members of the relative claiise

serve the purpose in any way of making known ivho is meant ?

Assuredly not. It cannot be the object of the climax to heap

up marks and notes by which it may be discerned that St John

intended to speak of Jesus Christ, and of no other ; but, as we
have already seen, that progression was designed to exhibit that

which was to be declared concerning Christ as an absolutely

certain and experienced truth. And thus we understand why

the author connected the members of the relative clause, not by o?

— 6V, but by the neuter 6}

^ In opposition to the view of Socinus, who concluded from the neuter

that not Christ, but a doctrine or an idea, must have been meant.

Also to the assertion of Beza and Calovius, that by means of the o the

two natures of Christ were to be represented in their union (!). Huther

Bays, quite erroneously, and in contradiction to his elsewhere-expressed

views : "The neuter o is explained by this, that it refers to l^uvi^ an idea

abstract in itself." But where is there the shadow of a grammatical refer-

ence between S and ^uvj ?
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If he had written, '• Him, who was from the heginning,

whom we have heard, etc., we announce unto you," then might

we, with some appearance of right, have thought of an abstract

Chv'ist-idea as the object of the aTrajyeXXeiv, or of the Christ-

dogma (that He, to wit, was to be dechared as He wlio was at

once eternal and incarnate, at once One who was eternal and One
that became visible and tangible). The neutral o forbids our

adopting this notion. It is the Person, concerning whom both the

air ap)(ri<i elvat and the 6(f)6P]vaL k.t.X. at once hold good, that is

to be declared

—

quoad His person ; but also that Being which was

from the beginning was to be announced, and as that which St

John had heard, seen with his eyes, and handled, in and concern-

ing Him. Even Liicke—who originally, misconceiving the pre-

dicates Tjv dir ap-)(fi<i, etc., represents the " Gospel" as the object

of the d-jrayyeXkeLv— cannot avoid acknowledging, nevertheless,

that " with the idea of the Gospel the person of Christ, and the

person of Christ iyi its entire history and loork, is combined."

That the object of the announcement is not the idea of the

Gospel, but the person of Christ, has been shown by the pre-

dicative ideas, " was from the beginning," " seen," " touched ;"

that this Person was to be announced not as abstract, but in its

historical manifestation, is shown by the neutral subject" and

object o. The one- and four-membered relative clause does not

serve the purpose of giving marks by which the reader may
know ivho is meant, but to tell the reader ivhat was to be

declared concerning Him. Hence, then, the members of the

relative clause are summed up, not in the words tov Xoyov rrj'i

^(of}<i, but in the words Trepl tov \6yov t. ^.

This being so, the four members, dKrjKoafiev, etc., receive a

new and living reference to that ivhich St John had experimen-

tally known in Christ, to the individual phases or sides of Plis

manifestation in the flesh. The last member, " handled with our

hands," obliges us at once to think of Luke xxiv. 39, John xx. 27.

The " hearing" reminds us involuntarily, in the same way, of

all that the disciples had heard from the lips of Jesus, of all

His discourses. The " seeing with our eyes" suggests imme-
diately all the miracles and wonderful works which they had

witnessed ; while the more internal dedaOai will rsfer of itself

to the beholding and discernino; of the " oloi'v of the Father"

which shone through His whole life. (Compare John i. 14,



52 THE EXORDIUM

KoX ideacrd/jieOa ttjv So^av avrov.) Thus, behind or beneath

the chmax of the modus percipiendi there glimmers another

cHmax of the object perceived. The Being, which was from

the beginning, which (to wit, His words) he had heard, which

(to wit, His miracles) he had seen with his eyes, which (to wit,

His Divine glory) he had beheld, which (to wit, His resnrrec-

tion-body) he had handled with his hands,— that Being he

declares, and therewith declares " that xohich he had heard,

seen with the eyes, beheld, handled with his hands"—the acts

and the life of this Being, the Person in its historical manifes-

tation.

This way of understanding the previous words finds now
its full confirmation in the appositional clause irepl rod Xojov

Trj<; ^corj(;, which again is laid open and developed in the paren-

thetical unfolding of ver. 2} A proper apposition, in the strict

grammatical sense, irepl tov Xoyov t. f, cannot be, since that

only bears the name of " apposition" which stands in the same

Case with what precedes. But it is an appositional clause,

which in its meaning represents a strict apposition. " That

which was from the beginning, that which we have heard, etc.,

we declare unto you ; and thereby we declare unto you what

concerns, or something about, the Word of Life." It has been

already shown that Trepl could not possibly (Fritzsche) depend

upon the four previous verbs. 'AKoveiv is the only one which

could have irepl following it;—but even this would be very

unsuitable here, since St John is not saying that he had heard

something concerning Jesus, de Jesu, but that he had heard

Jesus Himself. The remaining verbs cannot consistently with

their meaning have a irepl depending upon them ; and a par-

titive aiTo (that o/ Jesus which we have seen, etc.) irepl cannot

possibly here represent. Consequently, irepl must depend

upon the principal verb aTrayyeWofMev ; and the irepl r. \. t. ^.

' It is strange that* Sander should represent the grand impression of

the whole as weakened by the second verse being made a parenthesis.

As if a clause, which, grammaticaliy considered, holds the place of a paren-

thesis—since it does not syntacticallj^ depend upon any portion of the pre-

vious clause, but rests in its own isolation—could not by its own matter,

and indeed in its very isolation, have a grandeur of its own ! When
Sander alleges a breaking down of the construction, and confusion intro-

duced into the arrangement of the words, what is that but admitting the

grammatical isolation of ver. 2 ?
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must be regarded as a closer definition of the object, something

added to the object in order to explain it.

But what, then, is the meaning of this defining sentence ?

The Genitive T579 ^(orj<i miay, regarded in itself, be variously

viewed. It may be the Genitivus ohjecti, according to the

analogy of X0709 rov aravpov, 1 Cor. i. 18 ; X0709 tt}? KaraX-

X,a7^9, 2 Cor. v. 19 ; and, in this case, the introduction of such

an objective Genitive defines the idea of the X0709 as that of

an announcement or doctrine. The word concerning the life

would be equivalent to the doctrine concerning life, the preach-

ing concerning life. Or, we may take the Genitive here as

the Genitive of the closer definition of the iwoperty of the thing

itself, as in Phil. ii. 16 ; John vi. 68 ; Acts ii. 28 ; and then

the " word of life" -svould be equivalent to " the word which

is living," or " the life-giving word, bearing in it and be

stowing the power of life,"—the "word" being understood in

the sense of " preaching." Or, we may finally take the Geni-

tive as the Genitive of the substance : the X0709, He in whom
the life is (so Q^cumenius, Zwingli, Calvin, Beza, Bengel,

Olshausen, Liicke) ; in which case the X0709 must be under-

stood in the supreme sense of John i. 1. What De Wette

urges against this last view— that irepl w^ould be very inap-

propriate for the description of an object— does indeed press

fatally upon the two former views. That is, if we understand

by tlie X0709 T?79 ^(or]<; the doctrine or preacldng concerning life,

or the vivifying doctrine, St John would have said that he an-

nounced the doctrine itself, and not concerning the doctrine ; but

if, on the other hand, w^e take Xoyo^; as the personal Logos in

the sense of John i. i, St John writes with perfect propriety :

while he announces what he had heard, seen, and handled,

he gives an annunciation of the Logos, about the Logos.

J. his Trepl is strictly parallel with the neutral 6. As he did not

design to write, " Him whom we have seen w-e announce to

you," but " TJiat which (in, on, and of Him) we have seen"—
as he does not purpose to say that he announces Christ as an

abstract single idea, but that he declares his own concrete his-

torical experiences concerning Christ,— so now he continues,

not "f/tg Logos," but "concerning the Logos," we make annun-

ciation to you.

But what speaks most loudly in favour of the \0709 being
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the personal Word, is the undoubted reference which the pre-

ceding icords already contain to the Introduction of the Gospel.

We have indeed seen how the words, " That which we have

heard—handled," constrained the reader to think of Christ

;

and that, accordingly, also the first " that which was from the

beginning" must be understood of Christ in the sense of

John i. 1 ;— so also, when he reaches the words, irepi rov \6jov

T. f., he cannot fail to have still in his mind the passage of the

Gospel, iv ap')(rj rjv 6 \gjo^ ; and are we to think that anything

else can be meant by the Logos of the Epistle than that same

Logos of the Gospel, ch. i. 1 ? And when in the Gospel the

very same thing is said concerning the Logos which, in a more

condensed form, is here said in the Epistle, 'Ev avro) ^oor] riv,

then truly He was in the beginning 6 \Gryo<; tj}<? ^w^9, yea. He
was Himself the Life; for we read there, further, Kal rj ^corj rjv

TO (f)w<i T(ov avOpooTTwv, and this very (^Si'i is in John i., vers. 5

and 8, represented as the personal Logos Himself.

As, then, in the Gospel the Logos was already identified with

the ^co9, and this again with the ^ojj;, it cannot seem strange that

St John, in the parenthetical expression of ver. 2, does not go on

to say, Ka\ 6 '\6jo<; e^avep'aOr)^ but Ka\ i) ^coi] €<pav€pa}67]. The
argument which De Wette makes this change furnish against

our explanation of the X0709, falls therefore of itself to nothing.

If nov/, before we pass on to ver. 2, we look back once

more upon the Avhole combined substance and meaning of ver. 1,

we derive confirmation, from a twofold consideration, of the

correctness of our position in Sect. IV. of the Introduction
;

viz., that the Apostle has nothmg else in view, when he writes

dirayjiWo/jiev, but his written Gospel. (1.) He declares, not

Christ, tcho was from the beginning, and had been seen and

handled by himself

—

the Logos,— but that ichich was from the

beginning, that ichich had been heard, seen, beheld, handled, in

His coming into the flesh, by himself the Apostle. Thus he

declares concerning the Logos : the object of his announcement

is not the dogma about Christ, but Ids experience about Christ.

And such an announcement as that is not contained in the

Epistle, but only in the Gospel. (2.) St John at the same time

expresses this conception in such a form as should remind us,

word for word, and point for point, of the announcement in the

beginning of the Gospel ; so that he here concisely recapitulates
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and sums up the material collective substance of the Gospel, as it

is in John i. 1 seq. pre-announced, and then, in the historical

portion of the Gospel, John i. 19-xx. 31, unfolded.

Ver. 2. That no doubt may remain on the readers' minds

upon tlie question, what they must understand by the Xoyo^ rr}<;

^ft)?;?, St John here expressly exhibits, in a parenthetical expla-

natory clause, the great fundamental truth Avhich he had already

uttered in John i. 14. (1) That ^coj], which constitutes tlie

nature of the X0709, is made manifest ; (2) it is that life which

had been tt/^o? tov irarepa, and then appeared unto us
; (3) this

" r]v air dp^rj<?, b dKrjKoafjbev" k.t.X., this object which we an-

nounce, is that very ^cor; itself. Thus by the ^cot] it is not an

abstraction which is meant ; but that substantially eternal per-

sonal Being, which was from the beginning with the Father,

and then was made manifest and tangible on earth.

The three thoughts indicated above in order, which serve

the purpose of showing us the idenfifi/ of the Being named ^cot]

in vcr. 2 with the object of the message described in ver. 1,

as also the identity of the ^ct)?; with the X0709, or exhibit most

clearly the substantiality and personality of the ^(wr7— those

three thoughts appear, ver. 2, in the following connection. Pre-

supposing the readers' understanding of the expression, 6 X0709

T/79 ?wr/9, as explained by the Gospel, ch. i. 4—presupposing

that they would also understand the Genitive t?}? ^o3f]<i, ver. 1,

as a Genitive of substance,— St John first of all confirms this

way of understanding it, by laying down the fundamental sen-

tence of all announcement of salvation, that this Life has been

made manifest ; and thereby at the same time explains how
" that which was from the beginning" could be "beheld and

handled." Certainly these words, " the Life was manifested,"

considered in themselves alone, would themselves be still more or

less indistinct and ambiguous. They might have been under-

stood of an abstract ^o)?;, of some spiritual or physical energy of

life; and as only expressing the fact that this life-energy had

in some way or other been manifested in a chain of revelations

and developments— just as the physical energies of nature are

brought into manifestation by the production of manifold suc-

cessive organisms. But the first verse, connected with its plain

reference to John i. 4, must have already led the readers' minds
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to think of that personal eternal ^coi], which was itself the X0709,

and, accordingly, to interpret the <f)av€pa>6r]vac in the sense of a

becoming visible and tangible : that no doubt, however, may
remain upon this point, St John appends the second utterance,

"And we have seen, and bear witness, and declare unto you that

eternal Life." That, namely, which he had seen (thus he sums

up in brief the hearing, seeing, beholding, and touching of the

first A'erse ; for the beholding is in reality the centre and chief

of all these kinds of observation and perception, and here in

^•er. 2 it was not necessaiy to repeat the whole climax)—the

Object mentioned in vor. 1,—which he can therefore bear icitness

to and announce, because he had seen Ilim, is to be understood

by the ^co7]. And when he calls tliis '' Life " here " eternal/' he

only recapitulates the important point which had been already

expressed in '' from the beginning," and gives it that predicate

which it bears in ch. v. 20— in the second from the last, as in

the second from the first, verse of the Epistle,— a passage in

which it is expressly said that Christ is that eternal Life. Thus

has St John here, in ver. 2, uttered concerning the ^m] itself

that which in ver. 1 he had begun to say concerning "that

which w as from the beginning,'' and concerning the ^ Word of

Life,"— namely, that it was the Object of his announcement;

and this confirms the right interpretation of this " Life" as sub-

stantial and personal, and identical with Christ. After he has

done this, and clearly defined the idea of this ^coi], he returns,

thirdlij,hc\ck to the first, the essential ATr»<'Z-thought of ver. 2—
"The Life hath become manifest"— and repeats this thought,

which was there obscure, but whicli is here perfectly cleared up

by his adding to the word " eternal Life " the relative sentence,

"which was with the Father, and was made manifest unto us."

And thus the " manifestation " is clearly defined, by the anti-

thesis with " being with the Father," as an entering into the

sphere of time and space, into the sphere of visibiliti/ and historical

existence.

Thus we have here at the outset an example of the peculiar

Jchanna?an manner of thought and expression, which often ne-

glects in its progress the line of a strictly dialectic development,

moving in a circle, or rather in a spiral, going round and round

a thought, illustrating it on all sides,— thus all the time ap-

proaching its essence with more and more evident precision.
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Haviiif!; thus made the construction of thouirht in the second

verse plain to our minds, we shall find that the individual words

will present no great difficulty. The Kal which opens the verse

we are neither required nor warranted to take in the sense of

fyap (with Beza, Grotius, Eosenmiiller, etc.). It is true that

the main thought of ver. 2, "the Life was manifested," contains

an element which may be placed in an explanatory and demon-

strative relation to vex'. 1 ; that is, the " becoming manifest " of

the " Life " would sliow how One " from the beginning," who
was eternally existent, could have been also visible and palpable,

—and thus the "and" might be substituted by "for." But
the scope of ver. 2 cannot be to unfold and solve that problem

(upon wdiich, indeed, as such, no emphasis is laid in ver. 1). The
aim and purpose of the Apostle is simply to detach and isolate

from the main thought, begun in ver. 1, " We declare unto you

the Word of Life who was from the beginning, and who was hy

us heard, seen with the eyes, beheld, and handled," the objective

idea involved in it, " That eternal Being has become manifest,"

and to make that objective idea independent in order to its con-

Jirmation (though not without a connection still maintained with

the thought of ver. 1). Or, to make it still clearer : In the main

period, vers. 1 and 3, the scope of the Apostle is to lay emphasis

upon the truth and certainty of this aTraryyeXXeiv ; hence in it

the grammatically ruling thought is this—Thus and thus we

declare unto you, that is, a Being both eternal and yet visible to

our eyes. Meanwhile, the idea that Christ was of an eternal

nature, but that He had come into flesh and become visible, is

only lateiit in the object of the clause. On the other hand, in

the parenthesis, ver. 2, this latent objective, dogmatical idea or

position is to be exhibited most formally as the great fundamental

doctrine, and therefore is thus repeated with confirmation

;

hence here the dominant thought is this

—

The life became

manifest. Meanwhile, that which in vers. 1 and 3 appeared as

the chief thought, takes in ver. 2 a rather subordinate place

:

" And xve have seen, and bear witness, and declare unto you— ;"

yet, in such a manner that this subordinate thought, which gives

expression to St John's subjective relation, hastens back in its

object to the objective dogmatical main doctrine of the paren-

thesis (" The eternal Life, which was with the Father, and hath

become manifest ").
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The KoX does not stand here in the sense of fyap, which it

never does ; but this is an instance of that free, Hebraic con-

junction of clauses, and members of clauses, which meets us

everywhere throughout the writings of St John.

The subject, 97 ^wr/, has received its explanation already

on ver. 1. The opinions of those who have interpreted it as

meaning doctrina de felicitate, or felicity itself, need scarcely be

mentioned, much less refuted.

'Ecpavepcodr}— ivas manifested— is not to be regarded (with

De Wette) as simply equivalent to aap^ iyevsTo, was made

flesh : although it is the same act of incarnation which is here

and in John i. 14 described, yet it is exhibited under a different

aspect and relation. ^avepovadat is equivalent to (f)avepo<i

'ytyvecrOat. The ^coi] as such, as it is Trpo? rov iraripa, with the

Father, is not for us men (pavepd, manifest, but concealing itself

in the unsolved mystery of eternity. It has, however, become a

(pavepa, visible to the eyes, yea, tangible to the hands, inasmuch

as it became flesh in Jesus, and thus entered into the conditions

of time and visibility. The aap^ yiyveadai, therefore, desig-

nates the objective process of the incarnation itself as such ; the

(pavepcodi^vat, the result as it respects our capacity of perceiving

and understanding it. The former tells us what the Logos

became in His incarnation as it regards Himself ; the latter, what

He became for us.

Tlie three verbs, eoipcxKafxev, Kal p,apTvpov/.L€v, koX amay-

fyeKKojiev, must evidently be united together^ (CEcumenius,

Zwingli, Liicke), having for their common object the words rrjv

^Qjrjv Ti-jv altiiVLov. Huther would separate the ecopaKafiev, and

provide for it an object avTrjv out of the preceding ^wr) (" And
the Life is manifested, and we have seen it ; and we, etc.").

Fritzsche, De Wette, and Diisterdieck would separate oif and

di^'ide the two verbs, icaX ewpaKafjuev Kal fxapTvpovfiev, supplying

both of them with an avTt]v, so that aTra'yyiWo/jbev would stand

quite alone with its rijv ^. alcav. This very uncertainty where

the sentence is to be cut into, whether after "seen" or after " tes-

tify," betrays the forced character of the whole hypothesis. Cer-

tainly, fiaprvpovfjbev and aTrayyeWofiev are in their ideas more

closely related than both are with ecopaKa/xev. On the other

^ Cod. B. reads kui 'tcopxy,xf/,sv. But the spuriousness of this is

admitted on all hands by critics.
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liand, the opdv and /xaprvpeiv recur presently (compare John xix.

35), as a compacted pair of ideas ; so that it would not bo well

done to separate the two verbs by a grammatical severance of

the construction. Assuredly, it is the scope of the Apostle to

say, not that he saw the one thing and testified the other, but that

he testified that itself, which he had seen ; and this takes effect

only if both verbs have the same object. But then, again, the

aTToyyeWeLV is so closely connected in its idea with the ^aprvpelv,

that after the ixaprvpeiv also a grammatical severance is im-

practicable. And why should we interpose or supply an object,

when one stands evidently before us ? According to Liicke's

and our construction, the great objectiNC, " the Life was made
manifest," stands in its own nervous independence ; and the

subordinate subjective thought, " and ?r<3 have seen, and testify,

and declare," appears in its own unconfused clearness. Accord-

ing to Fritzsche, on the contrary, the two members of the verse

would be so ordered as to make the former contain, in connec-

tion with the objective doctrinal statement, one half of the sub-

jective utterance

:

A) And the Life hath appeared, and we have seen it, [and

bear witness to it.]

B) And we [bear witness, and] declare the eternal Life
;

—which utterly confuses the whole sense. That, finally, at the

end of the verse the iipavepoodr) has a rjfxtv connected with it,

does not justify Diisterdieck's conclusion, that the first e^avepdiOij

too must have the kol ecopaKo/xev connected with it, as it were

in compensation of the rj/xlv which it lacks. For, in the first

member of the verse, the objective truth, that the Life had been

manifested, is exhibited as such ; in the second member, that

subordinate thought, concerning the subjective relation of St

John, is added, that he had seen this eternal Life, and bore

witness, and declared it ; and the third member,— that is, the

relative clause dependent on " eternal Life,"—leads back again

to the objective fundamental thought, yet so that now, in a very

natural synthesis, the subjective side is touched, though slightly,

by the rj/xtv.

As it respects the meaning of the three verbs, opav, as we
have seen, takes here the place of the whole climax contained

in ver. 1, and indicates all that is included in eyewitness-ship

and personal immediate experience. Maprvpecv and a7ra<y<yeX-
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Xeiv both signify an active announcement (compare upon fiap-

Tvpelv John xxi. 24) ; but the reference of fxapTvpelv is directed

to the truth and absolute certainty of the object announced,

while aTrayyeWeiv points rather to the knowledge of the readers

and hearers, which is to be increased. " We have seen, and

come forward as witnesses of it, and announce it unto you."

But that jxaprvpeiv is used only in reference to dogmatic doc-

trines, and not in reference to individual historical occurrences,

is an assertion which has nothing to establish it, and which is

glaringly refuted by such passages as John i. 34, xix. 35, xxi.

24. The /juapTvpeiv which is here spoken of, has, equally with

the opdv and the dirayyiWeiv, for its object the concrete histo-

rical manifestation of the ^cot) aloovLo<; in the life, sufferings, and

resurrection of Christ.

That the " eternal life" is not to be understood of the vita

per Christum nobis parta (Calvin), or of " the true eternal life

to be appropriated by believers," but only of that personal ^wrj

which appeared in Christ, is established by the relative clause

which is appended to it. By the attribute " eternal" the idea

of " that which was from the beginning" is simply repeated

;

yet so that this idea now comes forward in a purely objective

form (" eternal"), while the " from the beginning," as we saw

above, is spoken rather from the subjective position of the be-

holder, St John. In ch. v. 11 Christ is called in the same sense

t/coT] aloiVLO'i,—a sense wdiich is as different from the ordinary

meaning of the expression in the New Testament (e.g., Matt.

XXV. 46 ; John iii. 15), as the meaning of the expression \6<yo^

(tov Qeov), John i. 1 seq., and 1 John i. 1 and Kev. i. 2, is from

the customary use of that word ; for example, in Heb. iii. 12 ;

John xvii. 17 ; 1 Thess. iv. 15.

The relative clause is appended with ^rt?, not with the

simple 7]. Marvellous things have been seen or fancied by the

expositors in this 77x49. According to Diisterdieck, the predica-

tive definition which lies in the relative clause is by this 7/Tt9

not merely attached in a relative manner to the subject, but con-

tains at the same time an explanatory/ and demonstrative refer-

ence to the ruling sentence. " We have seen, bear witness,

and declare to you the eternal life, which namely (because it, to

wit) was with the Father, but hath appeared unto us." Sander

explains ;
" We announce to you the eternal life as being that
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which, etc." Hutlier thinks that it marks out what is uttered

in the following words as something essentially added to the

preceding idea. (But to which idea ? That of the seeing and

witnessing? or that of the " eternal life" ?). All this seems to

me far-fetched enough. The classical Greek ocrri? has certainly

the signification " whosoever," quicunqiie ; and then, when it

refers to a definite object, the meaning of ntqici, " as who,^^—
the definite individual object being thereby carried back to a

general idea lying at its foundation. And this " as loho" divides

itself again into these meanings : (1.) " ivho, to wit''' (when

the matter of the relative clause serves for the elucidation or

establishment of the utterance in the main sentence) ; or (2.)

" loho indeed" (when the matter of the relative clause serves

for the exposition of the nature of the already well-known noun

on which the relative in question immediately depends). Now,
it is by no means to be denied that there are traces, even in the

New-Testament writers, of a consciousness af the distinction

which holds good in classical Greek between o? and oa-rt'i. It

is true that in the two passages, Luke viii. 3, Acts xxiv. 1,

oo-Tt9 appears to stand in a quite enfeebled meaning ; on the

other hand, Diisterdieck has correctly observed that in the pas-

sages. Matt. ii. 6, vii. 15, xx. 1, xxv. 1, Mark iv. 20, Luke
vii. 37, Acts x. 41, Eom. xi. 4, 1 Cor. v. 1, Phil. ii. 20 (to

which he improperly adds Rev. xvii. 12, xix. 2), oarc<i has the

meaning of TOLovTa 09. To these passages we would add the

following : Rom. i. 32 (" such people as") ; Heb. ii. 3 ; Mark
XV. 7 (" which such were, who"). Then we find our above-

mentioned meanings 1 and 2 ao;ain in the following passages

:

(1.) " ivho, to loit," Rom. ii. 15 ; Gal. iv. 24 ; Ileb. viii. G (where

the relative clause introduces an element which serves for the

demonstration of the thought expressed in the main clause) :

(2.) "twAo indeed" Rom. i. 25 (" who indeed changed") ; Rom.
vi. 2 (" we, who indeed are dead to sin") ; Eph. iii. 13 (" in

which indeed my glorying is") ; Acts x. 47 ; and approximately

also, Heb. xii. 5 and 2 Cor. ix. 11. In these passages the rela-

tive clause unfolds something which lies, and is already assumed

to be known, in the nature of the noun on which it depends.

"Which, then, of these interpretations suits oanf; in our passage ?

Of the meaning tolovto^ o<i we must not think for a moment

:

that has most assuredly no place where the noun, which has a
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relative clause connected witli it, marks out a distinctive indivi-

dual being, but only where it stands for a generic idea (as in

Matt. ii. 6, " Out of thee shall arise such a ruler as ;" Matt,

vii. 15, " Take heed of that kind of false prophets, which").

When, therefore, Sander would explain it, " We declare unto

you the eternal life as being such as," he introduces a perfectly

strange element into the text,—one which does not belong to the

oa-n^, and which is opposed to the whole process of the thought

;

for, the meaning of St John is evidently this, that the " eter-

nal Life" had been with the Father, and had been manifested

actually and in Himself, and not merely that He loas presented

as such in the Apostle s annunciation. The signification " which,

that is," appears to me equally unsatisfactory in this passage.

The statement that the ^cotj " was with the Father, and appeared

unto us," could only vi its second half serve the pui^pose of

establishing the sentence that " we have seen it, and can bear

witness ;" but the two halves are so co-ordinated, that we are

not justified in considering the first as a merely preparatory,

subordinate element of the clause. Thus the only signification

of i]Ti<i which seems suitable, is that of " which indeed." This,

however, must not be taken in the sense suggested by Huther,

that the matter of the relative clause was to be exhibited as an

element " essentially' added to the preceding thought ; but in

the sense that the matter of the relative clause is exhibited as

an already knoivn (^from ver. 1), and consequently admitted, ele-

ment of the preceding main clause, and the noun in it on which

the relative clause depends. We can reproduce this, in the

most exact manner possible to us, by the translation, " which

indeed (as before said) was with the Father, and was manifested

unto us."

The first member of the relative clause, tjv Trpo? tov irarepa,

intimates in the direction towards the Father ; altogether as in

John i. 1, etc., it is said of the Logos, that He had ever been in

the direction towards the Father: that is, not an action of God
ad extra, towards the creature, but a Word in which the Father

spoke to Himself, uttered His own existence before Himself, or

Word of God to God. So also it is here said concerning the

^&)?7, that it was towards the Father. Thus, according to its

eternal being and nature, it was not a life which streamed forth

from God and towards the creatui'e (to be produced, or already
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produced), in order to call that creature into existence, or to

fill it with powers of development ; but a life which did indeed

flow forth from the bosom of the Father, but which did at once

return back into the bosom of the Father, in the ceaseless flow

of the inmost being of God. We do violence to the passage,

and weaken away its force, when (with the old Scholiasts) we
interpret tt^oo? by iv— an interpretation against which Basil de-

livered his warning. But so, also, the translation " bei" with,

in the sense of Trapd (John xvii. 5), is not precise enough ; and

even the passage, John i. 18, o ojv et? rov koXttov rov Trarpo^,

is not perfectly analogous, since eh there, used in connection

with a verb of 7'est, somewhat as in 1 Pet. v. 12,^ defines the

basis of sujyj^ort, and not, like tt/jo?, the direction. We must

leave this 7rpo<? here in the possession of its full signification, to

which we are led by the analogy of John i. 1. Moreover, it

is to be acknov/ledged that this tt/qo?, used in connection with

the ^co^, ivould present a great obscurity and the appearance of

harshness, if the reference to these words, o X070? •^v Trpo'i rov

Qeov, did not shed its suflicient light over our passage. Con-

sidered in itself, to wit, it is more easily understood when spoken

of the Wo7'd, than when spoken of the Life, that it had been

"to God, to the Father;" since the Word contains already the

idea of being spoken to a person, and therefore involves the

notion of movement and direction, while this is at least not so

clear in the case of the idea life. Here, however, we find new
reason for holding fast the conviction of the strict and essential

reference of this verse to the Introduction of the Gospel, on

which it entirely rests.

As God here receives, in relation to that personal Life Avhich

afterwards was manifested to the disciples in Jesus Christ, the

name of Father, we may, with Huther, assert that the Logos is

in reality, and is termed the " Son," not simply from the time

of Plis incarnation, and not only in relation to that incarnation,

but already in respect to the mystery of His eternal existence

in the Divine Trinity.

' Quite of another kind are the passages, Mark ii. 1, xiii. IG; Luke
xi. 7, where uvott stands for fisfinyAvxi, and el; expresses an actual motion

:

similarly, Matt. xxvi. 55, where the motion lies still in the eactSi^cfiriv ; and

Matt. xiii. 56, where thut certainly involves the idea of a continuous rela-

tion of intercourse.
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The second member of the relative clause, " and was mani-

fested to us," finds its explanation in that which has been

already said upon the first e(f)avep(i}6r}, as also upon the construc-

tion of the verse generally.

It only remains that the inexhaustibly rich idea of the ^(orj

itself receive a more thorough and penetrating examination. It

is self-evident, from John i. 1, etc., that the Son of God is

called "the Life," not merely as He presents Himself in His

incarnate being to us men as the Way, the Truth, and the Life

(John xiv. 6), redeeming us from death, and restoring to us

our forfeited life, but also as He, in His primordial eternal

existence, laid the ground of all life in the creature— all life,

whether physical, or spiritual and ethical. But not in the sense

that He, the Son, in contradistinction from the Father, had the

^(01] as His oiun peculiar prerogative, so that to the Son the ^tor;

was appropriate, to the Father not (which has been most im-

properly deduced by some from " which was with the Father")
;

for against this John v. 26 most decisively speaks. The Father

hath life in Himself, and hath gi^'^en to the Son equally to have

life in Himself. Thus the Son stands to the Father in the rela-

tion of an eternal Receiver ; the Father to the Son in the relation

of an eternal Giver. But it is an eternal giving and receivinij,

in which we cannot conceive any not-yet-having-received on

the part of the Son, any no-longer-giving, or having-done-

with-giving, on the part of the Father, and which would make
the gift itself consist in no other than the most proper essential

possession of life, most essentially communicated from eternity

to the Son. For it is given to the Son so to have life in Himself,

— in Himself, that is, as being Plis own substantial nature, even

as it is in the Father,—in contradistinction to all creatures,

which have their life communicated to them, not in themselves,

and not in their proper inherent substance, but as something

which they may lose, and (to speak scholastically) as an accidens.

Indeed, this is what is precisely the idea of the creature,— the

having life as something that is received, and that may be lost,

in time. This being so, the deepest and most internal idea of

life cannot be obtained by any process of abstraction applied to

wlint is visible in the creature. In the creatures can be seen

only, as it were, the reflection of some individual characteristics

of that ^0)?;, which constitutes the eternal nature of God. The
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life of the growing and self-reproducing organism, in opposition

to the rigidity of inorganic dead matter ; the livingness of the

soul, which still actuates its body, in opposition to the state of

death, in which the soul, separated from the body, is found in

n8T]<; and 6dvaTo^ ; the life of the spirit, which consists in the

fellowship of love and holiness with God, its Original, in oppo-

sition to the death of the spirit, which is for ever separated

from God; finally, that eternal life, to which the children of

God will attain, in opposition to eternal death ;— all these are

only detached and several fragments of that eternal primitive

life in God, of that essential ^tu?;, which in etetmiti/ had already

manifested itself in its perfection through the generatio filii

(cterna, and which produced for itself a sphere of organic,

psychical, and spiritual-moral life in which to move ; which,

moreover, in redemption has manifested itself (and still manifests),

when He who 97 t,(or] tt/jo? tov irarepa -qv devoted Himself to the

opposite of the ^wi], unto death, in order to lead the personal

beings who lay in death, together with the /cricrt? crvvcoBivovaa

(Rom. viii. 22), out of death into eternal life.—The notion, or

the idea, or the nature, or the substance, of that primal life,

and Avherein that in itself properly consists, is for ever with-

drawn as a /xvar/jpcov Qeov from our dim mortal eyes, and our

stammering human speech ; we can only utter our thought of

individual elements of it, and these only approximately, and

never adequately defined. For, in that primordial life of God
is the soui'ce of all organic-physical life, with the source of all

spirit and spiritual life ;— in it is the source of all wisdom, in-

separably one with the inexhaustible eternal spring of that love,

in virtue of which the life of God could give no higher mani-

festation of itself than this, that it, the eternal ^coj;, should enter

into the not-eternal sphere of time and sense, into the adp^—
that it, the eternal ^corj, should enter into ddvaro^;, in order to

approve itself by death as the true life which overcometh death

(Acts iii. 15, ii. 24).—And thus we have, in the i^erson of Him,
who is tlie ^ft)?) cf)avep(o6eicra, the life, and the source of all life

— spiritual, moral, psychical, and that which will awaken and

glorify the body again. If we have Him in us, we bear Avithin

us eternal life itself implanted.

In ver. 3 the Apostle resumes the sentence which had been

E
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begun in ver. 1, and interrupted by the parenthesis, in order

to give it its completion. It is customary, after a long paren-

thesis, for the same member of the sentence, which before

the parenthesis had been established and fully developed, to be

once more repeated, though in an abbreviated form, and in its

most important points (to serve which purpose, we usually

insert " I say ;" and the Romans had their " sed"). The object

of the sentence had in this case preceded ; the transitive verb,

Avith the subject latent in it, is now to be expected ; therefore

the object must now be in some manner resumed. But the

object consisted of three parts : that is, the two members of

the relative clause, " that which was from the beginning," and
" that which we have seen," etc. ; and, moreover, added to

these, the appositional clause, " concerning the Word of Life."

Which, then, of the elements of this threefold object must be

resumed, when the sentence is taken up again ? The apposi-

tional appendage, " of the Word of Life," will of necessity fall

away, since it was that which gave occasion to the parenthesis

itself, and therefore was a diversion from the main clause

;

moreover, that had received its full development in the paren-

thesis, and was so clearly still before the readers' thought that

it needed no reference or resumption. So also the first member
of the relative clause, which furnished the object in ver. 1,—to

wit, " that which was from the beginning,"— had been repeated

already, so far as its meaning went, in the parenthesis ; and it

therefore needed not to be resumed. Thus there remains only

the second member of the relative clause, to wit, " that which

we have heard—handled." This member contains the expres-

sion of the subjective position which St John assumed, as an

eyewitness, to the object which he has to announce ; this sub-

jective side it is which stands in the nearest actual relation to

the governing verb, " we declare ;" from this subjective side

had the parenthesis, as we have seen, diverged to the objective

dogmatic representation of the object itself; in ver. 2 the ob-

jective side had taken the ascendency, and the subjective side

had retreated into a subordinate place. Now, therefore, this

subjective side, which is the principal matter in the main state-

ment of vers. 1 and 3, and which in the second member of the

relative clause had been expanded into a full climax, must
again be resumed and made prominent. This is done by the
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words, " that which we have seen and heard." For, it is easily-

understood that the whole climax is not to be repeated in its

entire extent, but only in its quintessence. And this takes

place in a precise and suggestive manner by the so-called

chiasmus (or limitation). The climax had advanced from the

mere "hearing" to the "seeing;" the recapitulation begins at

once with tliis higher, more immediate evidence, the " seeing,"

and then follows the less direct "hearing:"^ "That which

we have (thus) seen and heard" (equivalent to, " not merely

heard, but also seen").

Now follows the governing verb of the sentence, dTrar/yiX,-

Xofiev KoX vfiiv, w^hich includes in itself the subject of the sen-

tence. This is the reading of A.B.C., Syr., Vulg., Did., Aug.

;

and Lachmann and Tischendorf have done right to receive into

the text the Kat wanting in the Text. Rec. That this kui. was in-

troduced negligently, as from the koL vixeh which follows, is not

a happy conjecture of De Wette. It is altogether in St John's

style to mark such antitheses, as often as they occur, by the ad-

dition of a Kal (comp. John xvii. 18, Karroo ] ver. 19, koX avroi;

ver. 21, Kol avTot; ver. 24, KaKelvoc, etc. Grotius also well com-

pares the " abundantia" in the passage, John vi. 51). But, when
De Wette urges against the reading koi v/uv that St John
must then have announced his message already to others (which,

however, is nothing inconceivable in itself !), his argument rests

Tipon a perfect misunderstanding of the koX vfiiv. Not in oppo-

sition to others, to whom he had already announced that " Word
of Life," but in opposition to himself the eyeioitness, he writes,

" That which we have seen, wx declare now also to you, that ye

also may have fellowship with ws." (Grotius : ut et vos ipsi non

minus quam nos fructum inde percipiatis.) The Kal before

y/iet? is certainly a stronger pleonasm than the Ka\ after aira'^i-

yeXX.ofj.6v. For, the idea of co-ordination and common participa-

tion which is expressed by kuI before v/xeU, is already perfectly

expressed in the idea of " fellowship with us." On that account

the Kol before v/xeh xcould be, logically, perfectly \inaccountable, if

it tvere not simply an emphatic repetition of the p)receding koI

^ De Wette misses this delicacy of the change -when he suggests that

the opoiv is used because the words i(p»vspudn iifch had preceded in the close

of ver. 2. Tlie beginning of ver. 3 is not joined on to the parenthesis, ver.

2, but diverges from it and leads back again to ver. 1.
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vixtv. And therefore this koX between d'TrayjeXXofiev and v/jiiv

must be genuine.

" That which was from the beginning, which we have heard,

and seen with our eyes, and liandled with our hands, that de-

clare we also to you" Since the object of this declaration is

not the idea of Christ, but the experiences of the Apostle in

relation to Christ ; since he is speaking of an annunciation of

Christ m His historical manifestation, the act of the dTrajyeXXetv

cannot be made to mean the act of writing the Einstle. Sander,

indeed, has tried to discover in ch. ii. 1, etc., ii. 18, iii. 1, etc.,

iv. 1-3, iv. 9, 14, and v. 6, "historical declarations;" yea, he

is persuaded that our dTrayjeWofjiev itself "contains a very

momentous historical announcement." But, when we find that

the most zealous endeavours of those who will detect every-

where in the Epistle historical matter, can bring nothing more

decisive to light than these examples, we can but be the

more firmly persuaded that the Epistle does not contain any

such oLTrayyeXkeLv as that of which vers. 1 and 3 speak. Our
uTra'yyeWo/j.ev is still more clearly seen not to refer to the

Epistle, when we take notice of the Kal ravra ypd<po/ji€v, which

actually describes the act of writing the Epistle, and which,

standing by the side of the aTrwyyeWofiev, distinguishes the one

from the other. And ver. 5 cannot shake oui' position : since

there St John does nothing more than extract the kernel and

quintessence of that ajyeXia which he had announced to his

readers in the Gospel (and that, obviously, taken from that part

of this d'yjeXta which contains what the disciples had heard

from the lips of Jesus), in order to derive from it practical and

hortatory deductions. St John does not introduce in ver. 5

the dyjeXla pj'omised in ver. 3 ; but he reminds them in ver. 5

of that message which had been brought to them in his Gospel,

and which had been mentioned as such in ver. 3.

Thus it is certain that in the dTrafyyiWo/iiev of ver. 3 the act

of icriting the Epistle is not intended. Several recent expositors

(Liicke, De Wette^ Diisterdieck) more or less acknowledge this

;

but then they persist in regarding the dTrayyeWofiev as meaning

an altogether universal description of the apostolical teaching

generally, or at least of that of St John (oral, to wit) in parti-

cular. The former is absolutely out of the question ; for the

characteristics of that teaching, as given in vers. 1-3, do not at



1 JOHN 1. 1-4. 69

all fit the doctrinal work of the Apostles colUctivehj, whereas

they contain all the specific traits of the peculiar doctrinal sys-

tem of St John in a very marked manner. But not only so :

there is in the words— as these expositors admit in their expo-

sition of the passage—such a significant allusion to the Intro-

duction of St Johis Gospel, that this alone, and of itself, would

suggest the thought that the Apostle had in his mind, when he

wrote the dTrcvyiyiXko/jiev, the transmission of his written Gospel.

In this case the words of vers. 1-3 have a very definite practical

scope : he introduces to them the Gospel which accompanied

the Epistle, and then appends, in the "these things we write,"

the design and scope of his Epistle itself. The relation of the

two writings, now lying before his eyes—the written Gospel

and the Epistle to be written, which should accompany each

the other—is the theme of vers. 1-4. But what end would, on

the other hand, have been answered, if the Apostle had placed

liis Epistle, which he was about to write, over against his general

oral teaching on other occasions, and established a relation be-

tween one and the other ? If it had been his design to express

the thought, that in all which he had ever preached to them

—

that is, in his teaching that Jesus was the Christ, or that the

Logos became flesh—he had not preached dreams and inven-

tions, but certain and experienced truth,— if that had been his

object, he would not have co-ordinated the object of his preach-

ing (that the Logos had become flesli, or that Jesus was from

the beginning) with the sentence that he had experienced and

known this experimentally (as he does, o ^v air a/J%^9, o—ecopd-

Kafiev), but he would then necessarily have made the former

the subject and the latter the predicate. (" That which we
make known unto you, that Jesus was from the beginning, and

hath appeared unto us, wc have heard and seen with our eyes,"

etc.) Thus he does not write. But he places the declaration,

" That which was from the beginning, that which we have

heard, seen, etc., that announce we unto you^^ by the side of

the second declaration, " And these things we xorite unto you ;"

so that, in the former, the aTrayyeWofiev is the emphatic pre-

dicate of the whole clause,—and with this emphasis in ver. 3

(after the parenthesis) isolated and made prominent,— and thus

is that toh'ich he e.Tpresshj designs to say concerning the Object.

But we can hardly suppose that he intends now first, in the
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Epistle, to communicate to them the information or new Intelli-

gence that he declared, or was wont to declare (in oral teaching),

that which was from the heginning, etc. On tlie other hand,

these words have a very important significance if St John

actually communicates to them what was new intelligence, that

he transmitted to them, in company with this Epistle, the an-

nunciation characterized in ver. 1, that is, his written Gospel.

So also the koX v/mv receives, on this view, a strong and

lively reference. " That which we Apostles have beheld and

experienced, that ye also, who have not been eyewitnesses of

Christ's life, shall experience." And this took place simply

through the announcement and exhibition of the concrete life

of Christ, as contained in the written evangelical narrative.

And now from the main clause—which begins in ver. 1

with " that which was from the beginning," and ends with

" that declare we unto you "—depends a clause of the desigri

:

" that—Jesus Christ." This, again, consists of two members :

there is a twofold end which St John would gain by the trans-

mission of his written Gospel. The two members are (as

Zwingli and Calvin excellently remarked) parallel with the two

members of our Lord's petition in the High-priestly prayer,

John xvii. 21 :

—

(a) "Iva KoX y/^ei? Koivcoviav (a) "Iva iravre^ h> watv (KaOu)^

e^V'^e jxeO' rjfiwv cru, irdrep, ev ifxol, Kayfo

iv (TOi),

(J) Kal 77 Koivcovia Be rj rjfie- (h) "Iva koI avrol iv rj^lv ev

repa fxera rov Trarpof oicrtv.

Kol fiera rov vlov avrov

^Irjaov Xpcarov.

Thus the final and highest positive end which St John aimed

to attain by his Gospel was this, that the High-prlestly prayer

of Jesus should have its fulfilment in his readers; that they

(1) should grow as living members into that fellowship, the

mother-stem and centre of which was the disciples themselves,

—into that fellowship, the members of which among them-

selves were one, but the common unity of which (2) has its

internal ground of life in the unity in which every individual

stands ivith the Father and the Son. It is obvious, accordingly,

that the two members of this final statement of the design do'
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not simply stand side by side in external conjunction, but are

most internally and livingly one. The latter specifies the in-

ternal living ground and principle of life, on which the former

grows, and on which alone it can be brought to perfection.

This relation of the two members is grammatically expressed by

the Se which is added to the particle kuL Kal Be, et veroy inti-

mates that the second member is not simply appended or added

on to the former : the combination expresses at the same time the

introduction of a neio turn, or more distinct essential definition

given, to the thought that preceded. Compare John vi. 51,

where the thought, " I am the living bread," receives, through

the added clause, " and the bread, wdiich I will give, is My
Jlesh" a new turn and more exact modification. (Otherwise in

John viii. 17, xv. 27, where the Kat is not the leading conjunc-

tion which connects the clauses, but Be ; Kal referring, in the

sense of also, to an individual noun in the sentence—in ch.

viii. 17 to vofiof, in xv. 27 to u/^et<?— so that there we must

translate " but also^)

The second member of our final clause has no verb, no

copula ; for, the reading Kal rj Kotvcovia Be rj rj/jLerepa y fxera rov

irarpo'i k.t.\. is decidedly spurious—the y being found only in

one lesser codex, and in some vei'sions where it has no critical

significance whatever. But, though the y does not stand in the

text, it must be supplied ; that is, we must regard the second

clause as dependent still upon the tva (Vulg., Aug., Beda, Eras-

mus, Zwingli, fficolamp., Luther, Calvin, Grotius, etc). Other

expositors (Episcopius, Bengel, Diisterdieck, Sander, Huther)

would supply eari. But this rends the second clause out of its

natru'al reference to the first, and reduces it to a merely explana-

tory remark. No, it is the design of St John, in his a-TraryyeXia,

that that prayer of Jesus should be fulfilled on both its sides :

that his readers should enter into fellowship with the disciples,

and that this fellowship should have its living principle of life

in the fellowship with the Father and the Son.

Instead of the ev Maiv of John xvii. 21, St John substitutes

the idea of the KOLvcovla. And this receives light from John
xvii. itself. It is not merely a made fellowship, as it were rest-

ing upon agreement ; also, it is not a merely ethical fellowship,

resulting from a previous community of disposition in the indi-

viduals ; but it is a fellowship of being and nature, having its



72 THE EXORDIUM.

root in this, that those who partake of it are begotten of the

same airep^a Qeov (1 John iii. 9), and are penetrated by the

same powers of a heavenly and glorified life. And on that very

account is this felloioslnp of the members essentially, and in its

root, a fellowship with the Father and the Son :—with the

Father, who giveth His crirepfxa, that is, His Holy Spirit, and

thereby draweth to the Son ; with the Son, in union with whom
the regenerate soul groweth up through the Holy Spirit as a

member with the Head. " Concerning what fellowship he

speaks this, and what society he thereby understands, the words

expound : not alone that peace, concord, and brotherly amity,

by which men are joined to men ; but that by which there is an

indissoluble union of men with God in spirit and soul by faith,

and hereafter eternal life with Him. This is that for which

Christ prays the Father, John xvii." (Zwingli.)

" That ye may have fellowship with us"— this is the formal

statement here of the Saviour's " that they may be one." Christ

prays absolutely that " they all" who "should believe on Him"
(ver. 20) might be one. St John has to do with a number of

specific individuals, who are to be incorporated into the body of

that Trayre? ev ovT6<i. The already-existing body, into which

they are incorporated, appears here as "we;" it consists of the

already-existing older generation of those who had been eye-

witnesses of Jesus. Those to be incorporated, or in process of

being incorporated, are the readers to whom he is writing : these

are, by the words koI v/mei'i (the form of which is explained, as

we have seen, by the preceding koI v/xtv), set over against the

r)^el<i. They are to have fellowship loith the " us ;" thus, are to

be incorporated into the already-present Koivcovia.

"And that our fellowship (sc. may be, y) with," etc. " Our
fellowship," naturally, is not that felloioshijy in which the eye-

witness stood already, a Zo?ie and exclusive of the ^'^/ou ;^' but the

" our" is here used m community of meaning. " Our fellow-

ship ; that in which loe already stood, and into which ye are now
to enter, and must more and more increase."

Ver. 4. The first longer and more complex portion of the

introductory section is now followed by a second, shorter, and

less difficult portion. With the first main sentence is now co-

ordinated a second, closely connected with it by the particle KaL
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" And these tliinffs we Aviite unto you, that our joy may be

full." But, first of all, we must establish the reading. Instead

of vfilv, Cod. B. has rjfjbei^, a reading Avhich is here certainly

opposed to internal probability. For, although St John not

seldom {e.g., John vi. 51) adds the personal pronoun which was

already contained in the verb, yet he does so only in cases where

some additional emphasis recpiires it. But here an emphasized

97/Aet9 would be altogether out of keeping. It would only intro-

duce again with new force the antithesis between 7;//.ei9 and

I'/^et? which met us in ver. 3, but which had been just done

away by the common rjjjberepa ; and the thought of ver. 4 does

not giA^e any occasion for this, since here the contrast is pro-

minent between koX Tavra and that which had preceded, but not

between the "3/e" and "if;<?." (" And ^Ais we write, that—,"

but not, "And this write we;" for that this Epistle was written

by St John, and not by the readers themselves, was evident

enough already.) These internal arguments against rjfj,ei<; are

so strong, that they would be decisive against the reading, even

if it were supported by much stronger testimony than a single

codex. The variations of the codd. are much more important

at the end of our verse, between 77 %«/3a rjfjiwv and rj ')(apa v/jlmv}

'H/xcov is the reading of B.G., of a series of the lesser authorities,

of some Fathers (Theoph., Qilcumen.), and the Slavonic Version.

Lachmann, therefore, received rj/jicov into the text of his greater

edition, as Mill had done before him. If r}fj.(bv be genuine, the

Apostle again resumes the common rjfjueTepa, "that our (common)

joy may be perfected." Now it is obviously more probable that

a transcriber should continue— whether involuntarily by over-

sight, or by design— the vfiwv after the vfMiv which had just

preceded, than that he should correct a plain v/jlmv into rj/xcov

on account of the r]pbeT€pa of ver. 3. For this reason I am not

disinclined to hold rj/jicov, with Lachmann, as the true reading

;

and as such it throws a finer tone into the meaning. Even the

origination of the reading ypu^o/jiev rj/xei<; seems to point that

way. For it manifestly sprang from the (perverted) endeavour

to introduce once more the antithesis between we and you in

ver. 4, which had been done away in ver. 3 ; and, therefore, we
may assume that the first codices, which had read <ypd^oix€v

^ A third reading, vi xetpcc. ii^uZv iv v^lv (only in the Syr. and Erjien. Vers.),

owes its origin evidently to the wish to combine the two other readings.
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rj/jiet<;, would read also x^P^ vfiwv. And thus we have a double

explanation of the spurious vfjioiv. But this makes it all the more

significant, that Cod. B., which received from those (now lost)

codices the ypd(})OfM€v rjixeh, nevertheless suffered the %apa

rjiMoiv (misuitable Avith the former) to remain ; evidently because

this 7]fioiv was too well otherwise authenticated, or too generally

acknowledged as genuine. For the rest, the variation pelds no

essg/ifj'a^ difference of thought.

" And these things^^ points manifestly to the Epistle. But

when Diisterdieck says that it points " not merely to vers. 1—3

(to which Sander refers it !), but also to the whole Epistle," this

is far from being the right manner of putting it. Strictly to

vers. 1-3 the koX ravra cannot refer, since " and these things

we wT.'ite" is introduced as a second and different clause, added

to the "that which was from the beginning—we declare,"

and with a new and perfectly independent design (that your

joy may be full). On the other hand, we cannot say (with

Socinus) that koX ravra refers to the remainder of the Epistle

only, to the exclusion of what precedes in vers. 1-3. In fact,

the KOI TavTa refers to no individual passage or portion of the

Epistle as such, but to the Epistle as such in contradiction to

the Gospel, which had been referred to in vers. 1-3. The one

toriting is co-ordinated with the other, and not one part of the

Epistle with any other.

The design with which the Apostle adjoined his Epistle to

his Gospel is expressed in the words, " that our joy may be

perfectedr The point of the design is not in the idea of the

joy, but in the making perfect of that joy. It is not that the

joy is to be added to the fellowship, ver. 3, as something dif-

ferent and separable from it ; but that joy which is presupposed,

though not stated, to have been already imparted in the fellow-

ship, is to be brought to its consummation. And this it is which

shows most decisively the internal preferableness of the reading

qfjbwv. The mutual joy—first the comfort and confidence of

faith in the readers after evil overcome, and then the joy of the

Apostle in the faith and fidelity of his people, and this mutual,

common joy connected with the blessed joy of both in God—
must be brought to its perfection. In order to the accomplish-

ment of this, he adjoins to his written Gospel, which contained

the material for the overcoming of all Gnostic assaults, the
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present Epistle, in which he shows the application of that de-

fensive materia], and teaches his readers how to use their

weapons,— opening np to them the abyss, but also unfolding to

their eyes the glory of fellowship with Him who is light.

The idea of the %a/3a, and also the order of words r) ')(apa

TrXrjpoirrai, point again for their origin to the Gospel of St John
(ch. XV. 11, xvii. 13). As ver. 3 manifestly connects itself with

ver. 21 of the High-priestly prayer, so also we are reminded

by ver. 4 of the passage in ver. 13 of the same John xvii. And
there we find the same participle, ireirkr^pcofievr], used which is

used in our passage. Christ utters, before He goeth to the

Father, and while He is still iv ru> Koajxw with His disciples,

ravra {His Fareioell-Discowses), "va eywat r7]v yapav Trjv i/xrjv

7r€7r\7)p(0fj,ev7)v iv eavTol<i— that they niight have His joy

fulfilled in themselves. And here the veteran St John would

add to his Gospel this further Epistle, as a word of remembrance

and farewell, in order that the joy—the joy of victor^/ in the

confidence of having overcome the world (for this is the kind

of joy which is meant, as in John xvii. 9-16, so also in the scope

of this Epistle, the final section of which, as we shall see, treats

expressly of the " victory over the world," so that the climax

of the Avhole Epistle is in this vck^)—might be perfected in

them, as it was perfected in him (hence the x^pa rjfXMv, used in

common, which strictly con'esponds with the iv eavToi<?, John
xvii. 13, and embraces both points in one).

It is therefore not quite right to view this joy (with Zwingli,

CEcolampad., Diisterd., Huther, etc.) in a too generally dogmatic

light, and make it simply the blessed experience of salvation

flowing from fellowship with God, or the tranquillitas con-

scientice. This effaces the delicate antithesis between vers. 3

and 4, and disturbs the full meaning of the relation to John
xvii. 13. The %a/3a is here, what it is in John xvii., that joyful-

ness which is grounded on the assurance that the children of

God, although in the world, yet are not of the world, and that

the world can have no advantage over them, either inwardly

through temptation, or outwardly through persecution. Prac-

tically considered, this x^P""
'^^ always present wherever that

KOLvcovla, ver. 3, is present (this is itself more fully unfolded

afterwards, ch. iii. 10 and 14), and not present where that

Koivcovta is wanting ; therefore St John can (as we stated above)
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take it for granted as self-understood, that witli that Koivcovia

this %a/3« will also be given. But as certainly as in practical

reality these two are ever united, so certain is it that they ex-

hibit two distinct sides of one and the same divine life. The

KOLvcovia is the j^ositive relation to the brethren, and to the

Father and the Son ; the %a/3a (understood in the sense of John

xvii. 13) refers essentially to the hostile relation of Christians to

the Kocr/jio^.

And how plain does this make the connection of the two

distinct ends of ver. 3 and ver. 4 with the means specified for

their attainment ! His Gospel, the positive historical dirayyeXia

of the eternal \6yo<i in His historical manifestation, St John

gives to his readers, in order that the High-priestly petition of

John xvii. 21 might be fulfilled ; that is, in order that the

positive end might be attained, of incorporating them into that

fellowship of the body of Christ which depends upon fellowship

with its living Head. But St John appends to the Gospel his

Epistle,—with its hortatory application of essential doctrine,

with its distinction and diamiosis of light and darkness, with its

exhibition of the relation of Christians to the K6afj,o^ (ch. iii.),

with its delineation of all the distinctive marks of the anti-

christian power of temptation, and earnest warning against it,

with, finally, its final and conclusive triumph of vtKi] over the

K6a-fio<i,— in order that that other High-priestly petition, John
xvii. 13, might be fulfilled, in the attainment of his readers to

a consummate joi/ of warfare and victory ; an attainment never

possible save when the Christian, though still in the world, is

really sundered from the world, saved from its seductions, and

inaccessible to its ensnaring arts.



PART THE FIRST.

CENTRE OF THE aryyeXia : GOD IS LIGHT.

Ch. i. 5-cli. ii. 6.

St John, in ver. 5, lays down the central point and kernel

of that message, of which he had spoken in ver. 3, viz., of that

which was contained in his written Gospel. He does not here

introduce (as we have shown above)—he does not introduce in

ver. 5 the dyjeXia which was in view, ver. 3 ; but he reminds

them in ver. 5 of the message brought already in his Gospel,

handed over to his readers, and mentioned as such in ver. 3.

For this was the strict relation of his Epistle to his Gospel,

that in the Gospel he declared his experimental hioivledge of

the manifested Logos as such, objectively and historically ; but

in the Epistle he as it were dogmatically sets forth the indi-

vidual sides of the revelation of the Logos, and of His nature,

and draws from them their practical consequences, whether

hortatory or polemical.

But he begins this development, ver. 5, with a declaration

which does not contain one aspect simply, in connection with

the rest, but is itself the central point and source of all the re-

velation of God, from which all the other truths are derived.

Hence he can write at once : koI earlv avrrj »; dyyeXia t]v,

K.T.X. : the message heard from Jesus Christ, and the whole

message, is presented in the truth, 6tl 6 0eo<? ^<W9 ianv— that

God is light. And thus we may explain the iarlv which is so

emphatically placed first in that sentence. For, the reading kuI

iarlv avrr) is authenticated by Codd. B.C.G., Theophyl., CKcu-

menius, and others ; and the circumstance that St John else-

where (ch. ii. 25, iii. 11 and 23, v. 11 and 14) writes Kal

avrr) iaTLV, so far from being an argument against the genuine-
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ness of the reading (as Diisterdleck thinks), confirms it very

strongly ; for, it is much more probable that a transcriber

should have conformed our passage to those later ones (where,

however, St John is developing only individual doctrines of the

revelation of Christ, and therefore uses less emphasis), than

that a transcriber shoiild have arbitrarily violated St John's

customary usage by placing the Avord icrrlv in the forefront of

the whole sentence. Thus he writes very emphatically :
" And

truly is this the message ;" by placing the iarlv first, he stimu-

lates the attention to the following avrr], and throws upon this

word a stronger accent. Kal avrr) iarlv r) dyyeXla, k.t.X.,

would run in Hebrew '"'Vp^''] ^XTI ; on the other hand, the kol

iarlv avrr}, K.r.X., would correspond to the Hebrew riNT n^^ni

ni;pt:'n. Instead of ayyekla the Text. Rec. reads iirayyekia ; but

external testimonies (A.G. and the Fathers), as well as the inter-

nal argument that iTrayyeXia everywhere occurs in the sense

(here unsuitable) of " promise," decide in favour of wyyekia.

The conjecture of Socinus and Episcopius, who would read

airayyekla, has everything against it ; for this word does not

occur in any ]\IS. of oiu" passage, nor anywhere in the New
Testament.

" The message which we have heard from Him, and declare

unto you," is in its essence no other than that same dirayyeXkeiv

which had been the subject of ver. 3, but now modified, and seen

more closely under one particular aspect. That which he had

heard, and seen with his eyes, beheld, and handled with his

hands—his experimental knowledge of the Incarnate Logos

—

St John declares in the Gospel. Here also he speaks of the

very same announcement contained in the Gospel : the quint-

essence and the radical principle of this annunciation, which

he is now in the act of transmitting to the readers in the

written Gospel, he will now in these verses of the Epistle

concentrate and develop ; he will exhibit that in which the

announcement, received from Christ and delivered to the

Ephesians, consisted, as viewed in its central principle. He
therefore characterizes it according to those two several critical

points which had been already brought forward in vers. 1 and

3 ; that is, (1) as one that had been derived from Christ, and

(2) as by him communicated to his readers. Only he does not,

as to the former of these points, repeat the hearing, beholding,
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and handling ; here he specifies only the hemnng, and that for

a good reason. For, this supreme truth, which he will he7'e

specify by name as the source of all the other developments of

the revelation of God in Christ, and therefore as the quint-

essence of all announcement concerning Christ—the truth

that God is light—has preeminently in itself the character of

a doctrinal statement. It came forward especially in the doc-

trine of Christ (although, like every other part of the revelation

of God, actually manifested also in the person and life of the

Redeemer) ; it was uttered, viz., in those discourses of our

Lord in which He disclosed and opened up to His disciples His

own nature, as also the nature of the Father (John xiv. 9),

and thus the nature of the Triune God, and revealed to them

that His nature was light (John iii. 19, etc., viii. 12, ix. 5,

xi. 9, etc., xii. 35, etc., and 46 ; comp. Luke xi. 35, xvi. 8).

Viewed in relation to this its ultimate source, the a'yyeX.la

appears preeminently as one that had been rjKovaiJLevr}, as one

that had been received from the lips of Christ. Christ had

announced to Plis disciples that God Himself, and He Himself

the Son of God, was light ; and St John announces it over

and again, on his part, to his readers (this re-announcement is

expressed by avayyeWeiv, renunciare ; comp. John xvi. 13-15,

and Erasmus and Diisterdieck on this passage).

Thus in this verse the central 2?oint of the whole Johannsean

dyyeXia is introduced ; and it certainly is not true that ver. 5

connects itself with ver. 4 as a " condition," under which alone

the disciples must enter into the fellowship mentioned in vers.

3, 4 (a view which Huther, S. 14 of his Commentary, holds,

while he mentions it in S. 15 as "incorrect").

That main position and central point of the message is now
exhibited in the words : otc 6 ©eo? (f)a)'i iarrt. With utmost

emphasis the negative side is added : koL aKorta iv avrco ovk

eariv ouBefiLa. As it respects the literal understanding of the

phraseology, (f)(o<i is the qualitative predicate, and says that God
in His nature is light; not that He (as Luther's translation

expresses it) is a Light among many. But, if we would pene-

trate into the deeper meaning of this saying, that God is light,

we are encountered by the same difficulty which met us in the

interpretation of the ^corj, ver. 1, and that in an increased

degree. When Diisterdieck would explain the idea of the
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(/)W9 by that of " the behever's walk in light being a ray of the

Divine light," he moves in a circle, and explains idem per

idem; when he goes on to reduce the idea of light to that of

holiness, blaming Calovius for understanding it at once of the

holiness and the omniscience of God, and then presently after-

wards assures us that the idea of light cannot be referred to

mere abstract holiness, he altogether fails to make the matter

in any degree more comprehensible. It will be more helpful

to set out by reminding oui'selves that the declaration, God is

light, is not peculiar to St John alone, but is found through-

out the Holy Scriptures : so in Ps. civ. 2, the creaturely light

of the stars is represented as a garment of God ; and to Ezekiel

and Habakkuk God appeared visible as a light (comp. Rev. i.

14, and iv. 3), as in Dan. ii. 22 God is exhibited as light in

reference to Plis omniscience ; and in St Paul (Rom. xiii. 12
;

Eph. V. 8 ; 2 Cor. vi. 14 ; 1 Thess. v. 5 ; 1 Tim. vi. 16), St

Peter (1 Pet. ii. 9), and St James (James i. 17), we find the

opposition of light and darkness, with the declaration that God
dwelleth in light, or is the Father of liglit. But the simple

statement, that God Himself in His very nature is light, is

strictly peculiar to St John. And, in penetrating its meaning,

all those other passages serve indeed to point out the Avay ; but

they only lead its a few degrees nearer to the thing itself—they

do not lead us into the very heart of it, and in fact receive more

light from our present passage than they throw upon it. For,

all that is here and there said concerning the contrast of walk-

ing in the light and ivalking in the darkness, only serves gene-

rally to show us this much, that the entire category has not

merely a physical and metaphysical, but also and most espe-

cially an ethical side ; but, in order to understand loherefore

the walking in the Spirit of God is described as a walking

in the light, we must first of all know wherefore God Himself

is as to His nature described as light.

In order to perceive this clearly, we must remember in this

case— as analogously in the case of the tour] above— that all

which we are accustomed to term " light" in the domain of the

creature, whether with a physical or a metaphysical meaning, is

only an effluence of that one and only primitive Light, which

appears as the nature of God. But, in order to penetrate into

this primal and incommunicable idea of light, it is necessary,
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before every other question, that we ask what there is in com-

mon between those various kinds of creaturely light. The
starting point for this is found in the passage, Gen. i. 3. The
beginning of the Divine creative energy, as directed to the

lower domain of creation, designated as pK, and as yet confused

and orderlcss, consisted in this, that lie commanded, " Let there

be light." Thus light—physical light, to wit—was not some-

thing brought down and added to the already prepared sub-

stances and orffiinisms, enlifditeninn; them, and making them

subjectively visible ; but it was rather the supreme source of all

cosmical organization, chemical separation, and organic develop-

ment. But physical light is in itself a phenomenon of m.ove-

ment, a life in enlightening bodies which makes tlieir minutest

particles vibrate, so that these their life-vibrations communicate

themselves in beams issuing in all directions to the surround-

ing (transparent) bodies ; and thus the light is that life-action

of shining bodies, by means of which it is their nature to give

intelligence outwardly of their presence, to declare themselves, to

speak of themselves to others, to make themselves and their own
nature manifest to all around. It belongs to the essence of the

shining body to be for others ; the dark body is shut up in itself.

Consequently the light— even the physical light— is, in its

inmost essence, as life, so also love ; and, since it is the laying

open of its own being, it is also trtithfulness. But the shining

body does not manifest itself only,— it shines upon other

dark bodies not its own, which in their own nature were shut

up in themselves. Its beams strike upon their surfaces ; and,

as the vibrating life meets here with opposition, it rebounds

back on all sides, and gives in every direction notice of the

existence and the nature of the body dark in itself. In this

lies an ascendency of light over darkness : that which is in

itself dark is, in spite of itself, drawn by the light to the light,

made manifest, and disclosed as it is. Yea, more than that

:

physical light is for organisms a condition of their life; the

opaque body is not only enlightened by the light, but quickened

also ; as the light is life, so also it diffuses life. But it is mani-

fest that this physical light is more than a mere parable or

symbol of the metaphysical and ethical light ; indeed, there

exists between all three more than mere analogy or resemblance.

Phi/sical light is for us creatures the real basis of mctapJiysical

F
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knoiuledge : not only are all our abstract and general notions

formed out of concrete perceptions of sense, but our thinking

itself may almost be said to take place within the category of

physical light. We cannot think without distinguishing ; and

cannot distinguish withovit thinking of A and B as in juxta-

position, for the intellectual representation of juxtaposition is

the root of all creaturely thinking. But this is the intellectual

representation of space ; and the simplest dimension of space

—

the representation of a line, or a point, or, in short, of any de-

marcation in space, cannot be internally effected without the

representation of a distinct colouring—that is, enlightenment—
and consequently without physical light. The nature of physical

light is inborn in the thinking soul. Light is distinction in its

very nature ; and it may be said to be more than a mere alle-

gorical phrase, that an intellectual truth is brought to light, when
it is made plain.

And thus it is more than a parable or allegory, and even

more than an analogy, when, in the ethical domain, sin, the selfish-

ness which turns away from God, and shuts itself against the

neighbour, is represented as darkness, and the sentiment of love

and truthfulness is represented as light. It is not a fortuitous

and external thing that sin, in all its diversified forms and mani-

festations, as cunning, as murder, as theft, as uncleanness, etc.,

shuns even the physical light. It is not alone the fear of dis-

covery and punishment which operates here : sin is in its essen-

tial nature an involution and shutting up in self— a tvirning away

from all moral and physical relations and ordinances in the

world of God's arrangement— a wilful and selfish negation of

those orderly gradations of cosmical, physical, and ethical or-

ganization which were developed by the hand of God out of

the creation of physical light, Gen. i. 3, as the further results

of creation. And thus the ethical darkness of sin is most in-

ternally related to the lie, as light is to truthfulness. For holy

love has this for its nature, to open itself and its nature, and

make it manifest towards others ; sinful selfishness closes and

conceals itself, and all that is in itself. Now, to conceal that

which is actually present, and not to make it manifest, is to

"lie."

Seeing, then, that we find light thus supreme in the sphere

of creaturely existence—light physical, metaphysical, and ethical
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being thus undeniably one in the essence of tlieir nature;—
seeing that physical light appears to be the producing, forming,

quickening principle of all organization, in its essence self-

communicative, and the stimulating principle of all physical

organic functions of life;— seeing, then, that the thinking soul,

the spirit of man, has essentially the same physical light for the

generating principle of its thinking life ;—and seeing, finally,

that the disposition of mind and will which we term holy love is

no other than the illumination of our own nature for the sake of

others ; and thus that the same gi'eat principle may be traced

throughout all these,— it cannot be thought an overbold leap in

thought, if we draw from this deepest fundamental principle

and fundamental law of the physical, intellectual, and religious

life in the creature, an infei'ence with respect to the eternal

inner nature of the Creator. The Creator, who made light

the principle of all orders of creation, physical, intellectual, and

ethical, must Himself in His 7tatare be light (comp. Jas. i. 17

;

He is not merely the Creator, but the Father of light !). That

life— utterin£f and diffusino; itself in love, makina; all darkness

manifest, and drawing it to the light—must be the life and

nature of the Creator Himself. The individual kinds of light,

which in the creature are exhibited in their distinct characters

and separately, must have been in Him from all eternity in

their primal unity. And if in man thinking and self-conscious-

ness takes effect essentially under the category of physical light

—that is, of distinction—we have in thought, self-conscious of

love and of a relation to God, a dim symbol or reflection of the

manner in which the nature of God unites all three characters

of light eternally in one.

To the positive clause St John now appends the confirming

and more closely defining negative side : And there is no dark-

ness in Him at all. He writes iv avru>, not iva>7nov avrov ;

and therefore does not mean to say that between God and the

creature all is light unto God, that is, that the creature lies

naked and manifest before the glance of God (which Avould be

a one-sided interpretation, leading only to the Divine omni-

science), but that in the internal essence of God's own nature

there is no kind of darkness at all. No hind of darkness

—

ovk

— ouSe/xia. All and every kind of darkness, whatever may in

any sense be termed aKorla, is excluded from tlae nature of



84 CENTRE or THE arfyekia : GOD IS LIGHT.

God, Hence Diisterdieck admits that it is not the holiness of

God alone which is here meant (as it is not alone the darkness

of sin that is denied in relation to God), but rather that the

observation of the old Scholiast has soraethinof right in it : ovre

yap ajvoia, ovre TrXavrj, ovre dfiapTta, ovre 6dvaro<i, neither

ignorance, nor error, nor sin, nor death. Sander well exhibits

the comprehensive and almost inexhaustible sense of these

words, and remarks with propriety, " that no philosophy hath

found one God, who is a Light in which there is no darkness."

In Pantheism (he says correctly), with its ever-becoming God,

the difference between evil and good is only seeming ; even

with Schleiermacher, sin is an inevitable point of transition,

conditioned by Divine necessity. Spinoza declares (Tract.

Theol. Polit. 2, 8), that what is called evil appears such only to

the individual being, which cannot grasp evil as a necessary

element of the universe of things. Even Schelling cannot go

beyond the " dark primal ground" in God ; as Plato could not

go beyond the vXtj, and Jacob Bohme beyond the " dark wrath-

nature" in the Divine Being. It is only the Sacred Scripture,

the word of the living God alone, which in fact teaches us to

know the true God, in whom there is no aKoria at all, who in

His very substance is light, who has that principle in His very

nature, the reflection of which we see in physical, metaphysical,

and ethical light ; the God, who—in Himself eternally a Spirit

self-conscious, living, loving, and, in virtue of His life of love,

self-distinguishing (as the Trinity)—produced the creature into

existence, in self-conscious free will, and with a perfect con-

templation of the end which He purposed, and organized and

appointed the crown of the creature, man, to a loving know-

ledge of God, to the KOLvwvia or felloioshij) of the light.

This being the comprehensively profound meaning which

lies in the words of ver. 5, there are particularly two aspects of

this truth which we may discern in the relation of ver. 5 to

vers. 6-8, and which we must regard as clearly presenting

themselves to the mind of St John. First, the material truth,

that in God there is no kind of darkness, no kind of sin ;
— and

from this flows the consequence, vers. 6, 7, that he who would

have fellowship with God, cannot on his part walk in ethical

darkness. But also the formed side of this truth, that in God
there is no kind of metaphysical darkness, no obscurity and
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ignorance ; that He rather, as being in His own nature light,

fasliioned the creature as ever and fully j)enetrable to Him-
self ;—and from this flows the consequence, vers. 7, 8, that he

who has sin and conceals it, deceiveth only himself (and not

God). Both sides of the truth, like the whole statement itself,

bear thus also an undeniable polemical relation to the Cerin-

thian gnosis ; that is, are aimed at the very root of all Gnosti-

cism. For in this the God of Cerinthus was the direct opposite

of the true God,—and the teaching of Cerinthus the direct

opposite of the truth— that the God of Cerinthus was not lightj

but that the darkness was so absolutely in himself, that all the

darkness and sin in the world must at last be charged upon this

Cerinthian " primus Deus." For, this primus Deus, or this

" principalitas" (Iren. i. 26), was most assuredly an impotent

being, who did not himself create in self-conscious will, but was

obliged to tolerate the separation and emanation from himself

of a " virtus," which virtus created a world altoo;ether icijnorant

of the p>fi'^^s Deus. In the place of the clear almighty will

in God, was brought in a dark fatalist nature-process in God.

And the producing agent employed upon the natural world is

no longer tlie light (as in Gen. i. 3), but the darkness condensing

itself into matter. According to Cerinthus, the world in its very

substance was created in sin. According to the word of God,

the world in its very substance was created of light, and in light

and for light ; and was appointed to the knowledge of the Eter-

nal Light, and to walk in it.

Hence, how^ simple soever the clause, God is Light, may
seem, it nevertheless contains, in fact, the entire Christian doc-

trine and revelation infolded germinally in itself ; and there-

fore may rightly be exhibited by St John as /; ayyeXla, as the

epitome and substance of the whole Christian announcement.

For, that p7'imal laio which immediately follows from the light-

nature of God, forms the basis of the Christian redemption.

God, in conformity with His own nature, so fashioned and

organized the nature of man (who is the crown and end of the

creation), that he can have his perfect satisfaction only by actual

fellowship with God, the Light in Himself : He therefore so

fashioned it, that there is for men a distinction between light

and darkness, holiness and sin, good and evil, innocence and

guilt, blessedness and misery. Upon this primal law rests the
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whole necessity of a redemption ; apart from this primal law of

human natui'e, there would be for men no distinction between

good and evil; without this, there would be no guilt and con-

demnation, and no necessity therefore to be redeemed. But, as

this primal law, and the necessity of a redemption resulting

from it, rests upon the light-nature of God, so, in the second

place, the nature of the redemption itself flows from the light-

nature of God. As in the nature of God as the Light both

elements are in principle one—the formal element of truth and

self-manifestation, and the material element of hair/ love and

self-comrnunication (the former disclosing, laying bare, and con-

demning the darkness ; the latter communicating life and over-

coming death)— so also, in the fact of atonement through Christ,

both elements are in principle united : that of the truth and

self-manifestation, which, as confronting the sinner, is no other

than the judging righteousness of God (who, in opposition to sin

and darkness, demonstrates and asserts His own nature. His

light, His holiness, making it actually manifest against evil)
;

and that of the sacred self-sacrificing, self-imparting, love,

which, as confronting the sinner, is no other than saving grace.

The sacrificial death of Christ is the judgment of grace, the

grace of judgment, the redeeming confirmation of judicial

righteousness, the highest confirmation of absolute love, in the

act of holy condemnation pi'onounced upon sin,—in the sur-

render of the Holy One to judgment for sinners, of the Prince

of life to death (Acts iii. 15), of the eternal Light to the power

of darkness (John xiii. 20 ; Luke xxii. 53). In the death of

Christ, sin is condemned and guilt is expiated, the sin is judged

and the sinner is saved. Thus, from the nature of atonement

these two things follow : the requirement of repentance, of the

knowledge of sin, and of truth as against himself, on the part of

man ; and the assurance of love, grace, and adoption, unto man.

The interaction and combination of the two— of the truth

which knows and confesses sin, and the love to God which

overcomes it—leads to and constitutes the walking in the light,

or holiness. And this combination is the same which is exhi-

bited in the nature of light itself, and which even physical light

illustrates : it is the combination of the manifestation of self

and of life-producing self-impartation. For both the con-

spicuum esse to the beholding look, and the eradiare, the beam
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ing forth into others' substance, belong inseparably to the nature

of light as such, even of physical light. All light exerts both

a judicial and a quickening influence.

The two central points which constitute the icalking in light,

or the appropriation of the redemption accomp>Ushed in Christ,

are now specifically developed and expanded by St John in

VERS. 6-8 : in vers. 6, 7, the requirement of a holy walk ; in

vers. 8, 9, the requirement of the knowledge and confession of

sin. But, in relation to these, the Apostle opportunely gives

expression to those two elemental truths in God which consti-

tute the nature of the atoning act itself,—His actual truth or

righteousness, and Ilis love or grace. The former is indirectly

brought before us, when it is said in ver. 8, that he who con-

cealeth his sin deceiveth himself, and hath not the truth (of

God) in him ; the latter is directly referred to at the close of

ver. 7, and again in ver. 9.

If we take a general glance at the chain of thought
FROM CH. I. 6 to CH. II. 6, we find that the Apostle first of all

draws, in ch. i. 6-10, the two conclusions which follow from

those two characteristics of the light-nature of God as it re-

spects man, the Christian,—to wit, first, vers. 6, 7, the Christian

may not sin ; secondly, vers. 8-10, tlie Christian may not conceal

his sin. Thus these two consequences are seen to stand in con-

nection with each other, without anything as yet to mediate be-

tween them, and as it were in apparent contradiction. Hence,

in ch. ii. 1-6, St John gives the truth lohich reconciles the two.

For he shows in ver. 1 that the not sinning is always a require-

ment which, as such, is binding upon us, notwithstanding that

our actual condition may not as yet be in harmony with that

requirement;—but that the means in order to compliance with

it lie in the propitiation throxigh Christ, once for all accom-

plished, which is offered at the same time that the requirement

is enforced ; while this propitiation does no detriment to that

requirement (vers. 3-6), inasmuch as it takes effect generally

only for those who have known tlic nature of the light, and

accordingly lay that injunction upon themselves.

Vers. 6, 7. The first cotisequence from the truth, that God
is light, is this, that the man who would assert truly that he

has fellowship with God, must confirm it by his own holy walk
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in the light. St John draws out this inference in two condi-

tional clauses, ver. 6 and ver. 7, which, as to their essential

meaning, run strictly parallel, though the second of them in its

conclusion contains a transition from the first to the second

inference. Both clauses begin with edv. This particle does

not introduce, as Schmid says, a casus ex re non fortuitd sed

dchitd et moraliter necessarid ; nor, as Winer affirms,^ a " con-

dition with the assumption of objective possibility." ^Edv is

used when the possibility is not merely an assumed one, but one

which has a real ground in objective relations ; hence then, iii

particular, Avlien onli/ tivo cases are possible, of which the one

or the other must necessarily be the fact, a)id therefore when

it is expected that it will in reality he decided whether that which

is stated as j^ossible will be tlie fact or its opposite. So here.

Tlie one case is, that we, while we profess to have fellowship

with God, walk in darkness ; the other, that we walk in light.

lertium non datur. (So ch. ii. 15, iv. 20.) That St John uses

this turn of phrase precisely here, where he " will exhibit a

moral law" (Diisterdieck), has its reason, not in the meaning

of edv, but in this, that St John has to do here with the matter,

not of physical, but of ethical religious objects. Viewed in

itself, the edv may just as well be used for the representation

of natural laws and conditions.

" If we say that we have fellowship with God :" the e'lTrcofiev

is quite analogous to the Xeyrj of Jas. ii. 14, being an assertion

to which no reality corresponds. On that account we must not

lay too much stress on the 1 Pers. Plur.: it serves only to

express the general "one," and only so far represents the uni-

versal application of the saying announced in vers. 6, 7 ; not as

if St John had meant to say, " Even if I, the Apostle, were to

say this, and nevertheless walk in darkness, I should be a liar ;"

and, certainly, not that he, in "sparing delicacy," gave this

declaration the form of a common Plural.

To have Kotvawlav loith God, means to have KOivwvla with

Him who is light; and that word cannot otherwise be under-

^ On the other hand, e/, cum Opt., according to Winer, expresses "a
condition with the assumption of subjective possibility." But what can wc
understand by a " subjective possibiUty ?" Only the subjective assumption

of an objective possibility. But in that case Winer's distinction between

ii cum Opt. and sssj/ falls to the ground.
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stood than of that relation of Hfe and fellowship of nature

which had heen mentioned in ver. 3, and as it is defined by

John XV. 1, xvii. 21, etc. Now he who says that he stands in

such a fellowship of life with God, the Light, as that of a

member with the head, and nevertheless loalketh iv Ta> crKorei,

— lies. UepcTrarelv signifies here, as in Kom. vi. 4, Aiii. 4,

1 John ii. G, etc., not the internal disposition as such, but the

confirmation and external assurance of that which man bears

in himself as his nature—the moral deportment, so far as it is

manifest before human eyes, and is discernible by man. This

coming to manifestation in the whole round of our nature, lies

in tlie Trepl itself. HepiiTarelv is to go rotmd, to go on. ^Ev rw
aKOTec does not, as the iv clearly shows, express the qualitative

charactei'istic, but the sphere in which that walk, that exhibition

of the life outwardly, is conducted. In the darkness he walks

whose actions and demonstrations of character have their being

in the sphere of sin, of untruthfulness, of death— of the sinful

course of the world and its perishable lusts, its lies, its wicked-

ness, and its vanity. Where this is the case, lohere the life and

aim and deportment of a man runs in the sphere of the selfish,

ungodly, worldly, fleshly nature, there the internal nature of the

man cannot be standing in tliat fellowship witli God. From
the sphere which a man chooses for the exhibition of his internal

nature, we may draw a sure conclusion as to the character of that

internal nature itself. And he who serves darkness in the bent

of his life as it is visible to the eyes of men, and yet would

assert that in his internal secret nature he stands in fellowship

with God, is a liar. Sucli a discord between the inner and the

outer man cannot by possibility exist. Internal fellowship of

life with God cannot do otherwise than reveal itself externally

to man in the fruits of sanctification
;
yea, the light which shines

inwardly must of necessity so diffuse its glow of holy consecra-

tion over the whole life, that the eyes of men may see it. lie

who lives in fellowship with God, and is bom of the light, can-

not in his life and deportment conceal his high derivation.

He who saith that he hath fellowship with God, and yet

walketh in darkness, lietli, however, not only in words : he not

only speaketh not the truth ; he doeth not the truth likewise.

Kal ov TTOLovfMev Tr]v okrjOeLav. In this, that he saith he hath

fellowship with God, he speaketh not the truth ; in this, that he
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walketh in the darkness, he doeth not the truth. The contra-

diction between his pretension and his walk has a double aspect

of lying ; both in icord and deed he denies the truth : in word

he denies that truth, that he is an unregenerate child of dark-

ness ; in act he denies that substantial truth, in which the

nature of God and the nature of light consists. The former is

the opposite of the formal truthfulness against itself, of the

knowledge and confession of sin as a present reality in self

;

the latter is the opposite of the material truth, of the substantive

love to God, of the requirement which he, by saying that he

has fellowship with God, admits as a requirement, while he in

act denies it.—That Tr]v aXi^Oecav can mean only the substantial

truth— that which in its nature is conformed to the nature of

God the Light—ought never to have been doubted, after the

standard of interpretation had been given in such passages as

ver. 8, ch. ii. 21 ; John iii. 21.^

In ver. 7 the second conditional clause follows. The con-

verse to that laid down in verse 6 is this, that toe ivalk in the

light. This walking in the light forms the actual contrast to

the acts of those who say indeed that they have fellowship w'ith

God, but yet loalk in darkness. The meaning of the expression,

ivalking in the light, must be explained after the analogy of the

former. nepLirareiv marks, as in ver. 6, the externally-shown

exhibition of that which is in the man ; and ev rco cficoTi, as in

ver. 6, defines the sphere in which that outer demonstration of

the internal natiire moves. Hence, the <p(o<i does not indicate

the light as the substance of God itself, but that in the objec-

tive icorld which in character corresponds to the nature of God
—that which is not sinful pursuit, selfishness, falsehood, wicked-

ness, but love, truthfulness, salvation, and the holy heavenly

nature. In the light he walks whose action and deportment

runs in the sphere of those deeds, impulses, and relations, which

in their objective scope and quality correspond to the natiu'e of

light— that is, to the nature of love, life, and truthfulness.

^ Episcopius explains Trotelv tyis/ dT^vjkiccv hj facere quod rectum est, and
regards it then as equivalent to dicere veritatem. Lachmann takes it as

oi'Kridivsiv, Eph. iv. 15; Socinus as agei-e recte; Grotius, sincere agere

;

Luther, Calvin, Beza, Bengel, after the analogy of Ezek. xviii. 9, riDK nb*y,

the performance of good words, that -which is right.
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But, having once used ^<w9, ver. 1, in this objective quali-

tative meaning—not to define the Divine substance, but the

sphere of tiie manifestation of the good and the GodHke— St

John does not go on to say, " As He is light," but, in order to

avoid confusion of ideas, "As He is in the light." Even of

God it is said that He is in the light. That sphere of the good,

the holy, the heavenly, the pure, is the sphere in M'hich God
(while as the Creator everywhere present in and to His works)

has in an especial sense His dwelling-place ; that is, in which

He may disclose Plis nature concealed, and on which His eye

rests with holy complacency. (The passage, 1 Tim. vi. IG, treats

of something quite diiferent from this, and is not applicable

here.) But it is not said of God that He TrepLnrarel iv tm
^cotl: Pie iarlv ev ro) (f)u>TL—He is, not walketh, in light. The
idea of TrepiTtaielv can have no place in God in any sense : that

antithetical relation between the internal and the externally

visible, which subsists among men, cannot be predicated of God.

God is in light— that is. He dwelleth in that sphere in which

no sin, no falsehood, no death is, among the holy angels and

the souls of men made perfect. Between this and our walking

in the liglit there is an analogy. As God elects for Himself the

sphere of the sinless and pure life of the angels and glorified

men for His dwelling-place, and His perfect complacency rests

there, and as He is everywhere upon earth, also, specifically

present in His power and blessing where He is feared and loved,

so also he who is born of God will approve the character of his

internal nature by conducting all his acts and aims in that

sphere in which God is feared and loved : not amid the vain

and impure pursuits of the world, and of the flesh, with its evil

thoughts and unholy imaginations ; but in the sphere of holy

external and internal surroundings, in the circles of the children

of God, as in the circle of sacred thoughts and holy imagina-

tions. The macrocosm as well as the microcosm, the outer

world as well as the inner world, in which his willing, loving,

and striving live and move, will be light, that is, corresponding

to the nature of God.

That is "to walk in the light, as God is in the light."

Turn we now to the seqtiel of the sentence. What is it

that is declared concerning those who thus walk in the light ?

In ver. 6 we heard, that if we say that we have fellowship with
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God, and yet walk in darkness, we lie in word and act ; that

is, if we walk in darkness, we have no fellowship with God.

Accordingly, we might now expect the bare, and as it were

tautological, converse, that if we walk in the light, we have fel-

lowship with God. In fact, the reading /ier avrov instead of

yLter' dWypuov—icith Him instead of one loith another—is found

in Tertullian, Clem. Rom., Clem. Alex., Didymus, and the

^thiop. Vers. ; and it appears also to have been the reading of

Cod. A. But that reading has too little external support, and

is too suspicious internally, to have much stress laid upon it.

For it is only too clear that it owed its origin to the desire to

make ver. 7 externally conformable to ver. 6, and thus to

establish a simple logical antithesis. But it is not St John's

manner to lay down such bare contrasts and antitheses as repeat

in the second member the same thought in a negative form

which the first contained. He always prefers to introduce in

every new clause of the discourse some new aspect of the

object. And so it is here, in the correct reading, "one with

another." He has already declared, in ver. 6, that he who
saith that he hath fellowship with God, and yet conducts his

life in the sphere of the ungodly nature, lies in word and deed.

And certainly the leading thought of ver. 7 is no other than

this : He, on the other hand, that walketh in the light, does

stand really in fellowship with God. But this leading thought

is presented in such a form, and is arranged in such an order,

that it contains at the same time a twofold progression to

something new. First, that is, the idea of actual fellowship

with God is resolved into its two great elements. That fellow-

ship with God is, according to ver. 3 (as in John xvii.), a

fellowship wdiich approves itself in fellowship of love with the

brethren (just as " walking in the light" is essentially walking

in love, and in the fii'st member of our sentence is characterized

as walking in the s])here and the living circle of holy persons

and holy interests). And again this brotherly communion rests

upon no other ground than that of fellowship with God in

Christ. Thus St John resolves this fellowship with God at

once into its two main points : into the fellowship of believers

one ivith another^ and the fellowship and common participation

' It is grammatically inadmissible, and a perversion of the meaning,

to make (with Augustin, Socinus, Calvin) the Mivuvia i^tT ci'K'h'^'Kuv mean
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of a Divine power of life. " He who walketh in light, as God is

in the light," he would say, " hath that true fellowship with God
really in its two aspects : He standeth, a) in the fellowship of the

children of God (that was already expressed in " walking in the

light"); and, li) in the fellowship of God Himself and His purify-

ing power. But, secondly, St John now characterizes this life-

fellowship with God as the cleansing from all sins hy the Mood

of Christ. This is joined to the " fellowship one with another"

by the koX as a second element ; and therefore it is doing vio-

lence to the text to regard the second member (with Qlicumen.,

Tlieophyl., Beza, etc.) as furnishing the reason of the first

:

" We have fellowship one with another, and stand in love,

because we have through Christ forgiveness of sins." This is

simply to obtrude dogmatics into the exposition of the words.

An expositor should be (as Bengel says) like the maker of a

well, who puts no water into the source himself, but makes it

his object to let the water flow without diversion, stoppage, or

defilement. That forced view of the relation of the thoughts

would not have been adopted, had it not been taken for

granted that KaOapi^eiv signified the forgiveness of sins, justi-

jication. We find this view adopted also by Calvin, Bvillinger,

Schmid, and Episcopius ; although these do not regard the

second clause as establishing the first, but rightly view it as a

co-ordinate member. But, in later times, the more correct

apprehension of Kadapl^etv, as meaning the sanctifying, purify-

ing power of the blood of Christ, has been very generally

adopted (Liicke, Neander, Olshausen, Diisterdieck). This is

conclusively decided by the ninth verse, where the KuOapi^eiv

occurs in connection with acfitevat as something different. And
it is supported by the use of the Present tense, which marks the

cleansing as not being an act accomplished once, the act of jus-

tification, but as a continuous process.^ But, finally and espe-

cially, the analogy of faith, like the process and connection of the

specific context, leads necessarily to the idea of the sanctifying

the fellowship which believers, on the one hand, and God on the other,

have " with each other." Similarly Episcopius, Paulus, and De Wette.

• This reason is nevertheless less decisive, since it may be said that, in

connection with daily sanctification, there must be also a daily new appro-

priation of the assurance of forgiveness,—and indeed lying at the root of

the former.
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power of God exerted upon believers. That the walking in h'ght

is represented as the condition vinder which we attain to the for-

giveness of sins (idvl)— is a notion which utterly contradicts

the whole strain of apostolical teaching. The walking in light

must indeed be the result, and therefore the note and sign, of

the faith which exists ; consequently, it will be the sign that

the condition under which God has promised to forgive sins has

been complied with. But this sign cannot itself he represented

as the condition of forgiveness ; that is, according to St John,

as according to St Paul, everywhere only faith as such (comp.

John i. 12, iii. 15, 16, and 18 and 36, v.' 24, vi. 29 and 40,

XV. 3, etc.) ; and even in our ninth verse St John requires, as

the condition of the a(f)eat<i, not the icalling in light, but simply

the truthful, sincere confession of our sin and misery—that

confession which is the essential ground from which springs

faith—coming to receive, and not to do or give. Now, as the

analogy of faith forbids our referring the KaOapia/j.o'i, of which

walking in the light is a condition, to the forgiveness of sins, so

the chain of thought in the context constrains us to refer it to

the sanctifying power of God. The antithetical relation between

ver. 6 and ver. 7 must not be omitted from our view. The
fundamental thought which runs through both verses is this,

that a ivalk in darkness necessarily infers an inner nature full

of darkness, which has Jiot God's nature living in it ; that, on

the other hand, a tcalk in light gives testimony of that fellow-

ship (ver. 3) which, in its manifestation, exhibits itself as the

fellowship of love with the brethren, but which, in its root, is a

fellowship and j^articipation in the nature of God, the Light.

The subject here must be this, that God's nature lives in such

a Christian ; not this, that he receives the forgiveness of sins.

Thus Ka6apicr/j.6<; indicates the jmrifying, sanctifying energy of

God living within him ; and with this also agree the words airo

7rdar]<i d/jbapTLa<i. From all and every kind of sin he is cleansed

by God, who is light, and who liveth and worketh in him.

That not God Himself as such, but to alfxa "Itjctov tov vlov

avTov,^ is mentioned as the subject, does not by any means

^ Instead of the simple 'I no-oD (Cod. B.C., Syr., Arm., Sahid., etc ), Cod.

A. and Kec. read 'IwoS Xpicrov. The latter word may certainly be ex-

plained as an interpolation taken from ver. 3, for the sake of conformity

-with ch. ii. 1, iii. 23, iv. 2, v, 20 ; while it is not to be imagined why a
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interfere with tliis construction of the meaning. That by the

alixa 'It)(tov we must understand tlie real blood of Jesus poured

out upon the cross, and not, with Socinus, the Jidns novum, or

with Grotius, the fides in passionem, or with Episcopius, the

ohedientia Christi, or with Paulus, the " rational faith in the

moral end of the death of Jesus," is as certain and self-under-

stood, on the one hand, as it is, on the other, that it is not the

matter or material substance of that blood in which a magical

power lay, whether to forgive or to cleanse from sin. Not in

virtue of its material constituents, or of any magical power in-

herent in these constituents, but in virtue of its having been shed,

has the blood of Jesus the power to cleanse from sins. Hence

in St John (John vi. 53 ; 1 John v. 6, comp. Heb. ix. 14,

Rom. V. 9, 10) the blood of Christ is most certainly equivalent

to the death of Christ. But this death of Christ, or His blood

as poured out, has not less power to cleanse our hearts from sin

than it had to furnish a propitiation and obtain forgiveness

:

the latter, because in the blood of Christ guilt was reckoned

for, and grace obtained ; the former, because in the death of

Christ sin has been condemned. He who livingly believes in

the atoning death of Christ cannot love sin—the sin which

brought Jesus to the cross. Thus the blood of Jesus continues

to exercise a purifying, sanctifying influence, until the heart is

cleansed from all sin. And, indeed, the blood and death of

Jesus has this power, because He was and He is the Son

of God, in whom the nature of the Father was manifested
;

because in Plim the eternal Light surrendered itself, by virtue

of its light-nature, that is, love, to that darkness. Hence the

apposition tov viov avrov. In Christ ruleth, worketh, dwelleth

the Father Himself. The fellowship of the blood of Christ is

fellowship with the Father in its most concentrated concentration.

But when St John has di'awn out to this point the ^irs^ in-

ference from the statement that God is light— to wit, the in-

ference, vers. 6, 7, that he who stands in fellowship with God
must himself walk in the light— he has already in effect gone

beyond that first inference, and has touched another and a

copyist should have omitted Xoittov, if that had stood in the text. There

might be good reason why St John here, where he is speaking of the hlood

of Christ, should describe the Lord by the name of His humanity and humi-

liation alone.
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second element of the question. If the blood of Christ cleanses

us from all sin, it is taken for granted that we need such a

cleansing, that sin is still in us, even in those who " walk in the

light." The requirement, that we walk in the light, is con-

fronted by the fact, that in us there still is sin and darkness.

And this has now internally prepared the way, and given a

connection for, a second inference, vers. 8-10; to wit, that toe

must in truth and sincerity of mind confess the existing sin that

is in us to ourselves and to God. In the external dialectic form

of the passage, this inference is not connected with ver. 7, to

saj nothing of ver. 5 ; but an internal bond connects it with

both these verses. First of all, the concluding thought of

ver. 7 leads over immediately to the thought of ver. 8 :
" Cleans-

ing from sin presupposes the presence of sin even in believers

;

the denial of that is self-deception" (Huther). Accordingly,

vers. 8-10 might appear to be only a further unfolding of a

point contained in vers. 6, 7, and consequently as a mere con-

tinuation of vers. 6, 7. But who does not see that this new point

assumes at once an independent position, and one even apparently

in opposition to vers. 6, 7 ? Who does not see that in this, its

independent position, it stands in an immediate relation to the

leading sentence, ver. 5 ? From the truth, that God is light

and in Him is no darkness at all, follows, first, that fellowship

with Him will approve itself by a walk in light ; but secondly,

and not less directly, that we, who are not like God in having

no darkness at all, must needs confess in t')mtli this our dark-

ness. For truth is not less an essential element of the liffht-

nature than holiness is, and love. Nam ipsa Veritas lux est,

remarks Augustin on the passage.—Even in the formal view,

vers. 8, 9 assume an independent position in regard to vers. 6, 7

;

for the construction of the clauses is perfectly parallel.

Ver. 8. Here again the thought is distributed into tAvo con-

ditional clauses, beginning with idv, in which an alternative, a

pair of possible cases, is represented to the reader.

The first case is, eav elirwfJLev, on a^aprlav ouk e^o/xev.

Once more (as in ver. 6) an elirelv, a saying, to which no actual

fact corresponds. There, it was the profession of having fel

lowship with God, while yet walking in darkness ; here, it is

the profession of having no sin, while yet the sin is present.
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There, St John requires of the Christian that he walk in light

;

here, that h'e confess that he has sin. This relation of the

thoughts of itself establishes, with logical necessity, that dfiapriav

e'xeLv must be something different from iv crKoria. TrepLirareiv.

For the latter, the walking in darkness, is assumed to be entirely

excluded from the condition of a Christian, v/hile the former

must be acknowledged as present by every Christian (the 1

Pars. PI.). But wherein the difference between these two

consists, it is not so altogether easy to determine. The first

glance shows the fallacy of the opinion of Socinus, Grotius,

and Episcopius, according to which aixaprla defines the guilt of

sins contracted hefore conversion. The subject here, is that of

an actual inward possession of present sin. But this having of

sin must be something different from the walking in darkness
;

and therefore we cannot, with Bengel and De Wette, refer it

without qualification to the contracting of new guilt by new sins.

The expression is interpreted to mean orifjinal sin, or still-re-

maining concujnscentia, in opposition to actual sins, by Augustin,

Luther, Calvin, Beza, Calovius, Neander ; of sins which are

committed against better knowledge and will, by Iluther ; of

the condition which is the result of still-continued sinning, by

Liicke and others. But the assertion that the Christian has

still only concupiscentia, or original sin, and no longer commits

an^ actual sins, would be most assuredly, according to the

Apostle's meaning itself, a eavrov ifKavav I as also that, in the

sins which he commits, his will does not concur. But, as it

respects Liicke's opinion, we have only to put it in the right

form to hit the truth, or at least to approximate towards it.

Not the condition ivhich proceeds from the continuing to sin,

but the condition fi^om ivhich the continuing to sin proceeds,

and in which it takes place, might be defined as the a/xapTiav

e-^eiv. Meanwhile that fails to establish the sharp distinction

between this and the " walking in darkness." To bring this

out, we must not hazard a variety of speculations, but contem-

plate each of the two expressions steadily, in its own distinctive

meaning. UepiirareLv ev rf] aKorla describes, as we have seen,

a walk, deportment, and pursuit, observable by man, which is

conducted in the sphere of that ichich is aKoria. The Trepnrarelv

is in the a-KOTia ; on the other hand, in the e-^etv a/xapTiap, the

man is not in the afiapTLa, but the ufxapria in the man. Now,
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it is undoubtedly true tliat every kind of a^apTia belongs to the

domain of darkness, and not to that of light ; but there would

be a great difference between rj aKoria and aKoria, between rf

d/j^aprla and a/napTia, without the article ; how much wider is

the difference therefore between i) aKorta and the simple afiapria

without the article ! 'H. a-Koria is the darkness in all its charac-

teristics, shut up and comprehending in itself all these charac-

teristics (sin, lie, deception, rebellion, death, vanity, and so

forth), placing itself in contradiction to the nature of God

:

afj^aprla is any particular deportment of a sinful kind, so far as

it is a falling away from the true renewed nature of the man.

In the domain of " the darkness" he has his conversation whose

aims and acts^ move in the sphere of the life turned aioay from

God, whose scope of life is thus carnal and vain, whose maxims

are unspiritual and worldly, whose imaginations are impure,

whose affections are unholy, and whose favourite society is not

that of the true children of God. On the other hand, the

" having sin " may still be said of him whose internal ruling

principle is the love of God springing from faith, whose system

of life (in aims, tendencies, maxims, endeavours) is one that is

regulated by the Spirit of Christ, according to the will of God
and the rules of His kingdom, whose delight is among the childi'en

of God, in Avhose society he seeks his consolation and help. He
walks no longer in the sin, not to say the darkness ; the sphere

in which his life revolves is that of the kingdom of Jesus Christ.

But while he is no longer in sin, sin is still in him. Not only

impulses and affections of sensuous desire and constitutional

inclination in his physical-psychical soul-life ; but also obscuri-

ties and dark places in his intellectual life, which still need to

be overcome and enlightened away (such as lack of self-know-

ledge, undue sparing of evil, principles and views which seem to

be born of the Spirit, while in reality they are born of the flesh)
;

and, as the consequence of both, there is the confused wavering

' The -TTipiTrxruv leads, as ve have seen upon ver. 6, not to the idea of

the internal spirit and temper, but to that of the conduct as outwardly ex-

hibited, and witnessed by men without in the world. Only we must not

suppose that others can perceive nothing but the glaring external act.

The dispositions, the tendencies, the fundamental principles, and, above

all, the character of men's imaginations, are sure more or less to betray

themselves to the observer.
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of will, winch leads to individual obliquities of a grosser or more

subtle kind. It is obvious that this e')(eiv d/xapTiav is infinitely

diversified, according to the successive measure of the purification

and development of the new man ; even the Apostle St John
does not exclude himself from the universal " If we say."

He, then, who disputes or questions to himself or other

men this e)(^etv d/xapriav before God, deceiveth himself, eavrov'i

7rXavM/j,6v. TlXdvri is "error;" not error, however, in the ob-

jective sense of a theoretically erroneous principle of doctrine,

but error in the ethical sense. It is a way of error, in which

man, whether through self-deception or through seduction on

the part of others, has been led astray ; comp. John iv. 6, and

2 Thess. ii. 11. Hence 7rXdvo<i, 2 John 7, and 1 Tim. iv. 1, is

he who deceives others touching the truth, and thus seduces

them to lie and to error. UXavdco, accordingly, does not mean
in the New Testament " seduce " in the ordinary sense,—that,

namely, of enticing to anything wicked ; but the fundamental

idea remains, that of a deceiving with respect to the truth. Thus it

is not seduction of any and every kind, but the specific misleading

into ei^ror and falsehood, which is expressed by TrXavdo) : com-

pare Matt. xxiv. 4 and 11 ; Rev. ii. 20, xii. 9, xix. 20 ; 1 John
iii. 7 ; 2 Tim. iii. 13, and other passages. Hence it is wrong to

translate, " We mislead ourselves ;" and most certainly Huther
has no ground for the assertion that the ]Mid. irXavdaOai means
to "go astray," wliile ifkavdv eavrov means "to mislead oneself."

That there is no difference in meaning between the Middle and

the Active, we are taught most clearly by the passage, 2 Tim.

ii. 13, and by a comparison of Rev. xviii. 23 with xix. 20, or of

John vii. 47 with 1 John iii. 7. UXavdv eavrov is no other than

a kind of paraphrase of the ^Middle, peculiar to St John's Greek.

Everywhere, in the Middle and Passive, as in the Active, ifkavdv

bears the same signification : that of deceiving concerning the

truth, that is, seducing to a lying doctrine ; never does ifkavdv

mean misleading in general, and without any qualification. The
translation, " We mislead ourselves," would in this passage give

rise to the false idea that the Apostle meant, " If we say we
have no sin, we seduce ourselves to commit sin—so that we
tliereby sin all the more." True, that this thought would not

be incorrect in itself, in as far as every non-perception and

palliation of present sin and pjjst sins absolutely involves a
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hardening of the conscience with respect to future sins ; but

that is not what the Apostle has it here in view to say—his

meaning is something different. For, the meaning and the

customary use of the word TfXavdv does not lead to the idea of

seduction to sin, but that of misleading to falsehood; and,

moreover, our irXavwfjbev eavTovf runs parallel with the -<|reuoo-

fie6a of ver. 6, as our koI tj okrjOeLa iv rjfxtv ovk ecrriv runs

parallel with the words of ver. 6, koI ov iroiovfiev r-qv aXrjOeiav.

But these two pairs of phrases are certainly not similar in signi-

fication, though they are analogous. Li both, the Apostle says

that there is as well a theoretical untruth, as an actual negation

of truth in life ; only he declares it in ver. 8 by other and still

stronger expressions. He that saitli he hath fellowship with

God, without however walking in the light, Ikth in so saying

;

he lieili towards others, as his etVeiz/ would appear to be primarily

directed to others. He, on the other hand, who saith that he

hath no sin, deceiveth himself, as this elirelv would appear to be

primarily a speaking to self. "To deceive self," however, is in its

guilt more heinous, and in its consequences more perilous, than

that former simple ^^evheo-Oai. In that case it is an unregenerate

man who would make others believe that he is a Christian ; in

this case it is a Clu'istian, who, against his better knowledge, in

spiritual pride, again deceives himself concerning the truth

that he had already apprehended. The ak-qOeta ev rj/jiiv ovk

ecTTt is similarly related to the ov Troiov/nev rrjv aXiqOeiav. He
who walketh in darkness, while giving out that he stands in

fellowship with God, denieth in fact that substantial truth in

which the nature of God, the nature of the Light, consists. He
who deceiveth himself into the belief that he hath no sin— in

him the power and energy of the light, which discloses all dark-

ness, and draws all sin to the judgment, cannot be working,

cannot be present ; thus, while he denies his still-existing sin,

he casts the substantial truth or light-nature, immanent in him

before, out of himself
;
yea, he must already have cast it out,

in order to have been able to " say that he hath no sin." 'H
oKrjOeLa, here as in ver. 6, does not indicate the subjective dis-

position of truthfulness, but the objective essence of the Divine

nature, which is light, and therefore truth and truthfulness. This

nature of God he cannot have, dwelling and working in himself,

who denies his sin.
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In VER. 9 the second member of the general thought now
follows, in a conditional clause which introduces the opposite

side of the alternative. " If Ave confess our sins." St John

avoids here also a mere tautological repetition. He does

not write, " If we confess that we have sin ;" but, when
he is setting over against the negative denial the positive

confession, he speaks not of the confession of a sinful con-

dition generally, but of our definite, concrete, and individual

sins. For this is the form Avhich confession of sin must

assume, if it ever becomes a practical and effectual reality. The
mere confession in ahstracto that we have sin, would, without

the knowledge and the admission of our concrete individual

sins, lose its truth and value, and soon degenerate into a mere

phrase. It is much easier to utter a pious lamentation over our

misery, and to speak rightly about repentance, than to see our

unrighteousness, to confess it, and movirn over it, in the definite

instance in which we have sinned. St John requires the latter.

The question, whether the o/xdXoyeiv means a confession before

God and one's own soul (Bullinger, Neander), or a confession

before men, is in its ground an idle one. As the " saying that

we have no sin," as far as it is called a " deceiving ourselves,"

appears first of all as a representation to self, so the "con-

fession" must be intended first of a confession in the inner soul

and before God ; even as in fact the next clause, " He is faith-

ful and just," points to a procedure between the Christian and

God, But, as certainly as the " saying" of ver. 8 might very

possibly be a speaking before men, appearing then to be all the

more audacious a lie and glaring a self-deception, so certainly

there may, and there will, be circumstances which require the

ofMoXoyla of the sins committed in the presence of men (for

example, before a pastor, or a Christian friend, or in public

confession before the congregation). As often as the general

question is asked of a Christian, be it by whom it may, whether

he have sin, he who admits this befoi'e God and himself would

obviously not deny it before men ; nor would he deny or palliate

his individual sins, when individual sins are charged against

him. But this does not lie in the words of our verse : the con-

text points primarily to something passing between the Chris-

tian and his God ; and those Romish expositors are as far as

possible from the truth, wl/o (as a Lapide) would argue from
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this passage the necessity of a private confession to the priest.

God, not the priest, is mentioned as He who forgives sins.

JJicTTO'i icTTL Kol hUaio^, iW, K.r,\., is the supplementary

clause. If we confess our sins, He— that is, God, who is the only

subject of vers. 5-10, and to whom also the avrov of ver. 7, in

the words rov v'lov avrov, referred— is faithful and just that He
should forgive us our sins, and cleanses us from all unrighteous-

ness. Instead of KaOaplay in the Text. Rec, A. and H. read

Kadapta-et—a reading which is not to be attributed, as has been

alleged, to an ^' error of the ear," but which has rather itself

been corrected into KaOapicrr} through the anxiety of copyists to

preserve grammatical correctness. It is a peculiarity of the

Hebraizing idiom to connect with ha the Future instead of the

Subjunctive : St John does this frequently in the Apocalypse

(ch. xxii. 14; and, in the true reading, also xiii. 12, xiv. 13, ix. 5)

;

and so in the Gospel, ch. xv. 16 (where haxret is decidedly and

manifestly the right reading), with the ov fi-q also, as well as the

ha, ch. X. 5 (where A.B.D.E., Cyr., Chrys. read aKoXovOt]-

(Tovaiv), and vi. 35 (comp. Lachmann), and x. 28 (according to

D.C.). Biit the passage, John vi. 40, is especially worthy of

notice, where St John, after iW, falls back again from the better

Greek of the Subjunctive into the Hebraizing Indicative ava~

<TTr)a(io ; so that the second member of the final clause as it were

limps in its connection with the whole sentence. Suffice that

the same thing is observable in our present passage. According

to the sense, even KaOaplaei still depends upon the tva ; but St

John has fallen back into his more customary Future, and con-

sequently the member Ka\ KaOapiaei, k.tX., is as it were sun-

dered from its strict connection with the "va. The thought is

altogether Hebraic : : y^'B"^3p ^J{^^< 0231 ^rnxtsn-^j? -iS3^ ]Vrh. "Iva

never stands, and it does not stand here, simply instead of were

;

yet it must be admitted that its original telic signification seems

to be considerably weakened in such passages as this of ours.

Where ha occurs in its genuine original telic ov final meaning,

it declares that the act which the governing clause defines, is to

be accomplished for the express end that the final clause specifies.

Thus the sense would here come out :
" God is faithful and

just, in the design to forgive (to the end that He may forgive)

our sins." But this yields no intelligible meaning. God is not

faithful and just on account of any object external to Himself,
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but in His very nature. That He forgives our sins, follows

from His fidelity and righteousness ; but His fidelity and right-

eousness do not result from His design to forgive our sins.

Thus we shall be compelled to acknowledge that the particle

iva has here a meaning very closely related to that of coare.

The idea of a design does indeed enter, in some sense, into it

;

it is not, however, a purpose on account of which the declared

truth of the leading clause ("Pie is faithful and just") is

evoked, but a purpose by which what the final clause de-

clares is conditioned. " God is faithful and just, so that He
hath (and doth effect) the will and the pvirpose to forgive our

sins." Compare below on eh. iii. 1, as also the perfectly ana-

logous passages, John iv. 34 (Jva ttoiijctq)= My meat is that 1

should do), vi. 29 (The work of God consists in this, that ye

should believe) and 40, xii. 23 (The hour is come that, that is,

in which the Son of Man shoidd be glorified). Some similarity

with this (though not a proper analogy) is seen in the use of

Xva after deXecv, ipcorav, and the like (John xvii. 15 and 24).

If, after these observ^ations upon the phraseology/, we now
enter into the thought of the final clause, we are met by one of

tliose glorious j^^ogi^essions of which St John is so fond. If

we deny our sin, we deceive our own selves, and the (essential)

truth dwelleth not in us. If we confess our sin—the conclusion

is not only this, that tee then are true, but the incomparably

greater and most surprising thought meets us, that— God then

in act approves Himself towards us as true, as the 7naTo<i koX

BiKato<;. (Thus in ver. 7 we had, not merely the logical opposite

of the charge y^evhofxeOa, k.tX., but the real result added, the

walking in light.)

If we confess that which in us is still related to the cr/coria,

that is, our dfMapria,— if, therefoi^e, we suffer the light of God
to rule in us, so that it may bi'ing to the light and condemn in

us the darkness which still remains,—then does God approve

to us in act and fact His nature as light. And this is demon-

strated in relation to us, who have sin, under two great general

aspects of manifestation

—

asjidelifi/ and as justice. The idea

of fidelity must not be reduced or confused by the introduction

of strange elements ; it must not be limited to the faithfulness

of God to His promises and declai'atioiis (Bullinger, Sander,

Huther, etc.). God's faithfulness is here spoken of as faith-
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fulness toivards us, fidelity to tliat nature of trutli and light,

related to His own essence, which rules in us in as far as we

confess our sins. And, similarly, the notion of hUato<i is not

to be arbitrarily restricted by the dogmatic reflection, that God,

when He forgives the sinner believing in Christ, performs only

an act of faithfulness to Christ, who paid the penalty of sins,

and thereby obtained a right to demand forgiveness on behalf

of all who believe in Plim. But it is still worse (with Grotius,

Rosenmiiller, Carpzov) to enforce upon SiKaio^ the meaning of

benig?ius, a^quus, lenis. AtKatoq means here and everywhere

Justus. But righteousness must here be viewed as denoting an

immanent quality of the Divine nature, and that (as Q^^cum.,

Calvin, Beza, rightly discerned) in its strict internal connection

with fidelity; both being derived from, and understood by,

the light-nature of God. As God approves Himself faithful

towards us, so He approves Himself also righteous toivards us

when He forgives the sins of those who confess their sins, and

cleanses them from their dSiKta, their unrighteousness. Not,

indeed, by any means in the Romish sense ; as if the confession

of sins were a meritorious act, which God is under obhgation,

in virtue of His rewarding righteousness, to reward by the for-

giveness of the sin. Such a " meritwn de congruo''^ is a notion

that in itself cannot bear the application of a merely logical

test : a forgiveness which one might have merited would be no

forgiveness ; for the idea of forgiveness rests upon that of

grace, the idea of meriting rests upon that of retribution and

right. " To forgive " means to abstain from letting the deserved

award take place ;
" to deserve forgiveness " would mean to

deserve the withholdino; of what we had deserved : and thus it

comes to the not deserving what we have deserved, which makes
pure nonsense. And as this idea of a meritum de congruo is

logically contradictory, so is the thing in itself futile. Plow

can the mere sincere confession that we have sinned and deserve

punishment be sufficient to atone for the guilt, and give a claim

for the remission of the sentence ? Merit has its place in the

sphere of judgment and prerogative of right ; forgiveness, in

the sphere of redemption and grace : to assert any prerogative

of right in the presence of the Redeemer—to think of deserving

grace—would be the purest contradictio in adjecto. It can,

therefore, never be the purpose of St John to say that God was
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obliged by His retributive righteousness to forgive the sins of

the man wlio should confess his sins, or (which is the same

thing) that he who should confess his sins would have a claim

upon the retributive righteousness of God for his forgiveness.

The idea of righteousness here, as closely connected with faith-

fulness, and flowino; from the declaration that " God is liolit,"

must be a higher and more comprehensive idea than that of

judicial compensative right. The passage, RoM. I. 17 SEQ.,

affords us some light upon the subject ; since w^e find St

Paul also using a loftier and more comprehensive idea of the

hiKaioavvr}.

EXCURSUS ON ROM. I. 17 SEQ.

Expositors are wont to understand ZtKaioavvr) ©eov, in Rom.
i. 17, as meaning that righteousness of man which is valid before

God ; but in this they are wrong.^ The citation, 6 Se BiKaLo<; eV

'jricrreo)<i i^qaerat, does not support that view ; since the emphasis

is evidently laid upon the words eV iriareo)';—the citation being

intended only as a foundation for the preceding words, eV Tr/o-reco?

ei9 TTiariv, We must not read o hUaio'^ eV irlarew'^; together,

but Ik 7riarT€Q)<i belongs to the predicative idea contained in

^jjaerac, as more closely defining it ; and 6 S/zcato? is used in

the broad Old-Testament meaning which it has in Ilab. ii. 4,

that is, to describe the pious in opposition to bold mockers

;

and thus o 8iKaio<i would not itself correspond to that idea of

" righteousness before God," which it has been sought to find

in the words 8iKat,o(Tvv7] ©eov. But if the citation from Hab.

ii. 4 docs not serve to maintain that interpretation, the verb

airoKaXvineTat serves to refute it. If this verb is to retain its

proper meaning, we must assume an ellipsis, and interpret,

" The way to attain righteousness before God is revealed ;"

although even then " hath been revealed" {aTreKaXixpOr^, or

a-TTOKeKakvTTTai) would be expected. But, further, it cannot

fail to 1)0 seen that in ver. 18 the words, " the wrath of God
is revealed," are strictly parallel in j^hrase with the words of

^ Compare my treatise on "The Doctrine of Satisfaction." The most

important points of my investigation of the passage in that treatise are

condensed in t'ue present text.
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ver. 17, " for the righteousness of God is revealed." It is true

that vei's. 17 and 18 do not form a parallel in such a sense that

Ziicaiocrvvr] might be translated by " grace," as being the exact

opposite of op'yr] ; but yet ver. 18 is so strictly connected with

ver. 17, and its references to it are so close and full, that we
cannot conceive arrTOKcCkvirrerai in ver. 17 to bear a meaning

perfectly different to that which it bears in ver. 18. " To
reveal," apart from this, does not bear so full a meaning as that

of " show forth," nor as that of " work in act ;" but it every-

wliere (1 Cor. ii. 10, xiv. 6 and 26 ; Gal. i. 12 and 26 ; Phil,

iii. 15 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 30 ; Eph. iii. 3 and 5 ; further, Rom. ii. 5,

viii. 18 ; Gal. iii. 23 ; 2 Thess. ii. 3 and 6 ; 1 Cor. i. 7) indi-

cates that something shut up in the nature of God, and as such

concealed from the creature, comes forth from God, and is

manifested in a manner cognizable by the creature. The op<^y]

existing in God is revealed upon the ungodly, when it is

manifested in its work of judicial punishment. So also the

BcKaioavvT) Geov must be, not a relation of man to God, but a

definition of the nature of God Himself, which is in the Gospel

revealed and manifested " from faith to faith." The preposi-

tions e/c and et? mark the boundaries within which that revela-

tion takes place (comp. 1 Cor. xvii. 5

—

ba, p) ; it is a revela-

tion which takes place altogether within the sjihere of faith. ^Ek

denotes what had been the issuing-point of its being made mani-

fest ; et? denotes the goal to which it leads. From faith it

was derived, and it leads to faith.

^

But, wherein consists that revelation itself of the righteous-

ness of God ? Assuredly a certain contrast between God's opyrj

and God's SiKaioavvr] is expressed : though it is not a contrast of

contradiction, as between hatred and love, wrath and grace
;
yet

it is a relative contrast, as between amendment and cure, help

and full salvation, that which is preparatory and that which is

perfect. The wrath of God is revealed in punishing ; the right-

eousness of God is revealed in the Gospel, and therefore evidently

in redemption. But the Apostle must have had a good reason

for referring redemption here, not to the grace of God, but to

His righteousness. Grace would form an exclusive opposite to

1 That is, from the 7ri'(Trig 'Imov Xpiarov, ch. iii. 22 : not from faith in

Jesus, but from the faith ivMch Jesus exercised. For He is indeed the Leader

and Finisher of faith (Heb. xii. 2).
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the wrath ; but the Apostle will not name the coiinterjxirt of
wrath as the ground of the plan of salvation, but something that

is higher than the wrath is. He will not deny, either that re-

demption is grace, or that wrath is righteous ; but he will in-

timate that it is not the full essence of righteousness which finds

its realization in wrath ; and that it is not merely grace, but, as

essentially, righteousness also, ichich is manifested in redemjytioii.

What lie had to say concerning the worth of the Gosjjel

reached its climax in the utterance of ver. 17, that God's

righteousness was revealed in it, and that as demanding faith

and leading to faith. God's xnxdli, that is— he goes on expla-

natorily— will be revealed from heaven (not, like the former,

upon earth, through the incarnation of Christ) upon the un-

godly ; and then he brings in demonstration, from ver. 19 to

ch. ii. 29, that this lorath is not unrighteous, but a BtKatoKpicria

(ii. 5), as against the Gentiles (ch. ii. 14-16), so against the

Jews (ch. ii. 17 seq.). In ch. iii. he teaches that the pre-emi-

nence of Israel did not rest upon his greater sinlessness or

righteousness, but in his relation to God, as the instrument of

the preparation for the Gospel (ch. iii. 2), since to him the pro-

phecies (\oyia) had been entrusted. For, the unfaithfulness of

the Israelites did not abolish (ver. 3) the faithfulness of God
(in the fulfilment of the promises). But, on the other side

(ver. 5, Be), man cannot by unbelief do any service to God

;

unbelief could never have a rio;ht to demand discharge of

punishment, because by means of it the faithfulness of God
had been manifested in a still brighter light (ver. 7) ; but God
suspends over the ungodly His opyij righteously, God's opy)] is

a righteous wratli (ver. 5).

Thus has St Paul shown that the 0/3777 does not stand in

contradiction to the BiicaiocrvvT]. But similarly the full nature

of the latter does not find /^s full realization in the op'yrj. The
righteousness of God extends beyond the wrath, and embraces

more than it.

St Paul, in ch. iii. 9 seq., deduces from all that had been

said, ch. i. 18-iii. 8, the conclusion, that no man is righteous

before God (ver. 11),— that is, that no man is righteous through

the works of the law (ver. 20). He then goes on :
" But now

the righteousness of God is revealed, apart fi*om the law, as it

was witnessed by the law and the prophets ; but God's right-
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eousness (has been revealed) through the faith of Jesus Christ,

for all and upon all them that believe." Christ went— a second

and greater Abraham— the way of faith (in the sense of Heb.

xii. 2), and thereby revealed the SiKatoavvr] Qeov. But this

" righteousness of God" is here, as in ver. 17, not the way in

which man is justified before God, but righteousness as essen-

tial in the nature of God. For ^avepovv denotes, like arrroKcv-

Xvitr&crQai^ not a creation or working out of that which previously

had not existed, but a making manifest of that which before

had been concealed in God's unapproachable nature (comp.

2 Cor. ii. 14; ] Cor. iv. 5; John xvii. 6). AiKaioavvr] @eov

denotes here the same as in ver. 5 and ver. 25. Thus we obtain

the very same thought here as meets us in ch. i. 17.

Thus, that righteousness of God—with which, according to

ch. i. 19-iii. 7, wrath stands by no means in contradiction— is

manifested not merely in lorath (in which God appears as He
who is righteous), biit more highly and more fully in redemp-

tion, in which God appears as He who both is righteous and makes

righteous (ver. 26). For, in ver. 26 it becomes perfectly plain,

what idea St Paul connects with the StKacoavvr] Qeov. Right-

eousness is never simply and of itself equivalent to grace ; it is

through a redemption (ver. 24) effected, and a propitiation

made, that we are justified and absolved. Righteousness is that

characteristic of God as a Judge, in the exercise of which He
requires right to be done to sin— that it be condemned and

punished. But this judging and condemning act of God's

righteousness does not exhibit the whole and entire essence of

His righteousness. When God set forth Christ as a riiQ2j that

He should cover the guilt of sins by His blood ("i33), the design

of God was not merehj that of revealing Himself as One who
was righteous, that is, in punishing sin ; His higher aim was,

that He might approve Himself to be righteous, and at the same

time to make righteous.

Here we attain to the highest and most comprehensive

notion ot the Divine SiKaioavvr)^ in which it is not any longer

merely the conduct of God towards the cj^eature (as a retributive

judging), but a definition and character of the Divine nature.

To let sin go unpunished, would have been contrary to the

righteousness of God—contrary to His retributive righteous-

ness, which follows from the essential righteousness of His
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nature ; to leave the sinner to perish in liis sin, would have

been also contrary to the righteousness of God,— not, indeed,

contrary to His retributive judicial righteousness, but contrary

to that higher righteousness of His natui'e. From this flows,

in connection with the retributive dealing with sin, the redeem-

ins work for the sinner. What then is the inmost essence of

this righteousness of nature ?

That God not only is hiKaco^^ but also makes righteous ; that

is, that He not only bears in Himself the norm in virtue of

which His retributive righteousness shows itself as a holy nega-

tion of sin, as judgment and condemnation of all evil,— or, in

other words, that He not only, in virtue of His light-nature,

draws the darkness to the light and condemns it,—but that He
also seeks to make this His own liglit-nature effectual in His

creature, in bringing the creature to a perfect victory over the

darkness. Therefore, it was not enough to His absolute right-

eousness that He should have condemned the sin in men ; there-

fore, it was His sacred counsel to redeem and deliver mankind

from sin.

Let us now return to our passage in St John. We have

derived, from an unbiassed exegetical examination of Rom. i. 17-

iii. 26, a notion of essential righteousness in the nature of God
which is different from, and exalted above, the idea of mere re-

tributive dealing, and which is most internally and most straitly

coincident with that of the Trio-ro? elvat (comp. Rom. iii. 3), as

well as with the primal truth on 6 &€0<i 0w9 ecrrt. It is not an

arbitrary assertion, when we say that our 8LKaio<;, 1 John i. 9,

stands for the designation of the same idea:^ it imist be the

same SiKatoauvrj Oeov ; for in both passages the righteousness

of God appears as the source in God from which flows His re-

deeming, sin-forgiving, and sin-destroying dealing with man.^

It is that righteousness in which God, as being the Light, not

only condenms the darkness, but gives -to light a real victory

^ That 2 Cor. iii. 10, v. 21, also present the same idea of the oi>ictioau-jn

Qsov, I have elsewhere endeavoured to show.
- So Olshausen also remarks on our passage :

" Zt>iuio;, not merely inas-

much as in Him perfect harmony reigns, but because, also, He reduces the

discord to harmony ; thus otKottuv, making/ riyhteotis."
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over the darkness. God demonstrates Himself towards His

creatures to be SiKaco<; in tliis sense, or rather maro'i and SiKaio<i :

1. faithful to His own light-nature, and to all in whom this

light-nature works and rules ; and, 2. S/«:ato9, as not only being

righteous, but also making righteous, and giving light the

victory over the darkness, when we testify by the confession of

our sins that His light is exercising its dominion within us.

Towards him in whom the light so far exerts its influence that

he brings with a true and sincere mind his darkness to the

light, not sparing, but confessing and suffering the judgment

of that darkness, God approves Himself as the Faithful and

Just, who is not contented with an as-it-were one-sided judg-

ment of the (TKOTia existing in that man, but who acknowledges

His own (f)m already working in his soul, and aids that to get

the perfect victory.

But that victory is a twofold victory : first, the forgiving us

our sins ; and, secondly, the cleansing us from all iniquity.

These two members cannot be tautological, as if by -Tracra aScKia

only the guilt of sin must be understood (against which the

Trdaa itself testifies !), and by the Ka6ap[^€Lv nothing but the

a^eai^ in another form ; for such a tautology is without example

in St John. But dSiKia is si7i as such (compare Luke xiii. 27,

xvi. 8, xviii. 6 ; Heb. viii. 12 ; John vii. 18 ; Acts viii. 23 ; Rom.
i. 18, iii. 5, vi. 13; 1 Cor. xiii. 6), while, on the other hand,

avofjbla is the term which expresses unrighteousness in relation to

its guilt (Rom. iv. 7 ; Tit. ii. 14 ; Heb. viii. 12). And, indeed,

St John defines sin here with delicate precision as aBoKla— that

is, as being the precise opposite of that essential BtKaioa-vvT] in

God. From all that in our souls which does not correspond

with that internal nature of God, He will cleanse and purify

us, and thus in every sense make us righteous: that is, 1. by

justifying and setting us fi'ee from guilt {a(f)fj raq afiaprlai;)
;

and, 2. by making us free from sin {Ka6ap[(xei, k.t.X.), in order

that in each and in every relation the light may bear away the

victory over the darkness.

The artifice of Romish theologians, who would establish their

purgatory by the concluding words of our verse—introducing

into the text surreptitiously the idea that the KuOapl^eiv is not

accomplished till the state after death—may be mentioned only

as a curiosity of interpretation.
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In VER. 10 St John repeats, Avitli special emphasis and

special keenness, the thought of ver. 8. Tliere are those who
think that ver. 10 contains, in relation to ver. 8, something

entirely new,— to Avit, that ver. 8 is directed against such as

deny that they are still affected by sin, while, on the other

hand, ver. 10 contends against an altogether extreme tendency

of those who maintain that they have never committed sin in

their life (even before their conversion). But, in that case, ver. 10

ought to have stood before ver. 9, by the side of ver. 8 : first,

that the progression from ver. 8 to ver. 10 might plainly be ex-

pressed ; and, secondly, because ver. 10 would then, in connec-

tion with ver. 8, form the one negative member, and ver. 9 the

other positive member, of the thought. Then, too, we should

have expected that the characteristic of the error contended

against in ver. 10—that is, the assertion of never* having sinned

—would be made emphatically prominent : instead of the simple

ouT^, an ovSeTTco (John vii. 39), or an oinrore, oinronTroTe being

used. Finally, we cannot understand, on the one hand, how
St John could represent that which is said in ver. 10 with the

1 Per. Plural, as a case that might possibly be supposed of

every Christian ; nor can we comprehend, generally, how people

who could assert that they had never committed sin should have

wandered into the Christian community.—Equally perverse is

the related view of Socinus and Grotius, that rj/xaprrjKevac must

be referred to sins committed before conversion. Resting upon
this false interpretation of ver. 10, they explain also the d/xaprtav

e^eiv of ver. 8 simply of the guilt of the sins committed before

conversion. But thex*e is nothing in the words of ver. 10 or

ver. 8 which leads to or justifies such a restriction. The Perf.

rjfiapTijKevai is sufficiently explained, as Liicke remarks, by the

consideration that, at the critical point when a man comes to

confess or deny any definite concrete sins, these sins are already

perfectly accomplished acts (pe?/ec^a). And single concrete

sinful acts are here (as also in the words ofioXoyayfjLev Ta<; d/nap-

riwi rj/jicbv, ver. 9) the subject ; and no longer the general con-

dition of dfiapriav e-^eiv, as in ver. 8. After ver. 8 has once

led the thought to concrete, definite, individual sins, it still ad-

heres in ver. 10 also to these individual committed sins (thus

to the r]/jiapTT]K6vat).

He who denies that he " has sinned," that is, that he has
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committed definite concrete sins (after as well as before his con-

version)

—

mahes thereby God a liar. These words, -^^evaTqv

TToiov/iev avTov, are an intenser and higher expression of the

ylrevSofxeOa, ver. 6, and the TrXavcofxev eavrov^, ver. 8. It is not

only a saying which contradicts the objective and actual state

of the case, a ^evheaOat,—not only a guilty self-deception, a

sinning against one's own soul, when one deceives himself touch-

ing the truth, a ifXavav eavrov,—but it is also an impiety against

God, whose word and revelation is thus daringly contradicted.

FoT God says in His word (comp. Rom. iii. 10-23), as also by

the actual revelation of the great act of Redemption by gi-ace

(comp. John ix. 41 ; Luke v. 31), that all men are sinners, and

sin in many ways : he then who declares himself to be without

sin, charges God with lying. But, as in ver. 6 and ver. 8 there

was associated with the charge of a theoretical untruth (of the

-yfrevSeaOat and irXavdv) the charge also of an actual want of

participation in the power and nature of the substantial aKr]Qeia

(" we do not the truth," and " the truth is not in us "), so also

here there is associated with the charge, that we daringly con-

tradict the revelation of God, the second charge, that we practi-

cally have no part in this revelation, that its power and essence

do not dwell in us. 'O Xoyo'i avrov, that is, tov Qeov, is no

other revelation than that which convicts us of sin, and which

declares him to be a liar who will not confess his sin. Thus,

according to this connection, o X0709 does not indicate the Logos

in the sense of John i. 1, but the revelation of God in general

;

but, on that very account, the question whether the X0709 here

means the Old-Testament revelation (Qj^cum.,Theoph., Grotius),

or the New^-Testaraent revelation (Rosenmiiller, Huther), or

both revelations (Socinus, Calovius, Liicke, Neander), is no

better than an idle one.^ It is the collective revelation of God,

not merely indeed that which is contained in the written words

of the Old and New Testaments, but the entire self-annuncia-

tion of the nature of God, who is light :— and this revelation

viewed as one and sole, wdiich has revealed itself as well in the

^ Hutber is even of opinion that the Old Testament cannot be included,

because tlie subject is the sinning of Christians. As if Christians did not

acknowledge the Old Testament also as the word of God ! As if even a

Christian would not make God a \piwr-/i; if he should contradict the Old-

Testament passages cited in Eom. iii. 10 seq.
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Old- and New-Testament revelations of word as in tlieir revela-

tions of fact, and whose internal organic centre is assuredly the

revelation of the Word of redemption, the " \^''ord " which per-

sonally was manifested in Christ Kar e^o-^rjv ; so that the collec-

tive revelation of God in Avord and act is absolutely no other

than the revelation of God in Christ, the personal X0709. This

revelation, as one great whole, convicts man of sin ; this revela-

tion, as a whole, is first dishonoured and charged with lying hy

him—and, secondly, it therefore dwells and rules not as a

power of life in him—who denies that he had sinned. (Thus

the Xo'yo^ of John i. 1 is not excluded from the Xoyofi of 1 John
i. 10, but forms the centre of that revelation generally which

is here indicated by X070'?. But it w^ould be wrong to limit the

broad and comprehensive idea of our X070? in ver. 10 to the

dogmatically-fixed and precise idea of the X0709 in the sense of

John i. 1.)

St John, then, has repeated in a more rigorous expression

the thoughts which had already been unfolded in vers. 8, 9,

according to their two aspects. It is blasphemous denial of the

collective revelation of God, and it betrays that a man has no

part in that revelation, to say that he has not sinned ; that is, if

the individual sins which he has committed, or still commits, are

either placed theoretically in question, or in the concrete instance

are not confessed, or are proudly vindicated :—whether it be,

that the theoretical denial of having sinned proceed so far as

the wilful delusion (seldom or never exemplified, however) of

asserting that he has never sinned ; or whether it be, that by any

artifice of false philosophy the sinfulness of sin is theoretically

philosophized away, or only in practice a true confession of the

individual sins is lacking. For, every instance— even every

individual instance— of iinconfessing impenitence is a blas-

phemy against the word of God, and also an evidence that

God's judging and regenerating word of revelation does not

effectually rule in the heart.

Thus the Apostle has deduced at large, from the dyyeXiw

OTi 6 0eo<? (f>a)<; earn, the two following cardinal consecpiences :

1. That lie ^cho ivalks not in the light, is a liar ; and,

2. That he who does not confess that he is a sinner, is a liar.

But thus the two clauses stand side by side as yet without a

H
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mediation hetioeen them, and as apparently contradictory. That

they do not really contradict each other, has been already seen

in the examination of the ideas " walldng in darkness," and
" having sin." But this reconciliation between them is as yet a

latent one. St John has laid down the one requirement, " Ye
must walk in the light," and the other, " Ye must confess that

ye have sin, and so darkness, in you, that ye commit, and have

committed, sins," as two absolute requirements, as it were

harshly connected together ; and therefore the reader feels the

want of a mediating explanation. For there is, after all, no

kind of "sinning" which is not in some way related to the

" walking in darkness," and therefore belonging to the sphere

of that walking. There is, in other words, no sin in the man
by which he does not in some sense place himself again in the

domain of the sinful impulse and the darkness. Consequently,

it is necessary—in spite of all notional distinction between the

" having sin " and the " walking in darkness "— that the double

statement, 1. that we must simply not w'alk in darkness at all,

and, 2. that we must simply confess our having and committing

sin, should receive an explanation which may mediate between

them, and resolve the seeming contradiction.

This reconciliation the Apostle gives in CH. ii. vers. 1-6.^

And he commences it from a practical point of view. He
tells them to lohat end he had written to them ravra, these

two cardinal declarations, cli. i. 6-10. It is most instructive to

observe how the Apostle here scorns and discards all notional

dialectic operations for the solution of the difficulty. He does

not say wdiat a subtle and keen understanding might and would

say concerning this intricate question. He says what his

conscience would say to a simple and plain Christian upon the

matter. To the sincere and conscientious—with whom the

^ This relation of the thoughts Calvin alone has recognised. Bullinger

and Liicke refer ch. ii. 1, 2 one-sidedly to ch. i. 8 and 10, as if St John had
only in view to oppose a misapprehension that sin was inevitable. Augustin,

Zwingli, and others, refer ch. ii. 1, 2, with equal one-sidedness to the for-

giveness of sins assured in ch. i. 9 : St John would show commentatione

gratiee divinx non prxberi Ucentiam peccandi. (But how do the words,
" And if any man sin, etc.," suit this view?) Still more astray are those

expositors who refer ravToe. ypot.<()of^iv^ not definitely to what precedes, but

to " all that precedes and follows," or (Bengel) only to what follows. The
true explanation speaks for itself.
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akriOeta of God has to do—the practical conclusions which St

John here draws are in themselves and absolutely right, shining

convincingly in their own light.^ How far in this way the true

reconciliation of those two apparently contradictory cardinal

sayings is given, wall appear from a strict exegetical examina-

tion of our verses themselves.

Ver. 1 is divided into two main thoughts, which are con-

nected together by KaL The governing verb of the first is <ypd-

(f}o/ji6v, on which the clause expressing the design, that ye sin not,

depends. The second main proposition no longer depends

grciimnaiically \\\)on <ypd(})Ofiev ; at the same time it must be

admitted tliat St John, if a complex construction of sentences

liad not been so alien to his nature, would certainly have made
the second thought dependent upon the " \ve write," and have

said : koI 'iva elSrjre, on, edv Ti? afxaprrj, TrapaKkrjrov 'i'^opuev

' Would that this great and simple rule were observed and followed in

the treatment of other and analogical dogmatic problems ! How simple,

for example, is the position wliich the question concerning predestination

assumes, when thus loolied at ! Here, also, two apparently contradictory

truths are placed in juxtaposition. On the one hand, the truth to which

the internal experience of every Christian beais witness, that he has ex-

perienced any victory of the good in himself, either before, or in, or after,

his conversion—any victory of penitence over the pride of sin, of faith

over doubt, of the love of God over sinful lust, of the new man over the

flesh—in relation to which he is not constrained to acknowledge that in

liim there had been an inexplicable opposition, and that the decisive in-

fluence which made the good pleasant and possible to him was an influence

oi free grace proceeding from God, without the vT^-epwspicrirsvtiu of which he

would have gone on for ever to resist. On the other hand, the truth that

the final decision which determines whether the man be lost or be saved,

cannot possibly be without the man, so that he should be only the passive

creature of a power having the decisive control over liis fate, and all his

willing be wrought in him without his own self-decision. That first truth,

further unfolded into all its consequences, leads inevitably to absolute pre-

destination ;
this latter to a kind of Scmipelagianism. A theoretical

dialectic reconciliation of the two is infinitely difficult, and probably never

to be attained in a perfectly satisfactory manner. But if, with St John,

we ask our conscience what it has to say iji the matter, it wUl answer :

Hear hoth these truths, in order that " ye may work out your salvation

with fear and trembling ;" and when it is Avrought out, know " that God

it is who worketh both in you, the willing and the doing, after His good

pleasui'c." ;
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— " And that ye may know that, if any man sin, we have an

Advocate."^ Thus much at least is certain, that in fact the

two thoughts, 1. "We should not sin," and 2. "i/'we sin, we
have an Advocate," are co-ordinate and parallel ; and that both

in their juxtaposition serve to make plain the internal rela-

tion of the two cardinal statements of ch. i. vers. 6, 7, and vers.

8, 10.

St John introduces these two clauses by the address reKvia

fxov, the same recurs, vers. 12 and 28, iii. 7 and 18, iv. 4, v. 21.

St Paul (Gal. iv. 19) grounds this address upon his relation as

the spiritual father who had spiritually begotten the Galatians,

and must a second time give them birth : with St John the

expression seems rather to be a customary form ; though it has

its foundation in the same relation of a spiritual paternity,

associated, however, in his case with the idea of his physical

asc. The diminutive form in reKvia is that of affection : in our

passage it is in full, " My little children," reKvia fJLov. This

appellation or address does not serve to " indicate a new section;"

as some preachers are wont to begin every new head of their

sermons by their "dear hearers." But it has an internal reason :

for the Apostle, after he had been hitherto laying down objective

doctrinal statements, turns now to the consciences of his readers

;

he appeals by the address reKvia /jlov to their consciousness of

their personal spiritual relation to himself, the Apostle, as if he

would say :
" Ye know me, who and wliat I am, how I am related

to you, and who and what ye are ; and thus it must be plain to

you with what meaning and design I have written these state-

ments unto you."

The first declaration is now :
" This I lorite unto you, that

ye sin not." (Parallel with the personal address, there now
enters, instead of the earlier apostolical 1 Pers., ch. i. 1-4, the

individual 1 Pers. Sing.) If we go no further than this declara-

tion itself, we may long contest the point to which of the pre-

ceding clauses the ravra refers, whether to the words of ver. 9,

" He is faithful," etc., or to tlie words of ver. 10, " If we say,"

etc. In the former case, we must assume (with Augustin) that

the Apostle's purpose is to obviate the misconception that the

forgiveness of sins gives license to sinning. But if the Apostle,

' A deeper reason wliy lie does not use this expression will be seen in

due course.
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when he wrote " these things," had the conchicling words of

ver. 9 in his mind, and designed to meet tliat objection, lie

woukl manifestly have been obliged to say, " These things I do

not Avrite unto you, that ye may sin," or at least, " These things

I write unto you, but not that ye might sin "

—

ov ypdcfxi) Iva

afidpT7]T€, or ak\a firj iva dfidpri]T€. lie cannot have written

the sentence which rendered the misunderstanding possible

—

to wit, the sentence that the sins would be forgiven

—

to the

end that he might guard them against sinning. If we Avill

entertain any such view, we must not understand by the " these

things" the thought, " He is faithful and just," etc., but some

other thought which the Apostle appended in order to obviate

a misunderstanding of ver. 9. But where do we find any such

thought ? In vers. 1, 2 we seek it in vain : vers. 3, etc., would

in themselves serve for the prevention of such a misunder-

standing ; the sentiment of those verses is not introduced as a

correction, but as a new and independent thought, so that the

Apostle's " these things " could hardly have referred to the

following A'er. 3.—There remains another supposition, that the

Apostle's design was not directly to obviate an abuse of the

forgiveness of sins, but only to lay down an as-it-were para-

doxical statement ; that he writes what had been said at the

conclusion of ver. 9 concernina; the forgiveness of sins with the

design to set their hearts free from the desire to sin, and to fill

them with abhorrence of sin. But perfectly true as the senti-

ment is in itself, that a living faith in the forgiveness of sins

through Christ leads to an abhorrence of sin, the limitation of

the generally-expressed " these things" to the individual and

isolated thought of ver. 9 is perfectly arbitrary.

More natural, as allied to this, is the explanation of Bal-

linger and Liicke, according to which, " these things" must be

referred to the immediately-preceding thought, that we must

confess that we have sinned. St John does not write this de-

claration, concerning the absolute presence of sin, with the design

that we should regard sin as something inevitable, and yield

ourselves unresistingly to its lusts. " Ista vero non in hoc

scripsi, ut ad peccandum incitarem"— is BuUinger's interpre-

tation. But here returns in a strenfrthened form the same

objection, that St John must then have written ravra ov

ypd(f)ci) iva d/jidpTr)Te— These things I write not that ye may sin.
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For, the statement that we ai'e sinners cannot, to the extent

that the doctrine of forgiveness can, be apphed as a positive

bulwark against sin.

For our part, we refer the ravra most decidedly to the eJith'e

preceding exhibition of truth ; that is, to the double-proposi-

tion vers. 6-8 and vers. 9, 10. The double-proposition, 1. that

he who professes to have fellowship with God, and yet walks

in darkness, speaks and acts a lie; and 2. tliat he who (professes

to have fellowship with God, and) denies that he has sin, is

a liar— this double-statement, that fellowship with God is con-

ditioned by an actual denial of the crKoria, and a positive ac-

knowledgment of the really present ajjuapTia— St John wrote

to the end which he now in ver. 1 proceeds to express. But it

is a twofold end ; for, although the eyofxev does not grammati-

cally depend upon the tW, it is yet so internally bound up witii

the appeal to the mind and conscience in the address reKvla fiov,

that it forms with the "that ye sin not" a pair of antithetical

clauses ;— as indeed this antithetical relation shows itself in the

way in which the words " and if any man sin" are connected

with the words " that ye sin not."

Thus in ver. 1 St John places two jyyrictical deductions over

against the two theoretical propositions of ch. i. 6-10. " We
should not sin" is the one. "// any man sin, we have an

Advocate," is the second. But in what manner do these

practical consequences flow from the theoretical propositions

above?—The proposition, vers. 6, 7, that he who has fellow-

ship with God 7nitst walk in light, leads to the conclusion

that we ought not to sin ; the second ]X)sition, that we must

confess our sins in order to obtain forgiveness, leads to the

practical conclusion that we, if we have sinned, should think of

this, that we have an Advocate in Christ, And it is in this

very change from the thetical " must" to the ethical " should"

that the semblance vanishes of an unexplained, and as it were

inexplicable, contradiction between the two theoretical proposi-

tions. Here, upon the ethical domain of the inward life of the

soul in Christ, those two doctrinal propositions reappear; but

they appear again as changed, the one into a requirement, the

other into a consolation :—and this diverse internal character

of the two gives us, it may be observed, the reason why St

John has not connected the second by im with the ypd^ofiev,
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but has placed it as an independent message and declaration

by the side of the other.

The proposition, that fellowship with God excludes the

walking in darkness, is exhibited, as transferred to the region of

the inner life, in the form of a reqidrement, which every true

Christian every moment presents to his own mind, that he must

not sin. This is an injunction of his conscience, imj^osed upon
his loill ; and in this respect, therefore, he has a power within

himself which is higher and holier than his will. For, the

will may set itself in opposition to that requirement, and follow

the impulses of the flesh and of the old man. But, when that

takes place, the new man—with the higher divine will of the

conscience, enlightened and made free through Christ (Kom.

viii. 14-16), and therefore endowed with the spirit and power

of a new law unto a new life—rises up against the sinful

will, and judges and condemns it. Accordingly, the sin that

has been committed is not vindicated or softened away, but

known and confessed to be sin ; and thus, within the domain

of internal life, that second cardinal proposition, ch. i. 8-10,

is seen to be, not in contradiction to, but in most living har-

mony and identity with the first, ch. i. 6, 7 : It is the same

power of the conscience, christianly sanctified in the new man,

which forbids and denies the sin of the old man, and on that

veiy account does not cloak but confesses the sin which has been

actually already committed. But it is the conscience which

has been set free through Christ from the burden of guilt and all

slavish fear, being invested with filial freedom; and therefore we
have at once, by the side of that one aspect of the second cai'-

dinal proposition, ch. i. 8-10,— to wit, that we must confess our

sins,—the other aspect of it appended, to wit, ch. i. 9, that we
have in Christ an Advocate for the sin which has been com-

mitted and known and confessed.

In this way the clause, ch. i. 6, 7, is metamorphosed into

the requirement— " We should not, and we may not, sin ;" and

the clause, ch. i. 8-10, is metamorphosed into the message of

encoiiraf/ement— " And if any man sin, we have an Advocate."

Accordingly, it is self-evident that a/jbaprdvetv is used in both

cases— in /xrj afidprrjre as well as in idv rt? d/xapTrj—with the

same meaning. That sinning itself, which in fact still exists,

and for which we need the propitiation, is, by the testimony of
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our conscience, declared to be absolutely forbidden and de-

nounced. (The senseless explanation of Socinus, Avhicli makes

afxaprdvetv here also the sin of unbelievers, and specially the

sin of unbelief itself, needs no refutation.)

The encouragement itself consists in tins, that we have a

7rapdK\t]Tov irpo'i rov irarepa. " We have," he says, and thus

includes himself among those who need the intercession, placing

himself on the same level with all the members of the churches,

and all them on the same level with himself. Augustin

remarks here that he did not exhibit himself, or any other of

the holy Apostles, or any other saint in the Church, as an inter-

cessor ; but sets forth Christ as the only Advocate, of whom all

are alike in need, and who is near to all alike. He terms Christ

'7rapdK\7}To<i, Advocate, not in contradiction to John xiv. 16 and

25, XV. 26, xvi. 7, where the Holy Spirit is thus designated
;

but, in perfect harmony with those passages, where the Holy

Spirit is placed, as the ^^ other Paraclete," by the side of Christ as

the first. Only, it must not be overlooked, that the idea irapd-

K\r)TO<i is here modified by the context, and defined in a some-

what different meaning from that of the Gospel : there it was

similarly predicated of Christ and of the Holy Spirit, and of

both in their relation to the discij^les ; here, it is used only of

Christ, and that in His relation to the Father (tt/^o? top Trarepa).

The word TrapaKX.Tjro'i is at once the translation of the Heb.
DriJO (Sept. Job x\i. 2), and also in classical Greek the desig-

nation of a proxy or attorney in law. (Comp. Euseb. Hist.

Ecc. V. 1.) In the former application it has an active meaning,

and denotes him o? TrapaKoXel, who utters consolation or ex-

hortation ; in the second it has a passive meaning, and denotes

him 09 vrapaKaXeLTai, who is appealed to as an advocate in laAv

(advocatus). It is plain that in the Gospel, where our Lord is

speaking of the Holy Spirit who should thenceforward comfort

the hearts of the disciples in His place, the word is used in the

former sense ; in our present passage, on the contrary, where

Christ is our advocate with the Father, it is used in the latter

sense. And it speaks of that High-priestly intercessio, the

notion and nature of which is explained in Rom. viii. 26; Heb.

V. 15, vii. 25.

Christ receives the predicate hUaio^, j^f^^ iiot (as Grotius

and Calovius explain) because He is " merciful and gentle," for
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that is not the meaning of S/«;ato<? ; but neither docs lie receive

it because (as the majority of expositors assume) lie on His
part is perfectly sinless. AUaio^ stands here in an analogously

wide meaning as in ch. i. 9, and has also its explanation in the

passage, Kom. iii. 26. As there to the Father, so here to the

incarnate Son, that highest righteousness is attributed whicli

not 07ily is righteous, but also makes rigliteous. Because Christ

is, first. Himself sinless ; and because, secondly. He shares that

righteousness of the Father which, while not standing in oppo-

sition to righteous retribution, yet rises also high above it, and

which will in a righteous manner justify the unrighteous

—

because He also, the Son, is in this comprehensive sense BLKaLo<i

—therefore is He suitable and prepared to be a irapaKkr^ro'^

irpo'i TOP irarepa; and so far Bede is right when he finds in the

SiKaio'i the guarantee that Christ, as a Justus advocatus, will not

undertake any res injusta. For, the justification of the belicA^-

ing sinner through His intercession is in very fact not an

injusta causa, but one that is in harmony with the highest

righteousness of God, and indeed has its origination in that

supreme SiKatoavvr} Geov of Kom. i. 17, iii. 26.

Ver. 2. The nature of this intercession of Christ has its

reason assigned in ver. 2. For, though St John does not

attach ver. 2 to ver. 1 by 7a/?, yet the fact itself shows that

ver. 2 does give the ground of what is said in ver. 1, and by

no means, as many say, presents a mere progressive addition

—that Christ is not only our Advocate, but also Himself the

iXaa-fjLo^;. For, in truth, the intercession of Christ has lying at

its foundation the fact that Christ is the iXaafio'i, and this latter

is by no means appended, as something extraordinary and

specific, to the intercession. Thus, when St John passes from

the one declaration, that we have an Advocate in Christ, to the

other declaration, that He Himself in His own person is the

propitiation, on the ground of which the intercession rests, he

is passing in reality from the result to the cause. He says that

Christ's intercession has its basis, not in another's, but in His

own propitiatory act. The kul, therefore, has the logical mean-

ing of " and that."

The idea IXacr/jLo^ (comp. iv. 10) does not present any pecu-

liar difficulty. The 'i\€0)<; eivat of God is the pure antithesis of
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the opy^. The hucaioavvq of God forms, as we have seen from

Rom. i. 17, no exclusive antithesis to the 0/5797, though it goes

far beyond it. Even the %a/3t9, as such, is one and reconcileable

with the 0/3777 ; for, while God, in virtue of the %a/ot9, had

determined the redemption of the fallen human race. He mani-

fests nevertheless towards the still unredeemed His 0^7?; ;
yea,

it is an element essentially consistent with His grace, that He
should not leave the sinner as such to himself, but should utter

His own yea and amen of fact to the condemning voice of the

sinner's conscience. On the other hand, the rXeeo? elvai is ex-

cluded from the 0/37^ and then first enters in when the soul has

found its propitiated Father. The i'Xect)? elvai is that demon-

stration of the Divine xapi'i, in which it offers itself to be tasted

by man in its unconcealed character as %apt9 and evSoKia : it

is the positive evidence of the graciousness of God (clementia).

This relation of God towards us men has been rendered possible

by Christ, through His having as a sacrifice offered satisfaction

to the judicial retributive righteousness of God, and thereby

having turned away from man the opy^, the expression of that

judicial righteousness, and thus having manifested that higher

SiKaiocrvvr) (Rom. iii. 26). Thus did He effect the act of IXda-

KeaOat, Heb. ii. 17, Luke xviii. 3 (clementem 7'eddere), that is,

the IX.acr/jiO'i. But the Apostle does not say merely that He
accomplished the i\acrp.6<^, but that He Himself is the l\aafji6<i,

or propitiation. To give to this word the meaning of tXaarrip

(Grotius), is inadmissible ; and the signification " sin-offering"

(Bengel, De Wette) is unjustified and unnecessary. " Christ

is Himself exhibited as the propitiation, because that exists

actually in His own proper person" (Diisterdieck). Because

that propitiation was not generally a mere individual act, which

might be considered as separate from Him, but He was with

His whole being and life no other tlian the personal present

propitiation ; and because, finally, this act accomplished in Him-
self is still a reality, for ever continuing its effect in His per-

son (comp. 1 Cor. i. 30 ; John xiv. 5 ; Heb. x. 20).

He is the propitiation (not the atonement, which is kutoX-

\ayi], and modifies the idea) irepl tmv a/jbaprLiov rjiiSiv. This says

nothing but what was previously contained in the idea of i\a<7-

/Lto? itself ; for it is already self-evident, that we need the IXaa/xo^;,

not in view of (Trepl) our excellence, but in view of our sins.
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But the Apostle expressly adds these words, because they form a

preparation for the appended clause : ou irepl rcov rjfxeripcov Be

fiovov, dWa Kol Tvepl o\ov rod Kocrfiov. (This hi'eviloquence, the

words being instead of irepl tmv 6\ov tov koct/llov, needs no ex-

planation ; comjiare John v. 36). What the Apostle would say

by this is much more plain than ichi/ he makes the addition.

As it regards the former question, the antithesis between " \;s"

and " the whole world" cannot be referred, keeping the Ephe-

sian readers in view, to the contrast between the Jewish and

the Gentile Christians (Cyril, QCcimienius). Nor can it be that

between believers and unbelievers as such ; as if the Apostle

(according to the exposition of Arminian and Lutheran com-

mentators) purposed to announce the dogma, that Christ made
satisfaction not merely for the elect, but also sufficienter as well

as Jinaliter for the reprobate also—a sentiment which the con-

text shows to have been far from the Apostle's thoughts at this

moment. The antithesis must rather be that between the (as

yet) little company of those who were already at that time

Christians and the whole human race to which, and as far as

to it, the Gospel was yet to be preached. This is essentially

the explanation of Calviji and the Reformed expositors ; but

they also are in error when they restrict the antithesis to those

who were already believers and those who should hecome be-

lievers in the future, with express exclusion of the reprobate.

But the question upon which St John would pronounce here, is

not whether Christ merely sttfficienter or also Jinaliier suffered

for all. It is not his aim to define to whom alone the power of

the atoning work of Christ extends, but to declare, that for no

man in the whole world is there any other way of being recon-

ciled than that of the propitiation of Christ. For the whole

world is appointed this way of coming to the Father and attain-

ing per.ce. This—no more and no less— lies in the words.

And thus the second question finds already its answer : the

question, to wit, for what purpose St John adds this reflection.

We cannot find in the immediate context anything which would

supply an answer to this question ; for in ver. 3 St John leaves

this subordinate thought, and returns back to the main subject,

which had been pursued from cli. i. 5 onwards. On the other

hand, we shall see hereafter how this apparently fortuitous

reference to the universal design of the redeeminjx work of
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Christ forms a point of departure for that which St John has

to say in a later section concerning the relation of Christians to

the world.

Vee. 3 continues the train of thought begun in ver. 1. A
first mediation between the seemingly contradictory propositions

of ch. i. vers. 6, 7, and vers. 8-10, had been given in ch. ii. 1,

where these two propositions are changed, and exhibited in their

immediate unison and perfect harmony— as the requirement of

the Christian conscience, on the one hand, and, on the other,

as a consolatory/ message to the conscience. In the Christian,

the conscience of the new man, enliglitened, and at the same

time freed from guilt, stands above the will ; it demands that

the man shall not sin, and thereby and therefore judges and

condemns the sin which is still present, while it knows the

Advocate who is our t'Xacr/xo?. A second mediation between

these two propositions follows now in ver. 3 ; an intermediate

consideration, which is not in substance different from the

former, but is fundamentally only its countei'part, or a direct

deduction from it. From the presence of this energy of the

conscience, at once demanding and condemning, and from that

alone, can we conclude the presence of the new man, and the

reality of a state of grace. But that energy is described by

its visible fruits : " If we keep His commandments." This ex-

pression is not at once and of itself to be regarded as of similar

signification with that of ch. i, 7, " If we walk in the light."

Tliis latter is deeper, broader, more comprehensive ; the " keep-

ing of the commandments" is more limited, but is on that

account more appropriate as a distinguisliing mark. Even the

believing Christian, earnestly occupied with his sanctification

—

although the soul of his endeavour and aim moves in the

sphere of that which is conformable with the nature of God,

and therefore light— will yet find much, not only in his actions,

but especially in his thoughts and motives, which belongs not to

that sphere of light ; and he might, therefore, in hours of in-

ternal conflict, easily fall into doubt whether he actually stood

in a state of grace, and whether tlie conscience were really per-

forming its office within him. Therefore the Apostle points

here, where the question is of the marks of a state of grace, to

a sign which may be known with greater security and confi-



1 JOHN I. o-ir. 6. 125

dence. It will be in every Christian the sure and certain fruit

of that double activity, described in ver. 1, of the conscience

both awakened and pacified in Christ— tliat is, of rigorous

conscientiousness and the confidence of sonship— that such a

Christian will, by that twofold necessity, Jceep the commandments.

In the commandments of God he has an objective and certain

standard for his spirit and walk ; and an objective and certain

test, therefore, of his real religious state. If he should ask

only about the quality, and character, and tone of his internal

disposition and feeling, he might easily mistake and be deceived.

But if he asks whether he is keeping the commandments of God
in his outward life, and at once discerns and condemns as sin,

according to God's laws, every sin into which he may have

fallen, and also finds in himself a vehement striving to live for

the future after God's corresponding commandments (for all

this lies in the rr^pelv, which is by no means equivalent to the

7r\i]povv ; comp. Deut. iv. 2, xxxiii, 9 ; Ps. cv. 45, cxix. 34
;

Prov. vi. 20, xxviii. 4; Job xxiii. 12; Mai. ii. 7)— then this

testing of himself by the objective norm of the command-
ments is a certain confirmation that he " hath known God."

^Ev rovTcp yivcocTKOfiev ort i<yvQ)Ka[jbev avrov, k.t.X. It is obvious

of itself that the little clause with idv, here as in John xiii. 35,

serves for the develo])ment of the tovtm (as elsewhere ore, ch. iv.

13, or orav, ch. v. 2). But this idv, or the related orav, is not

simply equivalent to otc. If otc be used, then ryivQ}<T/co/j.ev is the

leading proposition :
" We know by this (fact)— that He hath

given to us Plis Spirit, that He is in us." If idv, on the other

hand, be used, yivooaKo/xev is a kind of conditioned conclu-

sion :
" If we keep His commandments, we know therehy (by

this keeping of the commandments) that we have known Him."
In the former, it is a simple inference from the actual present

result to the cause of it ; in the latter, it is a test—something

from the presence or absence of which one may perceive the

presence or absence of another thing, ^lore difficult is the ques-

tion, whether the object avrov with eyvcoKafiev refers to Christ or

to the Trarrjp. The older expositors were misled to adopt the

former view by the vicinity of ver. 2 (Augustin, Zwingli,

Luther, BuUinger, Grotius, Bengel). But the position of the

whole context obliges us to refer the avrov to God (Calvin,

Beza, Liicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck). We have already se-^
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in ch. i. 9, how St John referred back by the pronoun avrov to

God. And so it is here. Ver. 2 is a subordinate thought ; and

ver. 3 does not connect itself with ver. 2 as a consequence, but

stands parallel with ver. 1, and with similar independence.

The words in ver. 4, koI iv tovtm okrjOeLa ovk ecrnv, are analo-

gous to the words ch. i. 6 and 8, and point most assuredly to

the relation to the Father. So the idea of " commandments"

points to commandments of the Father, not of the Son ; for it is

here the work of the Son, not to give commandments, but to

propitiate for transgression of the commandments. But, finally,

and this is most decisive, St John in ver. 6, when he speaks of

Chiist, leaves the hitherto-used avT6<i, and defines Christ by the

pronoun eKeivo<i, so that Christ is distinguished from the subject

indicated by avTo^.

By oiu' keeping of the commandments of God, therefore,

we know that we have known God. ^EyvcoKa/xev cannot possibly

— as used, too, in immediate connection with jivcoa-KOfiev—bear

the foreign and unusual signification of " love" which Carpzov

and others have endeavoured to force upon it, with inexact

appeal to the meaning of the Hebrew j;i\ For yT*, while it

is used in a sexual signification, never expresses the feeling of

love as such. It is an actual knowing which is indicated here

by the eyvcoKUfiev ; only not a merely theoretical apprehension

of a divine doctrine (Socinus, Episcopius), nor a theoretical

knowledge of the nature of God, which should have as its neces-

sary accompaniment the feeling of love towards God (Calvin,

Llicke). Zwingli's was a more correct judgment on the point:

" That which he had above expressed by having fellowship, he

here expresses by the word know." For it is not the knowledge

of certain doctrinal statements concerning God which is here

in question, but the knowledge of God Himself. But what is

the signification generally of knowing ? When the thinking

spirit knows a truth, or doctrinal proposition, it is penetrated

by that truth, and so takes it up into its own thinking, that

that proposition becomes as it were an integral portion of its

own thinking substance. Analogously, when a personal being

knows a personal being, the former must receive the latter into

itself. The phraseological use of yT*, rightly apprehended, leads

•^o the same notion. In the highest energy of the mutual in-

iice of the powers of the soul, both become one ; the inmost
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life is disclosed to each other. And in that spiritual knowledge,

of which St John here and elsewhere speaks, the person discloses

to the person its substantial nature. To know God, means to

enter into the fellowship of life loith God ; to have known God,

means to stand in the fellowship of life with God. It is to

disclose the inmost internal being to God, and to be penetrated

and shone through by the (jbw?—judging and quickening,

—

and thus to hnoio hy experiencing in ourselves this influence of

the Light. Hence this knowing God is a being known, that

is, being shone through, by God, and presupposes the elvat eV

Qeov (1 John iv. 5, 6; 1 Cor. viii. 3, xiii. 12; comp. John x. 14) ;

it is essentially connected and one with love (1 John iv. 7 seq.;

1 Cor. viii. 3) ; and identical also with eternal life (John xvii. 3).

In VERS. 4-6 the Apostle returns to the same sentiment,

and with it closes the section, which had formed in ch. i. 6, 7

the starting-point of the subject ; viz., the thought that he

who says he has known God (that is, stands in fellowship with

God), but keeps not God's commandments, is a liar. Now, after

vers. 1 and 3 have given the internal reconciliation between

this thought and the evangelical consolatory message concerning

the iXacr^o^, St John can return to it, and state it once more,

thus defined, thus established, and thus explained, in a most

emphatic and impressive form. We gather, indeed, from the

fact that he so expressly closes the section with this thought,

that the practical scope of the ivhole section tends to this conclu-

sion. If St John had set before himself a merely didactic aim,

the two mediating thoughts, vers. 1 and 3, would have them-

selves formed the natural close. But that this is not the case,

shows plainly that the Apostle writes with a practical, and

indeed a polemical, aim. It is the Gnostics against whose deadly

poison he warns his Christian people ; those Gnostics, who
boasted of the deepest e^fw/ceVat rov Qeov, while they daringly

revolted against, or set themselves above, " His commandments."

His readers must learn, before all things, from the Gospel sent

to them, and from its central point, "that God is light "(ch. i. 5),

that he who places himself above the commandments of God is

also devoid of the true yvcoatfi rov Geov.

The fourth verse runs so closely parallel with the sixth verse

of the first chapter, that no further specific explanation of it is
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here necessary. Instead of tlie Kocvcovlav e^etv, we find substi-

tuted—with designed allusion once more to the "Gnostics"—
the eyvcoKa introduced by ver. 3, and which also involves the

KOLvcovia. (Tlie on is wanting before eyvcoKa in some less im-

portant MSS., but it stands in A.B. and the Fathers ; it was

scarcely borrowed from ch. iv. 20, but is most probably genuine

in this passage as well as in that). Instead of the irepiTrarelv

iv cTKOTLa, we have fir] rripelv ra<; ivTo\a<; avTov, which was

prepared for by ver. 3, and is much more significant as a test.

Wev(TT7]<i iariv is still more substantial and stronger than yjrev-

herat, : it condemns not merely the conduct as such, but the

whole man in his whole spmt and nature. ^Ev tovtco rj aXi^Oeia

ovK eo-Tiv has already been explained, upon ch. i. 8.

As we found in ch. i. 7 the negative side followed and

supplemented by the positive, so it is here, and in a very similar

manner, in our fifth verse. To the lying nature of the Gnostics

the Apostle opposes the true and truth-honouring deportment

of Christians. But we are not met here, any more than in

-ch. i., with mere tautological repetitions. With new turns and

applications he brings new sides of the object before the view,

In the place of the rijpeiv ra? ivroXa^ avrov comes now the

TTjpelv rov \6jov avrov. It is certain, as appears from the

antithesis introduced by he between the fifth and the fourth

verses, that 6 X070? means essentially the same as at evroXai;

and we should certainly be in error if we were to refer \6jo<; to

the evangelical message, or the requirement of faith, instead of

the commandments themselves. Nevertheless, Xoyof; avrov is

not perfectly synonymous with al ivroXal, but denotes the reve-

lation of the Divine will as one ivhole ; that is, primarily, the

revelation of His Divine will as establishing the distinction

between good and evil, but this revelation of His command^
ments in its united reference to His will of grace. It is the

commandments of God as they are exhibited to the Christian^

as comprised in that one word which the Father hath in Christ

spoken to the world ; the commandments, not as individual and

hard injunctions, but as expressing the holy will of Him who
so loved the world that he gave His only-ljegotten Son, and

who bestows upon His people the power and the desire to fulfil

them all. Hence, St John now says of him who keepeth this

word of the Father, that ''in him is verily the love of God per-
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fectedr Setting aside the feeble interpretation of Episcopiiis,

according to which the " love of God" is the love which God
commands and requires^ there are three explanations of this ex-

pression which deserve notice. The first understands the love

of God to xis ; the second, maintained bj Luther, Calvin, Beza,

Grotius, De Wette, Liicke, oxir love to God; the tliird, repre-

sented by Zwingli, Bullinger, Bengel, Olshausen, interprets it

as the mutua amicitia et conjunctio between God and the Chris-

tian—that love of God to us which in us also has become a

power. The first explanation has the aK.rj6o)<i against it ; the

second, the rereXeLcorai. ^A\i]6a)'i is never in St John a mere

formula of affirmation, " truly," but has the meaning of a qua-

litative advei'b, Avhich not merely expresses the actual existence

of a thing, but its existence in a manner most absolutely cor-

responding to aXi^deia. (Compare the Gosp., ch. xvii. 8 ; in the

passage, ch. vi. 55, aXrjdo)'; is certainly a spurious reading.) In

our passage, to wit, it forms the antithesis to i^evaTrj<i iarl kul,

K.T.X. ; but here, as in ch. i. 6, it is not only said that the reality

does not correspond to the profession of having known God,

but that those transgressors of the commandments also have

not the substantial aXrjOeLa in them. To both these aX'qOw^

forms a contrast ; it is therefore to be regarded as not only a

formal affirmative assurance, but as defining the quality and

nature of the thing assured of. But such an aXr^Ow^ can be ex-

pressed only of an act which might possibly have been accom-

plished in a manner not corresponding to aXt^Oeta. Now, on

this account, it cannot be said of the love of God to us, that it

was aX7]66i<i perfected : that is self-understood.—But neither

can we assert the TeTeXelcorat of our love to God. For it will

not help us, to take refuge in the assertion that St John speaks

from "an ideal standing-point;" for he is (as the following

words, iv tovtw, etc., show plainly) giving a thoroughly real

sign whereby it may be known who stands in a state of grace,

and wdio does not. Now, it cannot possibly be said of a Chris-

tian, who keeps the word of God, that in him love to God has

already " heen perfected." For rerekelwraL denotes, not an attri-

bute (which reketa eariv would have expressed), but an accom-

plished act. Thus, then, the sense of the passage cannot be this :

" He that keepeth God's commandments stands truly in a state

of perfected love to God," or, " The fulfilling of the command-
I
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ments bears witness to a perfected love of God."—We get rid

of all these difficulties when we keep in view the antithetical

parallelism between ver. 5 and ver. 4. What did the Gnostics

assert, while they ncA^ertheless kept not the commandments of

God? That they had known God. This St John denies to

them in the words, -^^evaTrj'^, k.t.X. What, then, will he attri-

bute to those who keep the word of God? Manifestly this,

that in them that act of the having-known-God, which is at the

same time a having-heen-knoion-of-God—that actual union with

God—has been brought into effect. Tlius the interpretation

of those who understood the ar^airr) rev Geov of this conjunctio

cum Deo— of this establishment of a mutual relation of love

between God and the Christian. (Olshausen refers very ap-

propriately to 1 Cor. viii. 3.) This interpretation gives its ap-

propiiate force to the oXtjOq)';, as well as to the reTeXelcorai.

The former is then suitable, because love is not now regarded

as a feeling or action of God, but as that mutual condition of

communio and. societas and conjunctio, in the establishment of

which, man having his own distinctive part, the oXtjOco^ is no

longer a superfluous remark. So also reTekelcoTai is perfectly

suitable ; since it is not our feeling of love towards God which is

spoken of, but the mutual relation of love between Him and us.

For, where we behold in the conduct of a man that he is keep-

ing the commandments of God, it is quite appropriate for us to

draw the inference, that in him that relation of love with God
has been brought to a consummation. And thus that transla-

tion of the reksiovv which Beza, on his view incorrectly, gives

— that is, mettre en executio7i, establish, give effect to—may be

rightly applied ; not as if the word reXeLovv had here a different

meaning from that which it elsewhere bears, but because the

perfecting of a relation is no other than the full establishment

or confirmation of it. And that mutual relation of love, or

fellowship of love, teas, in fact, at the moment of the believing

surrender of the soul to Christ, closed and perfected; while, on

the other hand, the sentiment of love in us is never perfect,

but always admits of growth.

And thus the further thought is appended, strictly and con-

nectedly, to the conclusion of ver. 5 : ev tovtw yivtocrKOfxev, ort

iv avrw icTfjuev (already the third form in which the thought

that forms the practical aim of the whole section is expressed).
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^Ev rovTw does not refer to the words " truly perfected/'— since

these words, as we have seen, do not contain allusion to the

sentiment of love in us, consequently do not contain any dis-

tinguishing mark,— but to 09 S' av n^pfj avrov rov Xoyov. By
this, that we keep His commandments (and consequently experi-

ence the relation of love to God as one that is perfected in us),

we know (the further and greater truth) that we m^e in Him.

The being known of God, and the having known God, St John

lias more profoundly defined as a being loved of God and loving

Him ; and this is now again more profoundly defined as a being

in God, as the actual fulfilment of that word which our Lord

spoke, John xiv. 20, where He also, ver. 21, added the keeping

of the commandments as a mark or token. But, how the being

known and being loved of God involves an actu.al being in God,

is not difficult to understand, when we compare the passages

John xiv. 20 seq., xv. 4, xvii. 10 and 21 and 23. The Father

is in Christ, and Christ in His people (ch. xvii. 23) ; His people

are again in Christ (ch. xv. 4), and with Him in God. Not

only does that light of the eternal aki]6eia shine, judging, en-

lightening, and quickening, into them (on which the "being

known" and the "knowing" rest), but, through the incarnate

Son of God, who is in them, God also dwells substantially in

them (John xiv. 23) ; and, consequently, they have on their

part their being m God, since they are received, by His indwell-

ing, into the sphere of His specific saving presence (which is to

be distinguished from Plis creating omnipresence).

But St John repeats in the sixth verse, by a fourth and

final turn given to the thought, his practical hortatory main

topic. That iv avro) ixeveiv of which our Lord had spoken in

the farewell discourses (John xiv. 23, in fiovqv irotelv according

to the sense ; in ch. xv. 4 and 7 in the same words), and which is

not essentially different from the iv avru> elvai,^ cannot be con-

ceived of without the known and consciously-accepted obligation

^ This is plain from a comparison of those passages. It is not that St

John in ver. 6 passes over from the entrance into a state of grace to the

preservation of it, as another object ; as if tlie keeping of the commandments

was set forth as a sign of the entrance into that state, but the -TripiTrocnh

Kxdcjg K.r.'h.^ the means of retaining it. This 'Tnpi'Trot.ruu is most certainly

exhibited, not as the means for the maintenance of a state of grace, but aa

an obligation {6(pii7^ii) necessarily resulting from that state.
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(o^e/A-et, debet) of walking even as Christ also walked. Ho
that saith he dwelleth in Him, is hound to walk as Christ walked.

This is the point to which converges the hortatory warning

against the Gnostic-Antinomian lie. And with this the thought

formally returns, as to ver. 4, so to ch. i. 6 ; and the section

appears to be perfectly rounded off.

To loalk as Christ loalhed : in this concrete view is con-

clusively and most clearly exhibited what is meant by walking

in light (ch. i. 7) ; and by keeping the commandments, ch. ii. 3.

For, in Christ the eternal Light itself has become flesh, and

the eternal Will of God has become a person. Christ is Himself

the Light (John i. 5 and 9) ; and walked in the light, not as in

a sphere out of Himself, but as in His own nature. Christ is

the incarnate accomplished Law of the Father ; in His person

and in His walk we see perfectly exhibited what the will of God
is. He, then, who makes pretension to being and dwelling in

God, assumes the ohlicjation so^ to walk as Christ walked: mark
well, the obligation. When St John is speaking of the marks

of a state of grace, he does not mention the walking as Christ

walked. For no Christian could say that of himself (comp. ch.

i. 8, 9), that his walk was like that of Christ— sinless ! But

the obligation to copy the example of Christ every true Christian

must for ever place before his eyes, in unweariable fidelity and

unweariable conflict with the old man. He who does not that,

has no right to call himself a Christian.

^ The ovru; before x-al uiirog, in ver. 6, is wanting iu A. and B., and is

spurious. (Comp. ch. ii. 27, iii. 3, iv. 17.) But the sense is obviously the

same.



PART THE SECOND.

THE RELATION OF THE READERS TO THE LIGHT, AS HAVING

ALREADY APPEARED AND NOW SHINING.

Ch. ii. 7-29.

The verses which now immediately follow, ch. ii. 7-11, are

generally regarded by expositors as a kind of appendcuje to vers.

1-6. The requirement that we should walk even as Christ

walked, is regarded as being more strictly defined by the com-

mandment of hrotherlrj lore, which St John lays down in vers.

0-11, after he had previously shown, vers. 7, 8, how far this

commandment was an old one and yet new.

But the expositors who hold this view diverge so widely in

the particulars, and are in many points so utterly at a loss, that

this of itself should make us pause before we accept their inter-

pi'etation. If w^e look more narrowly into the text, keeping

primarily only vers. 7—11 in t'ie?(7, we encounter most formidable

obstacles to its reception. For, in the first place, it must appear

strange, on the supposition that the Apostle speaks already in

vers. 7, 8 of the commandment of brotherly love, that he should

assume his readers to have understood his subtle meaning in

tht)se verses, and to have interpreted them of brotherly love

without a word being said about that precept till ver. 0. If his

readers read the Epistle from beginning to end, and not from

the end backwards to the beginning, they could not possibly, in

vers. 7, 8, have guessed that St John had brotherly love in his

thoughts ; and the words, " which thing is true," etc., in ver. 8,

could certainly give them no definite idea related to that subject.

But granted that St John might have purposed in this myste-

rious way to stimulate their attention to greater intensity, yet

there rises another difficulty that must make us pause. The
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words of ver. 8, on t) aKoria, k.t.X., are generally supposed to be

a kind of subordinate observation, by wbich the words o iarcv

aXr]6e<;, k.t.X., are to be explained or established ; while these

latter words themselves are again only an explanatory bye-

thought—intended either to show how far the evTokrj of brotherly

love might be called a " new " one, or to say that brotherly love,

as well in Christ as in believers, finds its true realization. Ver.

9 is then regarded as the main proposition, around which all has

hitherto in reality revolved : this it is that sheds light upon the

readers' perception of lohat evTok-q was referred to in all the

declarations of the two preceding verses. But now it were to be

expected that this ivToXt] would occur in an independent form.

Instead of this, it presents itself in such a form as to be internally

dependent upon the (imaginary) bye-thought, on 97 a-Koria,

/c.T.X. " He that saith he is in the light, and hateth his brother,

is Mi darkness until now'''— thus means, that for him the 97 aKOTia

irapafyerai, " the darkness is past," avails not. The sentiment

of ver. 9 is thereby placed in such dependence upon the words,

ver. 8, on rj aKoria, k.t.\., as to make it at once unimaginable

that ver. 8 is a subordinate, and ver. 9 the leading, thought.

If now, in the thu'd place, we examine more carefully the

relations of the thoughts in vers. 7, 8, the concluding words of

the eighth verse will be seen to be most decidedly the proper

centre of the whole meaning of the Apostle. He begins the

section by declaring to his readers that he wrote no new com-

mandment, but the old commandment which they had possessed

from the beginning. He then explains fidly tvhat the old com-

mandment is ; it is (so he says) 6 X0709 ov riKovaare— the word

tchich ye have heard. In these words he gives the substance of

the TToXaLo, ivroXi], not restricting it to brotherly love, but ex-

hibiting it as being generally the word which he had announced

to his readers concerning Christ. Parallel with this introduc-

tory explanation stands now the declaration, ver. 8, that he

again writes to them a new ivTo\rj, " that which is true in Christ

and in you : that the darkness is 2Mst, and the true light already

shineth."" According to the parallelism of the two verses, the

words, aX7jOe<i iartv, k.t.X., on, /c.r.X., ought to contain an an-

nouncement of the substance or matter of the " new command-
ment." And, so regarded, how admirably all is harmonized !

The old commandment was the X0709 announced to them from
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the beginning : the collective subject of this X070? aKova-Qel^ St

John Jiad comprehended in the word, " that God in light, etc.,"

in ch. i. 5 (where that word is defined also as " the message

which we heard from Him and declare unto you"—thus in sense

as " the word which ye have heard"). The neio evrokr) is this :

''that the darkness is past, and the true light now shineth."

St John utters no word to describe the two evroKal as identical

;

but he says of the ivToXi] dealt with in ch. i. 5-ii. 6, that it is

not a new one, but one that had been declared to the readers

from the beginning ; and then he announces that he is about

to declare to them another, a neiv evToXTj. New it is, 1. as one

distinguished from the former : for the definite modification

now enters, that the eternal light was one already shining— iv

avTO), inasmuch as in Christ the light had objectively risen on

the world and overcome the darkness ; and iv v/llIv, inasmuch

as the light had also subjectively risen on the readers, and they

had subjectively passed from darkness to light. But not only

so, it is new, 2. in relation to the readers, because the conse-

quences which are unfolded from it in vers. 9-25 are now for

the first time impressed in all their rigour, and in this manner,

upon the Ephesians.

This simple, clear, and harmonious relation of the thought

would not have escaped so many expositors if they had not ex-

posed themselves to error by a false notion of the word ivroX?].

They have mostly supposed that nothing but a requirement ex-

pressed formally as a commandment could be signified by that

word. But when the Apostie himself specifies the " word

which ye have heard" as the matter and substance of the " old

commandment," he plainly enough shows in what sense he

would have the eVroX?; understood. For, to restrict this " word

which ye have heard" to the injunction of ver. 3 and ver. 6, is

no better than purely arbitrary. " The word which ye have

heard" is no other than what had been referred to, with the

same generality of expression, in ch. i. 5 as " the message which

ye have heard." It is the announcement that God is light;

and that announcement St John can term an ivToXij, inasmuch

as it is not a mere doctrinal statement, but assumes the form and

aspect of a specific and direct moral-religious requirement (ch.

i. 6-10). Similarly, the veio announcement, that the darkness

is past, and the light already (as in the world, so also " in you")
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shineth, is not a mere theoretical doctrinal position, but assumes

the form and aspect of a direct evrdXrj to the readers, and there-

fore is also, and in the same sense, termed a " commandment."

The words, " that the darkness is past, etc.," consequently run

parallel with the words of ch. i. 5, " that God is light," and con-

tain the centre and leading thought of the new section : vers. 9

seq. being the same development of the individual practical in-

ferences as takes place in vers. 6-10 of the first chapter, after

the fundamental position that God is light, ch. i. 5. Even in

their very form vers. 9-11 of ch. ii. are perfectly parallel with

vers. 6, 7 of ch. i. Thus, in vers. 9-11 it is shown how far

the proposition, "that the darkness is past, etc.," might be de-

fined as a " commandment."

And it is plain at the outset why it is no other than hroilierly

love that is exhibited as the first practical inference from the

new evToXrj, ver. 8. From the fact that God is in His eternal

nature light (ch. i. 5), it was evident that he who would abide

in fellowship with God must be, like Him, light, and not Avalk

in darkness. From the fact that in Christ light is risen objec-

tively on the world, and, in consequence of that, a church is

formed of those in whom the light has also subjectively risen,

it is evident, that these last must of necessity love one another

as brethren.

Hitherto, Ave have limited our observation to the passage,

ch. ii. 7-11. But, all that we have concluded from a consider-

ation of these verses is most abundantly confirmed when we
enlarge our circle of view, and include within its sweep the

whole section down to ver. 25. How difficult, nay impossible,

do those expositors who make the kulvt] ivroXij of ver. 9 the

commandment of brotherly love, and brotherly love the subject

of the whole section, find it to discern or point out any kind

of internal connection, or orderly transition, between vers. 7-11

and vers. 12-25 ! The scarcely-begun section concerning

brotherly love abruptly comes to a stop in ver. 11. St John
passes with emphasis, in vers. 7, 8, to brotherly love as a " new
commandment," but only to fiy off from it again immediately

to quite different topics—not returning back to a proper ex-

position of that commandment till ch. iii. 11 seq. ! Between
vers. 11 and 12 no connection is even sought ; a broad line of

demarcation is drawn in thought between the two verses, and
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refno;e is taken in the notion that a new sub-section— thouffli

witliout any point of connection—here begins.

On the contrary, as soon as we discern the correct rehation

of ch. ii. 8 to ch. i. 5, and perceive that the clause, "because the

darkness is past, etc.," ver. 8, contains the theme of the new sec-

tion, we become sensible of an exquisite harmony in the whole

ti'ain and sequence of thought. Throughout, down to ver.

25, this is and must be acknowledged to be the predominant

fundamental thought : that for the world objectively, and for the

readers suhjectivehj, the light hath appeared, and the darknesn

hath passed aicay.

A twofold practical consequence is seen at once to flow from

this fundamental position ; one part of it positive, and one. part

of it negative. First, the positive conclusion in vers. 9-11, that

he in whom the light has arisen must love the others Avho, like

him, have already passed from the darkness to the light.

Secondly, a negative conclusion in vers. 12-25, which, however,

is distributed again into two requirements. That is, the main

thought, that the readers have already passed into the light,

is at first in vers. 12-14 unfolded in a twofold direction : They
have known the Father ; and. They have overcome the wicked

one. Therefore, because this is the case, St John can write to

them his Epistle ; therefore, because this is the case, he has been

able to Avi'ite to them his Gospel. It follows thence, first, that

they should not let their affection rest on the world (vers. 15-17)

;

and, secondly, that they should abide faithful to the doctrine

received, and avoid the (Cerinthian) gnosis as apostasy and anti-

Christianity (vers. 18-27). Hence, in vers. 9-11 is regulated

their positive deportment towards the church of light, and in vers.

15-25 their deportment towards that which is aKoria. Vers. 28,

29 form, as we shall see, the transition to the following section.

Thus the ichole section regards the light as having historicaUii

entered into the icorld. The subject is no longer the light, as

being the eternal nature of God, but the light in this relation, that

a community has been founded upon earth, tlirough Christ, of those

who are delivered f^om the darkness, and have entered into felloio-

ship with God, the eternal Light}

' And this paves the way immediately for the third section (ch. iii.).

Avhere the subject is the enmity of the darkness against these children of

light, and the position of these in oj^position to that enmity.
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After these general preliminary remarks, let us now pass to

the explanation of the individual clauses.

Ver. 7 seq. With the address a'ya7Tr)Tol, Beloved (for this

is the reading, according to the best testimonies, and not the

Text. Rec. ahek^ol), St John begins the new section. It is his

manner to begin new sections, or sub-sections, by addresses of

this kind, wliich stimulate the minds of the readers to new
attention. (With ch. ii. 1 compare ch. iii. 2 and 7, and 18 and

21, iv. 1 and 7 and 11.)

OvK ivro\r)v Kacv7]v <ypd(j)(o iifilv. Here rises a difficuUy,

which has very much divided the interpretations of expositors.

Augustin, Bede, most of the Greek Fathers, Luther, Calvin,

Grotius, Bengel, De Wette, Neander, and others, refer the

idea of the ivrdKrj forwards to that which St John has it in

intention to say, ver. 9 : "It is not a new commandment, but

the old which ye had from the beginning
; yet again, in a cer-

tain sense, a new one (lohat I noiv write to you) : He who saith

that he is in the light, and hateth his brother, is in darkness

even until now." Bat this view requires, after what has been

said above, scarcely any refutation. Others, such as Zwingli,

Bullinger, Beza, Socinus, Piscator, Episcopius, Calovius, Liicke,

and Fritzsche, felt the unnatui'alness of referring evrdXri for-

wards to ver. 9, and therefore referred it backwards to ver. G.

Accordingly, the Apostle is obviating the objection that he

introduces a new doctrine, when he exhorts to the walking

after the pattern of Christ. " When I exhort you to innocency

of life, and propose to you the holy example of the Son of

God, I set before you nothing new, but only that which jq have

had from the beginning of religion. That word, that is, that

preaching which ye have heard from the beginning through the

law and the prophets, is the same as that very precept which

we now set before you" (Bullinger). But, on this view also,

the limitation to ver. 6 results in a very great indistinctness of

idea. No Jew would ever have objected to the Apostles, that

the exhortation to purity of Hfe was a new one ; and no Chris-

tian would have ever objected that the walking after Christ's

pattern was a new exhortation : to obviate the first objection

was absolutely unnecessary ; to obviate the latter was at least

quite needless to Christian i*eaders. The entire assumption of
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an apologetical tendency in these words is therefore wide of the

mark. Kaivrj and TraXaid do not refer to what might appear

to Jews or to Christians as new or old ; but simply indicate the

opposition between that which licul been already announced from

the beginning to the readers (ch. i. 5 seq.), and that which was

now to he announced as new. The idea of ircCkava St John
himself explains by rjv et^ere air apj(fj<^. Now he Avho under-

stands by the ivTo\r) the commandment of brotherly loVe, and,

as the result of this, explains the old evTokr) as identical with

the new, falls here into inextricable confusion and ditticulties.

Calvin, Liicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck, and Huther refer aTr

ap-)(rj<i to the beginning of the Christian life in the readers :

" From the time that ye have been Christians the command-
ment of brotherly love has been announced to you, and so far

it is an old commandment. But it is also a new commandment;
that it is so, is proved to be true in Christ (inasmuch as He first

by word and example exhibited it), and in you (inasmuch as ye

first received it with the faith)." But whence arises, according

to this explanation, the idea of the contrast between the iraXaid

and the Kaivrj ? The commandment then would be old, in as

far as Christians had had it since their conversion,—new, in as

far as they had not had it till their conversion} But this is

mere playing with the thought : the terminus a quo would be

the same for the old as for the new ; it would be as if one were

to say t
" You are already old, because you are already forty

years old ; but you are still young, because you are only forty

^ Compare Diisterdieck, S. 206 :
" The whole pith of the Johanuiean

oxymoron rests only upon this, that the reference, according to whicli the

same 'mro'h'/i is seen from the same standing-point «7r' dpxvs-i changes. If

from this position I look out into the Christian time of the readers, the

ivTo'K'yi seems one which had been long known,—the readers had heard it

from the beginning as the essential commandment. On the other hand,

if from that position I look at the times before that beginning to the

readers, the same commandment necessarily appears as a new and essen-

tially Chri.stian law, beginning as to the readers with that new comhience-

ment."— So Diisterdieck. But it is obvious that if the Apostle's reflection

had been directed backwards simply to the time beyond the conversion of

the readers— to the time when they were still heathens, he would not

have been able to define the period of their conversion by the absolute

expression dv dpx«is- He can use that expression only as he attogether

keeps out of view the pre-Christian time of their life.
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years old." Nor would it be even objectively correct that

Christ had first given the commandment of brotherly love " by

xoord and act" (Hutlier). A glance at the Pentateuch {e.g.,

Ex. xxiii. 4, 5) teaches the contrary.

—

If we must understand

the evTokq of the commandment of brotherly love, then anr

apyrjq must refer to the time before Christ.

But now arises the new difficulty, that the readers were

mainly heathen Christians, of whom it could not be said that

they already before their conversion, as heathens, had possessed

the commandments of the Pentateuch which refer to brotherly

love. Those expositors who, like Liicke, refer ivTokr) to ver. 6,

or generally to the requirement of innocentia vitce, understand

ap^rj<i of the times before Christ, inasmuch as already in the

Old Testament God had required the walking in His command-

ments, and in the Prophets even the walking according to the

type of the Messiah. But here the difficulty arises anew, that

St John wrote to heathen-Christian readers.

All becomes smooth when we admit that the old and new
commandments are not one and the same—not the command-
ment of brotherly love ; when we accept the old evrdXtj as that

which St John in ver. 7 expressly terms the substance of the

TraXata ivTo\i], and, as we have already seen, no other than the

dyyekia (eh. i. 5), which is both in its kernel and comprehensive

summary, the statement "that God is light;" and when we
understand by the new ivroXt] that tchich St John in ver. 8

intends to connect with it as a new addition.

How far, then, can he call that the TraXaid, and this the

KaivYj, commandment ? " Not a new commandment write I

vtnto you, but an old commandment which ye had from the

beginning. The old commandment is the word which ye have

heard." ^ By the X0709 ov rjKovaaTe we must explain the et^ere

dir dp')(fj<i. But the " word which ye have heard " is " that mes-

sage (ch. i. 5) which we have heard from Plim, and declare unto

you;" it is the communication which is summed up in the word

that God is light, and drawn out into its consequences, ch. i. 6-

ii. 6, and which had been made known to Christians from the

beginning. These all were truths which the readers had known
aTT dp^rj<;, that is, from the time of their conversion to Chris-

^ The words cc'tt dpyj^g^ standing in the Eec. Vers, after the words ov

ijKovaeirs, are decidedly, and by general acknowledgment, spurious.
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tianitij.—But, '^'liile St John impresses upon them the old truth,

he finds occasion to impress upon them further a new ivroky,

not yet bi^ought home to them (a new truth, immediately involving

in itself practical requirements). The latter is not one and the

same with tlie former, though it is identical with it, and grows

out of it. It is the truth, that the darkness is past, and the light

now shinefh. Viewed as a dry doctrinal proposition, this truth

was not to the readers a novelty ; but St John understands by

the " evToXrj" on rj aKoria, k.t.\., not a doctrinal proposition, but

that truth so far as it resolves itself into lyractical requirements—
that truth tciih and in the requirements which spring out of it.

And, thus regarded, this truth is assuredly one that is neio for

the readers. It involves the new exhortations and warnings,

which for St John's time were specifically necessary, and which,

as something neiu, must now be unfolded : the warning, not tc

forsake their first love ; the exhortation, to hate the works of the

Gnostics. (Compare Ephesus, Rev. ii. 4 seq.)

Ver. 8. The TToXiv is, by all the expositors who regard the

" new commandment" as one and the same with the " old,"

incorrectly and ungrammatically referred to the Katvrjv, instead

of to the verb ypd(f)co :
" Again a new," and not, " Again I write."

According to the view of those expositors, St John meant to

say :
" That one and the same commandment which I write as

an old one, I write also as again a neiv one ;" but this is not what

he says, and even De Wette is frank enough to confess, " It

does not expressly say. Again I call it a new commandment

;

but the silent assumption makes this commandment the same

which had been spoken of before." Indeed the silent presup-

position of De Wette, but not that of the Apostle ! St John

rather distingnislies in the plainest manner between the two

ivToXai, as it respects their substance. Concerning the iraXaidj

he had said in ver. 7, that it Avas o X0709 bv rjKova-aTe. On the

other hand, he gives the substance of the Kaivrj in these words,

" That which is true in Him and in you,^ that the darkness is

passing, and the true light now shineth."

The words eanv dXr)6e<;, k.t.\., furnish endless difficulties

^ Cod. A reads ii/:/,tv ; B.C., G^^cum., and others, t/,t4?». The latter

reading is therefore better authenticated, and must be held genuine. Tlie

other is quite irrelevant to the sense.
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to those expositors who identify the two ivroXal, and understand

them of brotherly love. They, and not they alone, take the

clause OTL rj aKoria, k.t.X., as an appendage, which gives the

reason of the words o iariv a\7)0e<i, and accordingly translate

oTt, not by " that," but by " for" or " because." Then they

are under the necessity of finding in the words, " that which is

true, etc.," such a thought as might find its reason in the propo-

sition with orij " because the darkness, etc." The strange and

arbitrary notion of Erasmus and others, who hold the words

o eaTtv—KoX iv v/xlv for a parenthesis, and translate " quod in

illo verum est, id etiara in vobis verum est," we may dismiss

at once, as unworthy of refutation. And that of Lange is not

much better :
" quisquis verus est, that is, every true Christian,

is to be united with Him and with you." According to Socinus,

Flacius, Morus, De Wette, Liicke, and Neander, o is an appo-

sition latent in the preceding words :
" This evToXr) is also a new

one." If, indeed, the preceding words have been falsely inter-

preted, " This same commandment 1 write unto you as one that

is again new^^ then certainly the judgment does lie in them,

" This commandment is a new one," and to this supposed latent

judgment in the preceding words the o is now made to refer

as in apposition. " The proposition, that the commandment
(whether the commandment, ver. 6, or brotherly love, ver. 9)

is a new commandment, is a true proposition, and approves

itself true in Christ and in you ;" that is, in Christ, inasmuch

as that commandment " did not already exist before Him, but

He first laid it down by word and example," and also " in you

believers, inasmuch as ye did not previously possess it, but

received it first in and with your faith" (Huther). For the

establishment of this interpretation, Huther appeals mainly to

the fact that aXrjO^^ in St John denotes " constantly" the cor-

rectness of a " declaration."^ That the direct contrary is the

truth, that a\7]6rj<i is always in St John the actual realization of

a thing, or requirement, or idea, we have seen above upon ver. 5,

where a\rj6oi<i forms the contrast to the words -ylreva-rr)^ iarlv,

KoL iu TovTw rj aXrjOeia ovk eaTtv. And so also it is an assertion

more bold than true, that the precept of brotherly love (or,

according to some, the Trjpetv ra<i ivro\a<; rev &eov !) " did not

1 Huther incorrectly quotes Calvin as holding this view.
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exist before Christ." Somewhat more plausible is the second

explanation, defended by Q^cumenius, Luther, Zwiugli, and

many moderns, according to which o is not an appositional ad-

dition, but a relative clause, which refers to the subject of the

Kuivrj evTdKrj. The true matter of the commandment is realized

and fulfilled in Christ and in the readers. But the objection

which Liicke urges against this, that it should in that case have

been 77 aXrjd^'i iaTiv, is not set aside by saying that it is not the

ivroXrj as such, but the subject of it, which is a reality in Christ

and in Christians. For, " that which the evroXrj enjoins," is no

other than the very evroXr] itself. The injunction itself is real-

ized in Christ, when its subject-matter is realized in Him. Hoav

unnatural this o would be, is best seen in tho forced paraphrase

to which Diisterdieck has recourse in order to make it clear :

" In writing to you this commandment, I demand of you a walk

in love, which is true in Him and in you,—true on that

account, because already (even in you also) the darkness is

passing away, and the true light already shineth." The best

of this must simply be supplied here. Nor can we perceive Avhy

the more definite clause, " The life of love has become already a

reality in Christ and in believers," was to be established by the

more indefinite clause, " The darkness is past, and the true

light already shineth."

As soon as we have thoroughly seized the true relations of

the whole train of thought, all these difficulties vanish of them-

selves. "Otl is not to be translated " because," but " that
;""

and it introduces the matter of the " new commandment."

Even as the " old commandment" was no other than " the word

which ye had heard," that is, the truth otl 6 0eo9 ^w? eariv,

that God is light, so the " new commandment" is the clause on
rj aKOTia Trapdjerai, kol to ^<u9 ^St^ (fiaivet, that the darkness is

past, and the liyht nozo shinethr The little relative sentence

with o does not depend upon the ivToXt], but upon the following

clause, on, k.t.X., to which it bears the relation of a prefixed

apposition. " Again I write unto you a new ivroXt], that,

namely, which hath its truth in Him and in you : that the dark-

ness is ill act of passing, and the true light already shineth." The
reference to the light as the eternal nature of God, was the

iraXaia evroXrj ; the reference to the relation of a victorious war-

fare commenced, of light against darkness, vjhich had ap>peared in
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time and upon earth, is the new commandment (which in its

practical hortatory significance had not yet been exhibited to

the readers) now to be written by St John.

The darkness passeth aioay, is passing, is in the act of vanish-

ing away.
*" On the Midd. TrapdyeadaL compare ver. 17 and

1 Cor. vii. 31 : Trapdyeo-Oac, like irapdr^eiv (bnt which latter St

John uses only concerning physical passing-by ; John viii. 59,

ix. 1 ; comp. Matt. ix. 9 and 27), constitutes in itself the anti-

thesis with the idea of eternal continuance ; it thus marks (as,

e.g., in ver. 17) the idea of transitoriness as a quality of nature.

But in our passage it receives, through the parallel ijihr} (pacvei,

an emphatic Present meaning. It is intended to be said, not

that the darkness was something in its nature transitory, but

that it was in the present time already in the act of yielding

and vanishing away. Parallel with this is the declaration that

the light already shines. God is in Himself eternal Light; but

upon earth it was not yet light, because the darkness received

and admitted not the light of G od into itself (compare John

i. 5). But now it has become changed : the light, and indeed

" the true light," the essential and real light, has already begun

to shine upon earth. To what extent ? That becomes plain in

the member of the proposition which was placed first, o eaTiv

a\.7)6h, K.T.\. The proposition, that the light already shines,

has a twofold sphere, in which it is a true one (that is, not a

theoretical truth, but an actually realized truth, and one which

approves its aki^Oeia). First in Christ— for to Him, who was

in ver. 7 introduced with eKelvo'^, the ev aurcu must in its mean-

ing be referred ; since it is not God the Father, but the incar-

nate Son, in whom the light began historically to appear upon

earth^—thus first in Christ, inasmuch as He it is whose mani-

festation in the flesh was objectively that dvaroXr) i^ v^ov<i

(Luke i. 78), the brightness of which shone in upon the darkness

of this world. But, secondly, it is also iv v/juIv, in the Ephesian

readers themselves (and also in all Christians then living, as in

all true and living Christians, who should ever read the Epistle)
;

since in every one who had apprehended Christ in penitent

faith, the night is subjectively past, the darkness is receding, and

the true light already a shining reality. Thus the light which

• Even under the erroneous assumption that the clause o Iot/j/, x.t.x.,

refers to brotherly love, most expositors explain ku ccvtu of Christ.
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shone into the darkness of this world, also makes those who
believe, themselves the children of light.

Thns this is the new, to which St John will now turn the

thoughts of his readers, that at tliat point of tune a crisis hetioeen

the light and the darkness had already begun iipon earth, the

beginning and issuing-point of which Avas Christ's manifestation

in the flesh, but in which they, every one in his degree, must

have their own part. As a theoretical dogma, indeed, this, as

has been already remarked, was not absolutely a new thing to his

readers ; but, as an ivToXyj, as a living truth which shaped itself

into practical injunctions and requirements, it was assuredly

new :— as those requirements show, which are here unfolded,

vers. 9-25, from this ivroXrj. For this exhortation to brotherly

love, constructed as it is here, is one that does not belong to St

Paul's, or St Peter's, or St James' circle of doctrine, but is

quite specifically St Johns ; it belongs, in this form, properly

to that disciple who is represented by trustworthy tradition as

having summed up in his veteran age his whole testament in

the words, " Little children, love one another." And, in fact,

the warnings against the antichristian spirit of the Gnostics

would not have been possible in an earlier period. Therefore

St John describes the proposition of ver. 8, with its consequences,

as a KaivT] evroXt) : not that it was to the readers something that

they had never heard before ; not that St John had never orally

declared anything similar ; but because it bore in itself the speci-

fically Johanncean message which was certainly, in comparison

with that which the churches of Asia Minor had heard from St

Paul in earlier decades (o-tt' ap;^f/<?), a new commandment. It

was the neio precept which St John particularly was called to

append to the old message, and to develop from it its conse-

quences ; and which he now—although he may previously,

when opportunity served, have developed them by word of mouth

—first exhibited in its written scriptural concentration, and in

its full testamentary force, for the whole of Christendom.

After this positive exhibition of the thought of ver. 8, it is

not necessaiy to enter polemically into the chaos of the various

interpretations of its several words.^

^ Grotius, Hunnius, Calovius, Semler, and others, incorrectly explain

the KetpuyiTcci as a Perfect, and refer it indeed to the abolition of the law

K.
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Vers. 9-11. Just in the same way as in eh. i. ver, 6 was

connected with ver. 5, ver. 9 is here connected with ver. 8.

There the proposition preceded, that " God is hght"—God was

the subjective, and light the predicative, idea,—and the imme-

diate consequence resulted, that to profess the enjoyment of

fellowship with God, the subject must be confirmed by the

evidence of a participation in this predicate and essence. Here

in our passage the proposition comes first, that " the light already

shineth"—here to ^w9 is the subject-idea,—and it therefore

follows that he who appropriates to himself this subject-matter,

that is, he who saith that he is in the light, must confirm his

profession by love to those who are, equally with himself, in the

light.

In the proposition, to ^w? ')]Br] ^aivei, it is tacitly declared

that already, liistorically upon earth, there is a sphere existing

within wdiich the light has demonstrated itself as an enlighten-

ing, and life-bringing, and transforming power ; and therefore a

church of those in whom the fact 6tl to (fici)<i ^S?; (palvet has

become an akr^Oh' Now he who says that he belongs to this

sphere and to this church, that lie in the historical present

stands, not on the side of the aKOTca fj TrapdyeTaL, but iv roS

^(OTL, must—and this follows as a most absolute necessity

—

approve his assertion to be true by doing actually that which he

speaks of; that is, by consummating his fellowship with the

members of this fellowship ; and this is no other than love.

For, the opposite of love is the opposite of fellowship. With
him whom I hate, I do not stand in fellowship on tlie same side.

The members of this community of light are termed

"brethren," because they are collectively and individaally be-

gotten of the light ; because they are " children of light," as

Luther says. The being begotten of the light is, however,

essentially nothing but the being begotten of the " incorruptible

seed" (1 Pet. i. 23) of the word and Spirit of God, in conse-

quence of which we have God for our Father (Rom. i. 7 ; 1

Pet. i. 17 ; 1 John v. 1), and are His children (1 John iii. 1).

witli its shadows ! De Wette and others point to Eom. xiii. 12, where,

however, the nearness of the coming of Christ is the subject. Calvin, who
also makes the Present a Perfect in its meaning, one-sidedly understands

by the ckotix the obscuration of saving knowledge ; but St John uses

a-MTia, as a much broader and deeper idea than that, as is clear from ch. i. 6.
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He now that saitli he is in the light, ev tm (J^wtI, that he is

on tlie side of that community which was founded by Christ,

and yet hatcth tliose who, being also members of this community,

must be loved—he that liateth these his brethren (thus denying

fellowship with them in fact),—of him it is not true that he is

in the liglit ; rather he is ea)9 aprc, until now, in the darkness
;

he belongs, even to the present moment, to the opposite sphere.

The words eiw? apn point imdeniably back to ver. 8 ; it is here

manifest Jiow the liistorical relation in time between the kingdom

of lio;ht beo'un Avith Christ, and the kingdom of darkness which

concurrently continues, forms the basis, from ver. 8 onwards, of

the whole of the individual thoughts which follow. It is the

question whether for him, who in ver. 9 is introduced as speak-

ing, the T] (TKOTLa Trapdyerac, k.t.X., has already become an a\7]6e<i.

The tenth verse is analogous to the sixth verse of the first

chapter: he adds the positive aspect of the thought to the

negative. He that lovetli his brother, abideth, or dicelleth, in

the " light." Here, as always in such cases, St John does not

content himself with laying down the bare logical opposite of

that which he had previously laid down as^ a negative member

;

but he surpasses in his positive declaration the thought of the

prej:eding negation. (As in ch. i. 7.) He that liateth his

brother, doth not as yet belong to the light at all ; he that lov-

eth his brother, not only demonstrates thereby that in him the

darkness is past, and that he is already actually in the light,

but—what is still more—he also abideth in the light. The
exercise of brotherly love is of itself a means of strengthening

and confirming the new life ; from the communion of brotherly

love the new man derives plentiful invigoration and quickening

for his faith ; the fibres by which his religion roots itself more

and more firmly in the fellowship of his brethren, nourish also

the growth of the new man in God. Thus, this verse is in

exquisite harmony with ch. i. 7 as its counterpart. There it

was said, that if we walk in the light, fellowship with the

children of God would result : here it is said, that the exhibition

of this fellowship of love with the brethren retains us in the

fellowship of light, that is, of God.

But, as the Apostle had in that passage added this further,

that the blood of Christ cleanseth him who walketh in liglit

from all sin (not from the guilt of sin ; see above on ch. i. 7),
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SO here also he appends the analogous reflection, kuI aKavZakov

ouK ecTTiv ev avrcp— there is no occasion of stumhling in him.

Recent interpreters (to wit, Llicke, Xeancler, De Wette, Olshau-

sen, Diisterdieck, Huther) follow Calvin, Luther, and Bengel,

in givmg these words the meaning, " there is in him nothing

present which might lead him to fall ;" but this interpretation

not only misses a delicacy in the construction of the thought,

but also does violence to the grammatical use of the word. It

is true that cxKavhakov is the translation of the Heb. PiC'^D and
ti^pio ; but in every case it depends upon the connection In

which this word stands, wliether it signify a snare laid for

others, or one in which a man falls himself. When it is said

in Ps. cxix. 165, concerning the righteous, bvc^'O Sty? pNI (LXX.
KoX ovK eanv avTol<; aKavSaXov), the meaning naturally is, that

for the righteous there is no snare, which should entrap them.

But in our passage we do not read avrot's, but iv avrolf;, " there

is in them or about them no snare or offence." To explain this

iv by allusion to Judith v. 1 (eOrjKuv iv rot? TreS/oi? aKavSaXa)

is no more appropriate than to say at once with Grotius : ev

abundat. No more can iv auroZ? stand, as Liicke suggests,

instead of iv toU 6(})6a\fj,ol<; avrcov ; and all the less, because

the thought, that " in the eyes" of these Christians there would

be no stumblingblock, would after all say nothing more—to

wit, nothing more than this, that they subjectively should count

nothinc as a snare. And the iv cannot have the meaninff

which Neander demands for it

—

icith them, at their feet. Diis-

terdieck finds himself constrained to admit, that " in the expres-

sion iv avTO), the thing itself has fallen into the customary

Biblical figurative language elsewhere : nothing should be in

the soul of those avrot. which might become a snare to them."

But, even if we could understand and accept this artifi-

cial explanation of the words, would even then the resulting

thought be a true one ? Can this be said of one who simply

loves his brother, that there is nothing any longer in him which

might brincj him into a snare ? But Diisterdieck is obliged to

weaken away the explanation which has been so laboriously ob-

tained, by the remark, that "the occasion of falling and stumbling

is even in believers always existing ;" and on that account he

reduces the proposition, that in his soul there is no longer any

occasion of falling, to the proposition that he " is certainly
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assured of the sanctifying blood of Christ, which ever more

and more removes whatever might be a aKcivSaXov."

And thus Diisterdieck at hist, after many shifts, seems to

reach a goal, which is much more simply and naturally reached

by leaving to the words (es])ecially the eV) their obvious and

unforced signification. UkuvSoXov is now and then used for the

translation of ^'ip.io and such other words, but it means generally/

in the New Testament ofence, in a spiritual and moral sense

(Matt. V. 29, xviii. 6, 7, ix. 42, xxiv. 10, xxvi. 31 ; John xvi.

1 ; Luke xvii. 1 ; Rom. xiv. 13, xvi. 17 ; 1 Cor. i. 23 ; 2 Cor.

vi. 7) ; so that it does not commonly denote the figure, but at

the same time the thing itself, that is, conduct through which

one gives offence to another. When it is said that " there is

no offence in them," it means simply that there is nothing in

them by which they would give offence to their brethren, or at

which their brethren might take offence. (So Bullinger inter-

prets : Yita sua nemini est offendiculo.) St John intends to ex-

press the twofold sentiment, first, that he who loveth his brethren

confirms himself in the faith, and then that he gives no offence to

the brethren which mioht be a stumblino-block to their " abiding

in the light." Thus the idea is perfectly parallel with that of

ch. i. 7. He who abideth in light, has (it was said there) fel-

lowship with the brethren, and experiences the sanctifying power

of the blood of Christ. Here it says, that he who perfects the

fellowship of love with the brethren, abideth in light (this is

the counterpart of the first member of ch. i. 7), and gives to

others no offence (this is the counterpart of the second member
of ch. i. 7 : the sanctifying power of Christ is so shown in him,

that he becomes a blessing and a helper to others, and not a

stumblingblock to them).

In VER. 11 the thought of ver. 9 is repeated in a stronger

manner (just as in ch. i., ver. 10 repeated in a stronger manner

the thought of ch. i. 8). He that hatcth his brother is, first,

still in darkness—this is a repetition of what was said in ver. 9 :

he belongs still, in his inner nature, to the sphere and circle of

those who have yet no part in the light which through Christ

has risen upon tlie world ; he stands still without the congrega-

tion of the children of light. But, secondly, he walks also in

darkness ; and here there is reference made to the category
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introduced in ch. I. Q} It is said that hatred against the brethren

bears the characteristic stamp of belonging to that course, and

tendency, and end of action which is pursued in the sphere of

the sinful nature turned aAvay from God. Both are true : first,

he that hateth the brother belongs not in his person to the king-

dom and the community of light ; in the second place, his walk

pertains to that species of Trepi'irareiv which is in its character-

istic quality opposed to the nature of God. But a third, and a

fourth, thing follow. The third is, that he ovk olSev irov vTrdyei.

This forms the antithesis to the fj,evet iv tm ^cotI, but in an

intensified degree. Nothing can be said in his case about

abiding in the light, since he is not yet in the light ; but not

even is there any reference to the question whether he might

not in the future attain to the light. " He knoweth not whither

he goeth." (For the signification " whither" irov with inrar/eiv

has here, as in John xiii. 33, xvi. 5, and elsewhere, often e.g.y

Matt. iii. 20 ; henee Luther, Bullinger, and others have rightly

translated quo.) But we must not (with Luther) assign to it

the meaning that they know not that they are going to hell

:

this gives a definiteness to the words which they do not really

possess. The sentiment is the more general one, that they still

are groping in the darkness, and, in spite of their proud " say-

ing that they are in the light," they have not even as yet known
the way by which they might attain to the light. They do not

as yet see even so much as to make them know that their hatred

and lovelessness is ungodly and sinful.

A practical criterion, of the utmost possible importance, as

to who has true and genuine faith

!

" For"—this is the fourth thing— " the darkness hath

blinded their eyes." We must not think (with Lilcke) of any
"figure" here (the^/ walk in the darkness like the blind); but r;

(TKOTLa is the darkness in the full, substantial, Johannsean sense

— that primitive archetypal darkness, of which physical dark-

ness is only a faint symbol. The power of darkness, opposed

to the nature of God (and which is self and death, as light is

^ It is quite "wrong when Lucke interprets '7repi7rxrs7» iu rrj (tkotix as a
"figurative" expression, but ehxi tu tyi (tzotix as a "proper and un-
figurative" expression. We have, in ch. i. 5, seen that cpu; is in St John
something more than what one is accustomed to call a " figure." ^ug is

in both cases properly used, and so are iTvxi and Trepi-n-uTeiv.
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love and life), hatK made their eyes blind, so that they cannot

discern tlieir sin to be sin. For tliis is the first influence of

light in us and upon us (compare above on ch. i. 5 and 8, and
ii. 21), to make us discern and know the darkness existing

in us as darkness ; the sin, selfishness, and lovelessness—the

"hatred" of God and the brethren—which ruleth in us, as

sin, and blackness, and darkness. On the other hand, it is the

nature of that spiritual darkness so to oppress the eye with

bhndness and fantasy, that that which is aKOTia, or darkness,

shall appear to be light. (Comp. John ix. 41.) Thus, he

who imagines that he may still hate his brother—with what-

ever subtle disguises his hatred may be softened—and thinks

that this may be reconciled with the " being in light," shows

thereby only that the darkness still rules his sovtI, and makes
him ignorant and confused about the condition of his soul (ttoO

vircuyei), as also about the character of his deeds.

Vers. 12-14. The thought which follows in the twelfth

verse, " because your sins are forgiven you for His name's sake,"

bears precisely the same internal relation to the preceding

thoughts of vers. 9-11 which the second thought of ch. ii. 1

bears to the first, or which ch. i. 9 bears to ch. i. 6, 7. By the

side of the requirement that we sJionId not sin and walk in dark-

ness (which requirement is contained in vers. 9-11, though

under a specific modification of form), we have here again the

announcement that we receive forgiveness for the sins which

we have committed (Neander). Thus, it will appear at once

from the matter of it, that ver. 12 begins a new group of ideas,

a new suh-section. It assumes that character, also, in the

address reKvia, which is perfectly analogous with the address of

ver. 1, and of the same signification. That is to say, it is obvious

that the readers, if they read the Epistle from the beginning,

and not backwards from the end, could not have understood the

reKvia otherwise than in ver. 1, to wit, as a common address to

the whole body, and not as a special address to those who were

in age or in religion little ones, or young.

Thus a new sub-section begins with ver. 12 ; but it is a suh-

section, which is strictly subordinate to the second section begun

in ver. 7— that is, to the theme laid down in ver. 8. And so

we find that the announcement of the forgiveness of sins ap-
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pears in this passage under a modification of form which per-

fectly corresponds with the theme laid down in ver. 8—the

temporal relation of the readers to the temporally and liistorically

established kingdom of the light. That is, there are two points

in the clause oVt at^ecovTai, k.t.X., which strike our attention.

First, the Perfect. The Apostle does not say, as in ver. 1,

" But if any man should have offended against brotherly love,

this sin icill he forgiven him;" or, "He has an Advocate,

through whom \i may he forgiven him;" but he says, "Your
sins are forgiven you :" he refers to the already-effected entrance

of the readers into the state of grace, to the fact that " the dark-

ness is past, and the true light now shineth—in you." And
on that veiy account, secondly, he places the forgiveness of sins

in a different relation to the requirement, vers. 9-11, from that

which it bore above in ver. 1 to the requirement of ch. i. 6 seq.

There it was said, " We should not sin ; but if any man sin, we
have an Advocate." Here it is said, "Ye should love the

brethren ; this I write unto you, because your sins are forgiven

you." ' That, namely, the ort does not supply the matter of the

'ypd(f)€Lv, but is added as giving the reason of the act of writing,

and consequently is to be translated " because," and not "that,"

is undeniably evident from the analogy of the two following

verses. (Compare Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Liicke, De Wette,

against Socinus, Bengel, Paulus, Neander, who translate oVt by

"that," and against Luther and Bullinger, who translate it in

ver. 12 by "that," and in vers. 13, 14, by "because." See on

this last point below.) Fpacpo) has, accordingly, no expressed

object after it. The subject-matter of the ypd<})(o is defined by
what precedes ; here primarily by vers. 8-11. The proposition

that it " in you as in Christ is a truth, that the light already

shines," with the inferences and obligations deduced from it

in vers. 9-11—and especially the latter—the Apostle can and

may write on the ground of the fact that the readers have

already received the forgiveness of sins, and are already found

in a state of grace. It is, indeed, the forgiveness of sins which

disposes the heart to forgive the sins of others. He to whom
much is forgiven, loveth much (comp. Luke vii. 47 ; Matt,

xviii. 33). But, although we may regard the writing as having

^ As it respects the words ^tx. ro ouo^oc, oivTou, compare Olshausen on

John i. 12.
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primary reference to what immediately precedes, we must not

limit it to that : St Jolm writes, not as in ver. 1, ravra <ypu(f)coj

but absolutely and generally, <ypd(poi ; and we shall see how in

vers. 13 seq. also the ypdcfjo) and eypa^jra refer quite generally

to all that he icrites. The readers must j^frimarili/ have thought

of what directly preceded, and this forms as it were the transi-

tional link; but the thought contained in the ypdcjioi assumes at

once a generalized character.

But to understand this aright, we must first of all take a

view of the entire construction of vers. 12-14. As it respects

the text, at the outset, the variations of reading are only incon-

siderable, and critically of no moment. The Text. Eec. reads

in the tliird member of the proposition, ver 13, ypd^w instead

of eypa-xjra, but is not supported by any other critical authority

;

for A.B.C. read with one consent eypayfra, and this alone is suit-

able to the whole paragraph, since a triple eypa-v/ra corresponds

with the triple ypd(f)Q). In a single modern codex of the four-

teenth century the first member of ver. 13 is wanting, and in

the Vulgate the first member of ver. 14 ; but these are to be

accounted for by the negligence of individual copyists or trans-

lators. So the variation of Cod. B. in ver. 13 : to dir dp'^vj^

instead of rov air dp'^r]<;, may be regarded as a mere error in

transcription ; especially as Cod. B. in ver. 14 reads tov dir

dpyji'i. The text is critically certain, as Tischendorf presents it.

And now the address reKvla is followed by an address to

the Trarepe'?, then by one to the veav[<JKOi ; and all three times

the words ypdcfxo v/xlv on are used. To these three members

coiTespond three other clauses ; where, instead of the reKvia,

we have irachla ; followed again by •warepe'^ and veaviaKoi
;

but, instead of the triple <ypd(^w, a triple eypa-^fra. We have

already seen that the reKvia, ver. 12, could not be understood

by any reader otherwise than in ver. 1 ; so the analogy of the

passages, ch. iii. 7, v. 21, shows that reKvia is a general address

to the collective body of the readers (the Greek Fathers, Calvin,

Luther, Beza, Calovius, AYolf, Lange, Morns, Bengel, Neander,

Diisterdleck, Huther), and does not denote a special class in

age (bodily or spiritual) by the side of the Trarepe^; and veavia-

Kot. But now, further, the third member of the second triad,

" I have written unto you, young men, because—and ye have

overcome the wicked one," is so entirely parallel, and in matter
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SO similar, to the third member of the first triad, " I write unto

you, young men, because ye have overcome the wicked one ;"

and, especially, the second member of the second triad, " I

have written unto you, fathers, because ye have knoAvn Him
that is from the beginning," is so parallel and similar to the

second member of the first triad, " I write unto you, fathers,

because ye have known Him'that is from the beginning,"—that

we must needs assume that the first members of the two triads,

"I write unto you, reKvia,'" and "I have written unto you,

TTaiSca,^' must also correspond with each other. And so they

actually do as to their subject-matter ; for the having received

forgiveness of sins, and the " having known the Father" are,

essentially, not very widely distinguished. Nevertheless it is

premature and rash to regard (with De Wette, Olshausen,^

Diisterdieck) iraihia also as a common address to all classes of

age collectively. IlaiSla never occurs in this sense (not even

in ver. 18 : see below), and the Apostle must have had an in-

ternal reason lohy he thics changed the expression. He repeats

the 7raTep€<; and the veavia-Kot ; and he would certainly have

repeated the reKvia too, if he had wished the address to have

been again understood in its vmiversality. But he has in ver.

13 passed over from the address to all his "children" to an ad-

dress to particular classes of age. He does not abandon that

idea any more, in order to return to the general address ; but,

after he had made the transition from the universallif-si^^lied

TeKvia to the special classes of the fathers and young men, he

continues in the discrimination of the classes of age ; and hence

in the second triad he sets over against the universal address,

Te/cvla, the address iraihia, which turns its application to a

special class of age. And tliis is confirmed by the appended

clause, " because ye have known the Father." For, although

essentially the having received forgiveness of sins is identical

in meaning with the having known God as the Father, yet St

John must have had a reason on account of which he does not

^ Olsliansen, when he mentions the opposite view, appends the marginal

note : "Eight in the main, but not to be carried out." And again he says

that 'iypu.-^(x, was not used touching the rrtx.thla.^ but only yp(x,(po)^ because
" these had just begun their course, and St John had not written to them
before." Thus, then, Olshausen must have understood by the Tra/S/a the

little ones in age.
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here, as in tlie second and third member, repeat the same words,

either exactly or with some enlargement, but substitutes another

turn of thought. But precisely for the age of childhood (whether

the physical or the spiritual) the state of grace does assume the

specific characteristic of a " having known the Father." While

the forgiveness of sins in general characterizes Christians as

such, the Christianity of the child (as to bodily or spiritual

age) takes the specific form of a having known the Fattier

;

as the Christianity of the young man bears the character of

a victorious conflict with the wicked one, and that of the old

man bears the character of having known God as Ilim who is

air ap^rjt;. The Christianity of the 7rat8iov reduces itself to

this, that the child has God as a reconciled Father ; the old

man in Christ knows God as One who was from the beginning

and from eternity, and Who has approved Himself in history as

a whole, as also in his own specific experience, as o utt ap')(fi'^ ;

the young man stands in the contest, and has as a Christian

youth the victorious conflict as a settled matter already behind

him. Tlius loe must, xoith the great majority of expositors, take

TracBla, in contradistinction to reKvta, as an address to a specific

class of age, Only we must not connect together the members,

r/pd(f)Q) vfjiiv Traripei, k.t.X.,

ypd(f)a) vfjiiv veavlaKOL, k.t.\.,

eypayira v/xiv Trachia, k.t.X.,

as a triad,^ to which triad, in fact, there would then be only

a dualism to coiTespond ; but the three members with eypayjra

form together a triad, which corresponds to the first triad.

Thus the order is this :
—

Fii'st Triad. Second Triad,

ypdcfia). eypa-ylra.

1. reKvia = all readers. 1. Children (in age).

2. Fathers. 2. Fathers.

3. Young men. 3. Young men.

^ Many expositors who do so (Augustin, Calvin, Luther, BeZa, Calovius,

Bengel, Neantler, and others) were misled by this into preferring the read-

ing ypx(pu Cf^lv TTXilix. But Ave have already seen that that reading is

critically worthless. Probably it owed its origin to such a false system as

this of grouping the members.
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That St John in the second triad does not advance from

the children through the young men to the fathers, but springs

from the children to the fathers, and then returns back to the

young men, has its ground in the very construction of the first

triad. But the beautiful contrast between the " ye have known
the Father" of the children, and the " ye have known Him
that is from the beginning" of the fathers, is brought thereby

into very suggestive prominence. And so the third member of

the first triad leads over to the first member of the second

triad, in a very unforced and interesting manner.

But now there is another question to be answered, whether

St John had in view the stages of physical or of spiritual age.^

The latter was the view of Clemens Alexandrinus, Grotius, and

a Lapide ; the former is that of the great majority of exposi-

tors. The view wdiicli refers it to spiritual age seeks its support

in the passages, 1 Coi\ xiii. 11, 12 ; Heb. v. 13 ; Eph. iv. 13,

14 ; but in all these places, not TracBiov, but v^7rco<i, is used to

designate the neophytes who had made only small advance in

the faith ; and it is not probable that St John would have ad-

dressed newly converted adults by the endearing term TratSia.

This expression, as also the tender " ye have known the Father,^'

suggests at once the idea of Christian children in physical age

;

and, analogously, the veavlaKot and Tcarepe^ of young men and

fathers in physical age. Moreover, physical age involved (at

least in normal development, and as the rule) the corresponding

spii'itual age—but not conversely.

Another question now rises, lioic the on is to he interpreted.

The Greek Fathers, Socinus, Schott, Paulus, Neander, and

others, translate it by " that." And Sander defends this trans-

lation by the assertion, that it " certainly is not superfluous to

remind those "who have obtained forgiveness that they possess

that forgiveness"—referring to Liicke's reason for preferring

" because." But such assertions have no exegetical force.

That St John could have once more written to the Christians

the well-known message concerning the forgiveness of sins, is

indubitable from vers. 1, 2. But -with equal certainty he might

^ Augustin's view, that the Apostle meant by all and each of the three

descriptions all Christians in common, is manifestly a perversion. St John

in that case called them children, quia hapiismo renatl sunt
;
young men,

quia fortes sunt ; fathers, quia Christum patrem agnoscunt

!
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also have given a reason for the exhortations of vers. 9-11 bv

referring to their received forgiveness of sins. All such ab-

stract possibilities lead to no definite conclusion ; nor does the

assurance of Calvin and Diisterdieck, that the translation " be-

cause" yields " a better meaning." For neither of these exe-

getes has shown lioio far the resulting meaning would then be a

better one. All these were led rather by an indefinite feeling,

than by a clear insight.

But, decisive for the translation "because" is what follows.

If we translate " that," the clauses with on furnish the suh-

ject-matter of the jpd(f)eiv. In this case, the members, " I

Avrite unto you, fathers, that ye have known Him that is from

the beginning," and " I have written unto yon, fathers, that ye

have known Ilim that is from the beginning," are perfectly of

the same meaning ; while the members, " I write unto you,

young men, etc.," and " I have written unto you, young men,

etc.," are, essentially at least, of the same meaning ; and conse-

quently, the change from 'Ypd(f)co to eypa^jra sinks doicn to a mere

2^laij of words. But if, on the other hand, we translate on, by
" because," the clauses with on only give the reason why the

Apostle wi'ites ; but the subject of the ypdcfyetv is another

matter, and then remains the jwssihiliti/ of assuming a real dis-

tinction between ypdcfxo and eypa-v/^a.

And this distinction must be accepted. That St John should

have so tamely repeated one and the same thought, with only a

change (not thoroughly harmonious with the thought itself) in

time, is an unreasonable assumption, which so troubled Calvin,

that he took refuge from it in the conjecture that the fourteenth

verse might be spurious ! That was bold, but honourable ; it

was cutting the knot, but acknowledging at the same time that

a knot was there ; it was therefore better than Lachmann's

supposition, that this meaningless change slipped from the

Apostle as an unpractised author ! Diisterdieck, following

Beza, satisfies himself that ypdcf^o) and eypayjra refer both to one

and the same thing, that is, to the writing of the Epistle as such ;

but, " while the Present is spoken from the standing-point of

the act of writing, the Aorist is used as from the position of the

readers when they read the previously written Epistle." Ac-
cording to this, the subtle meaning of our passage would be as

follows :
" I am at present engaged, young men, in writing to
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you an Epistle, because ye have overcome the wicked one

;

but, when ye read these Hues, I shall have ah'eady written this

Epistle, because ye have overcome the wicked one." But, we
cannot help asking, was there any rational reason why St John

should have first placed himself in the position of his present

writing, and then suddenly have transposed himself into the

time when the Epistle should be read ? Would the thoughts

which he wished to express to the readers gain anything in

clearness by his placing himself in these two different positions ?

Better than this would be the view of Neander, who thinks that

St John w^ould express by the erypay^a this— that it must re-

main, and be so, as I have written. But this requires the on,

to be translated " that ;" and, moreover, even then this strong

affirmation would have been expressed, not by a simple Aorist,

but by o <yeypa^a, TraXtv <ypd(f)co vputv (comp. Gal. i. 9) ; the ex-

pression of such a confirmation is always effected by opposing

the Present to the Perfect, not the Aorist to the Present.

By far the majority of expositors have been wise enough to

admit a material distinction between the fypdcpo) and the e'ypa'^a.

But they have not been so unanimous in seeking it where it is

to be found. According to Grotius, Calovius, De Wette,

Huther, and others, the eypa-yjra should be referred to the pre-

vious part of the Epistle (or to ch. 1), while jpacjia) must be

referred to that which follows (or also to the whole Epistle).

But, between the preceding and the succeeding portion, or be-

tween the first part and the whole, there is absolutely no such

distinction and contrast of matter ; and vers. 13, 14 do not

form any such boundary line between two materially different

parts of the Epistle, as to prevent the oj)position between ypdcfico

and eypa'xlra from being, even on this supposition, a mere repeti-

tion or play of words. What in the world could induce the

Apostle to say, " I have already written the preceding, because

ye have overcome the wicked one, etc. ; and I now go on to

write, because ye have overcome the wicked one?" Or, "I
write to you this Epistle, because ye have overcome the wicked

one ; I have already written to you the two previous pages,

because ye have overcome the wicked one 1"— Still more forced

is the hypothesis of Eickli and Liicke. It is, that the tlu'eefold

>ypd(f)(o looks forward to the three exhortations, vers. 15-17,

vers. 18-27, vers. 28-ch. iii. 22 ; and that the threefold erypa^ay
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on the contrary, looks backward to cli. i. 5-7, ch. i. 8-ch. ii. 2,

ch. ii. 3-11. But we have seen that in ch. ii. 3 there is not the

beginning even of a sub-section ; that in ch. i. 8 no section com-

mences ; that, on the otlier liand, the starting-point of a main

part of the Epistle falls within ch. ii. 3-11. The threefold

'eypaylra cannot then possibly refer to three sections, which, in

fact, do not yet exist. When we mention that Liicke makes

the Trinity the basis of his twice-three sections (ch. ii. 15 seq.

urging love to God the Father ; ch. ii. 18 seq., remaining in

the Son ; ch. ii. 28 seq., sanctification by the Sp»irit !), we can

understand why this view has never found supporters.

Tpd^co and eypa-\jra— I zcrite, and I icrote—must needs

point to two different acts of writing : the present act of writing-

refers to the letter in hand ; the past act of writing must refer

to another previous document. But this does not require us to

assume the existence of earlier and lost Epistles. What the

writer meant, was that Scripture to which he had most undeni-

ably alluded in the introductory verses of this Epistle, viz., the

Gospel, which, at the time he wrote, lay before him as an already-

finished, and as it were past, production. Of this, and of no.

other, would the readers themselves also think.

And now the whole passage receives a clear and living

meaning. The darl-aiess is already in the act of passing ; the

light has through Christ akeady entered into the course of

human affairs as an historical power : this thought (ver. 8)

forms the starting-point and the basis for this whole part of the

Epistle. The first requirement, in which this idea took the form

of an evToXrj, Avas this (vers. 9-11), that he who professes him-

self subjectively to belong akeady to the community of the

light, must exhibit and approve this by love towards his com-

panions in this kingdom of light. By the side of this requirement

there now enters (according to the analogy of ver. 1) another

element, an element derived from the reassuring mercy of

God's message. The Apostle can lay down this injunction only

on the ground of this, that the readers have already been made
partakers of the forgiveness of sins. But, coming to this, he

generalizes the idea. Not only does he impose that requirement

on the ground that the readers already stood in a state of grace,

but he tells them generally all that the Epistle contains, only on

the cround of his assurance that in tliem it was a realized truth
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that the darkness had passed, and the true light shone— or, in

other words, that they already stood before God in a state of

grace and forgiveness of sins. Therefore he does not say ravra

rypd(lia>, but generally and unrestrictedly, jpdcpco (by which, how-

ever, the specific and primary reference to vers. 9-11 is not ex-

cluded, but contrariwise included all the more obviously). The
essential idea which governs in ver. 12, is the ySr] ^alvet, hath

already appeared, the Perfect d^eoiVTac, are forgiven. The
Apostle's business is the individual position of his readers in

relation to the histo7'icalli/-ma,niiested salvation;— the question

whether his readers are now actually already in the light. Only

on the assumption that they are, can he write to them,— as well

the requirement of vers. 9-11, as all else that he writes. His

Epistle is not intended for the children of the world ; as ad-

dressed to people who still belong to the aKorla, it has no point

or aim. This thought then he dwells upon, and resolves it into

a few special applications to special classes of age. To the

fathers of the community, to those who were mature in physical

and in spiritual age, he writes, and to them he can write,

" because they have known Him that is from the beginning"

—

Jesus Christ, who dnr dp-^rj<; (ch. i. 1 and 2) was with the

Father, light of light, and in the fulness of time aj)peared in

the world.^ For this it is that must be demanded of the aged,

that they be mature in knowledge, and familiar with that eternity

in which He is whose nature is eternal. But to the young men
he writes, and can write to them, because they " have overcome

the wicked one," that is, Satan— comp. Matt. xiii. 19 and 38

seq. ; 1 John iii. 12, v. 18 seq. ; Eph. vi. 16— who, by means

of suggestions within, and powers of enticement from without,

labours to keep men fast bound in the slavery of sin and dark-

ness, or to bring them again under it, if they have escaped.

For, it springs from the very nature of youth, that it has still

to contend, and to endure its own specifically hot temptations,

whether of the flesh and its lusts, or of the lie and its sophistries :

for youth must ever be in conflicts, theoretical and practical.

To such young men as had endured this conflict, and conquered

in it, and who had thus fought their way to assured certainty

of faith and to a joyful consecration of heart to Christ—to

1 In contradiction to ch. i. 1, Grotius understood by o ««7r' oipyjiii^ God
the Father.
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such, and only to such, he writes his Epistle.—But not the

Epistle alone. The Epistle was only a companion-document to

the Gospel, as we have already seen on cli. i. 1 seq. Therefore

he extends and generalizes his position still further. " I liave

written to you," he says, in easily-intelligible allusion to the

already-finished Gospel which lay under his eye. But now he

turns to the little ones, the irathla, not only for the external

reason that he may set three other corresponding members over

against the three preceding members— for the specific iraihla

does not precisely correspond to the general reKvia—but because,

when he is alluding to his Gospel-document, he bethinks him-

self that tlds is a precious and seasonable food even for the

youngest (while the Epistle was manifestly to be imderstood

only by the adults) ; and, therefore, in his tender love, he ap-

propriates what he had written—the Gospel, to wit— specially

and primarily to the little cldldren, because they " have known

the Father." But then he tmnis from the little ones, the chil-

dren, to the fathers (by natural transition ; for obviously the

fathers are the most direct antithesis to the chikben), and

declares that his Gospel, not less than his Epistle, was applic-

able because, and only because, they had known Him that was

from the beginning. And so likewise to the young men he

declares that his Gospel, hke his Epistle, was written to them

only on the ground of this, that they " were strong (comp. Heb.

xi. 34 ; Matt. xii. 29), and the word of God remained or dwelt

in them, and they had overcome the wicked one, Satan." He
adds here to the victory already won in conversion, the habitual

Christian la-^vpoTrjq also,— that invigoration and daily renewed

strengthening of the new man in daily new conflicts, which is

the absolute condition under which alone the living word of

salvation can abide in man.

Vers. 15-17. To this condition, which St John has here

mentioned, is appended immediately a further exiiortation or

requirement. In this requirement we have really only a resolu-

tion of the substance of the la-^vpo<; elvat, into its component

parts. At the same time, this exhortation asfurnes the form of

an independent train of reflection and of a separate sub-section,

just as every organic germ of a plant takes the form of an

independent branch. And thus this exhortation, although it

L
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primarily grows out of that which was said to the young men,

holds good not for young men alone (as Bengel says), but for

every Christian.

As, in vers. 9-11, from the historical manifestation of the

light upon earth, the positive requirement of love towards all

fellow-partakers in the light followed as an immediate conse-

quence, so here, from the mention of the internal conflict and

victory the requirement follows, that the Christian should still

further show himself strong and victorious, that is, in manfully

renouncing that which is aKoria, the Koa^o^; and its einOv^La^.

This side of the (TKoria is here (vers. 15-17) first and preemi-

nently prominent : it is the a-Koria as it was already present in the

world (especially the heathen world), not yet under the full in-

fluence of Christ ; the common, fleshly, vain pursuits of this life,

the KocTfjio^ as such,—for Koa/jio'i denotes simply the sinful world,

not yet redeemed, as it is. Thereupon follows, in a particular

paragraph which is appended (vers. 18-25), the reference to the

cTKOTia, as, in its opposition to the already manifested light, it

already assumes the form, and will again and yet more assume

it, of anti-Christianity.

In ver. 15, therefore, the subject in question is, first of all,

the k6(t/j,o<;. But he that has laid hold on Christ has re-

nounced this "world," and its sinful, God-forgetting courses.

He who will abide in Christ must, however, continually guard

himself, and take heed that love to the world do not anew find

place in his heart. For the world is not merely without us : a

residue of the worldly nature is, indeed, as the old man, still in

us ; in that the external world has a representative and deputy

to do its work. Hence the solemn warning is ever and for all

needful :
" Love not the world, nor the things in the world."

'O Kocr/jio^; is the sinful world, the extra-Christian world, as such,

as yet internally untouched by Christ—the mass and multitude

of those who are still unregenerate, contemplated in their cha-

racteristic kind and impulses.^ But ra tov Koa/xov are all the

* This conception of the >c6a/u,o; approves itself at once, when we have

rightly understood ver. 8 as the basis of the whole division of the Epistle.

The KOd/^o; stands in opposition to those who are addressed and characteiized

in vers. 12-14 ; it is thus the mass of those in whom the passing away of

the darkness and the shining of the light has not yet become an d'hyi^i;.

Thus Koafcos is the world ruined by Adam's fall, so far as it is still world,
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lusts, inclinations, and pursuits of men which in their charac-

teristic quality correspond with that world. As /cocr/io<? does not

desimiate the creature as such, but the ethical idea of the world

of sinners as yet unpenetrated by the light of Christ, that is,

the extra-Christian ivorld, so also by to, ev tm Koa-fjuw are not

meant creaturely objects (such as gold, honour, etc.), either in

themselves, or so far as they may become objects of sinful lust,

but hinds of sinful pursuit, or aim, or conduct (e.g., avarice, am-

bition, pleasure, etc.). " Love not the world, nor the impulses

and pursuits of the world," is the sense of the apostolical ex-

hortation.—Ta ev T(p Koa-fiw are found not only in the Koa-na

itself, not only among the multitude of those as yet strangers to

a state of grace ; but they may be also found even in the sphere

of Christians, because these have still something of the world

in them. Ta ev Ta> Kocrfiw include all that which in its nature

cori'esponds to the nature and pursuits of that K6crfjLo<i, be it

found in whom it may. We should, 1. not love the world itself,

not directly cast our furtive regards at it and its ways ; but,

2. we must not make the individual kinds of worldly lust and

worldly spirit and pui'suit, as they are in the world, and are

cultivated in it, the objects of our longing, loving, and pursuit.

How o Koa/jic; and ra ev tm Kocryiw are distinguished, may be

most clearly seen in the example of those individuals and families

which hold in great abhorrence really worldly pleasures, danc-

ing, etc., but within their rigid Christian circle tolerate ambition

and vanity and avarice, which have their genuine and fit place,

not in Christian circles, but ev tw kqcfiiw, and hence belong to

Tot9 ev TO) Koa-fKp, to the things which make the world's pursuits.

Strangely has the question been raised and replied to, how
this exhortation not to love the world is to be reconciled with

the declaration of St John, ch. iii. 16, that God so loved tlie

world as to give His only-begotten Son. The unity and perfect

harmony of the two passages is clear enough to every one who
(with such places as Rom. ix. 1-3 in his eye) remembers that we

and 5//// bears Adam's sinful nature in it, and not yet is transformed into

the kingdom of Christ. KoV^oj is thus, here, neither the creation (Neandor),

nor the major pars hominum (Grotius), nor the things by which the lust of

sense is excited (Luther), nor omne ijenus corrtipldx (Calvin), nor original

sin (Schmid), nor the world of men as such (Diisterdieck), nor the anti-

christian world (Storr).
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not only may, but that we must, love that world of which John

iii. 16 speaks with that love which in us is analogous to the love

there mentioned. For not only the idea of the ar^aTrdv (as

Diisterdieck thinks), but also that of the K6afio<i, is entirely dif-

ferent in the two passages respectively. In that, the ayuTrdv is

the merciful, holy love, which wills not the death of the sinner,

while it abhors the sin, and which therefore loves the sinner

in spite of his sin ; here, it is the unholy lusting which does not

aim to save the sinner's person, but to share his sin,—which

seeks not to deliver the sinner from his sin, but to place itself

in the slavery of sin, and which therefore loves the sinner on

account of his sin. There (John iii. 16), 6 Koa^a is not (as

Beza says) the number of the elect alone ; but neither is Koa-fic^

in our passage the sinful world of men as such (as Diisterdieck

says). Rather is Koafio^ in John iii. 16 the fallen world of

mankind as such, as being, viz., the object of the Divine counsel

of redemption, and contemplated as capable of being redeemed

:

in our passage, on the other hand, Kocr/xa is (as is perfectly plain

from ver. 8, as also from vers. 12-14) the sinful world of men,

so far as it forms a contrast to those who have already overcome

the wicked one ; and therefore it is the multitude of those who
at any assignable moment still belong to the darhiess. And
therefore the K6a-fjbo<; comes under contemplation here in its

moral character and aspect, as opposed to the character of the

children of God.

In the second half of the verse, that which was laid down
in the first part as an exhortation takes the form of one of those

negative and exclusive sentences which we sc often meet with

in St John (ch. i. 6 and 8 and 10, ii. 4 and 9 and 11). If any

m.an love the ivorld, the love of God is not in him. Tov Qeov is

the reading of Codd. A.C., of the Coptic and the ^thiopic

Versions, of Cyril and others. The reading of the Text. Rec,

and tliat which is commonly adopted, rov irarpo^i, is found only

in Cod. B., the Vulgate, and a few of the Fathers. Diister-

dieck gives the reading tov irarpo'^ the preference, " because it

seems absolutely necessary on account of ver. 16;" but that

only explains how it came to pass that the cojDyists corrected

Qeov into Trarpo^. For certainly it is more probable that it

was thought necessary in ver. 15 to read 7raTp6<;, on account of

the harmony with ver. 16, than that a ©eov was inserted from
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the distant ver. 17 instead of the original irarpo';.—The senti-

ment itself is clear. The world is the sinful world of men, so

far as it is not yet penetrated by the light in Christ, and there-

fore is not itself light, not yet analogous to the nature of God
(ch. i. 5), but rather in its cliaracteristics opposed to tliat nature.

Consequently, he who loves this world, and its God-opposed

nature, shows that the " love of God" does not dwell in him.

'H. wydiTTf] Tov @eov denoted, in ver. 5, neither one-sidedly the

love of the saved to God, nor one-sidedly the love of God to

the saved, but the mutual love-relation between God and man.

In our passage we may indeed think of this relation of mutual

love, yet the contrast between the " loving God" and the "loving

the world" would constrain us to interpret it here preeminently

of its one aspect, the human side ; and therefore it is more

natural, with the majority of commentators, to understand by

the "love of God," in tJiis connection, the love of men to God.^

Ver. 16 connects itself, by means of an argumentative ore,

with ver. 15. In ver. 16 it is more clearly illustrated to what

extent the nature of the world is contradictory to the nature of

God.

Ildv TO iv TO) KocTfxcp is, as most expositors have seen, nothing

but a strengthened repetition of the preceding ra ev toj Kocrfiw.

This last expression denoted, as we have seen, not the individual

external objects which exist in the created world, the creature

(as in Acts xvii. 24)—for it is not tlie creature that is here

described as Koa/xo^, nor individual objects and things, so far

as they are or may become objects of sinful desire ; but ra iv

Tc3 Koafxw must be understood of all that which has its place,

as it respects its moral characteristics, in the icorld— that is, in

mankind as not yet enlightened by the light of Christ, and still

wandering in unchecked sinful pursuits,— and which thei'efore

has not, or should not have, any place among Christians. Thus

the expression denoted, not things, but kinds of deportment,

and thought, and endeavour, and action. And all this is meant

by ttHv to iv tm Koafiw ; only that the Apostle here lays emphasis

upon this, that all things which in this sense find their place iv

rat Koa/xcp— all things Avithout exception— are opposite to God.

For he is now about to reckon the individual speeies into which

' It is altogether wrong, with Luther and Calov, to refer tliis expression

hero to the love of God to Christians.
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tlie generic idea, to, iv rco Koaficp, is distributed.— Thus, first, the

distinction vanishes, according to which ra iv rw ma^od are the

actual creaturely objects of sinful lust, and irav to eV rw Koa-fxay

the internal moral nature of the world (Huther: the second

here is correct, but the first incorrect). And, secondly, we are

not under the necessity of assuming (with Diisterdieck) a

" change from the notion of the objects of worldly lust into the

appositional notion of subjective lust itself"—he referring both

the phrases to the creaturely ohjecfs of sinful lust.

Three individual kinds of sinful worldly propension are

named by the Apostle. But how these three kinds are related

to each other,—whether one includes the other, or whether the

one is a particular species of the other;—whether the whole

forms a systematic and perfect distribvition, or the three are

only isolated examples individually;—how, final]}', each of the

three conceptions is to be defined and characterized;—on all

these points there is endless confusion among the commentators.

One main reason of this may be the fact, that expositors gene-

rally (especially in the domain of practical-ascetic Bible-ex-

planation, which has never failed to exert its influence iipon

scientific exegesis) have been determined to find in our verse

a distribution of sin generally, or of original sin ; while the

Apostle here has to do, not with sin as it is a power in the sub-

jective inner man, but nnth sin as it exhibits itself objectively in

the external deportment and common life of the children of the

ti'orld,—in short, with the individual departments of the world^s

piirsiiit. (Bullinger : studium miindi. So also Calvin, Grotius,

Wolf, Liicke, De Wette, Neander.) And this at once obviates

and sets aside the views of those who discern in the three mem-
bers a progression and climax : the lust of the flesh indicating

gross actual sins; the lust of the eye indicating and condemn-

ing the more subtle sin of the desire, the lustful contemplation

of the eye ; and the pride of life similarly condemning even the

sin of the thoughts of the heart (with which, however, the Gen.

Tov ^Lov cannot be made veiy well to harmonize). So also is

excluded the theory of those who (as Neander, De Wette,

Diisterdieck) take crdp^ in that general sense according to Avhich

it forms the antithesis to ro 7rvev/ia (as in John iii. 6 ; Eom.
viii. 4-9), and all and every sin (even that of self-righteousness,

Gal. iii. 3) falls under the idea of the adp^.
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If we set out, as it is ahvays the duty of the exegete to do,

with the explanation of the individual words, we find tliat two

of the notions involved in the idea of eiridvixia are distinguished

by the names eTriOvf^ia rr}? <TapK6<^ and eTridvfMia twv 6(fiOaX-

fiiov, while aXatpvela enters as the third member of the idea,

having the Gen. rov ^iov connected with it. But all the three

members are united by the uniform kuI, and thus exhibited as-

co-ordinate. 'ETnOvfjbia denotes, etymologically, every longing

desire (Luke xxii. 15 ; Phil. i. 23 ; 1 Thess. ii. 17) ; but it is

commonly used in the specific sense of sinful inclinations

:

sometimes these sinful desires are, as it regards their objects,

described by iTriOv/xiat (thus in John viii. 44, Rom. vii. 8, Col.

V. 16, etc., the fulfilling the lusts is accomplishing that for which

we lust) ; sometimes the eTnOv/jiiac denote the impulses them-

selves (2 Tim. iii. 6 ; Tit. iii. 3 ; Rom. vi. 12 ; Jude 18, etc.).

Accordingly, a twofold view of the Genitive is here possible.

If ?7 eTTLdviMia denotes the impulse of desire as such, the Geni-

tive may be a Genitive of the object ; then rj iTrcdvfxla rr}?

aapKo^ would be " the desire after the flesh," that is, for fleshly

enjoyment, and rj einOvfiia twv 6(f)da\/jib)v would be the desire

after the eyes, that is, for the gratification of the eyes. So

Huther says :
" It is not the lust which is excited by looking,

but the lust which seeks its own gratification in looking, and

has its object in the satisfaction of the eye." But this view

of the matter is in two ways erroneous. For, first, although

we may admit that the Genitive t?}? aapKo^i may assuredly

be taken as the Genitive of the object (p-dp^, however, else-

where commonly denotes, not the fleshly after ichich man lusts,

but the flesh which lusts, and a Genitive of the object never

does occur after iTridv/jiiai, elsewhere in the New Testament),

yet, on the other hand, it will appear too bold to accept oi

ocjidaX/jbOi in a double tropical sense as " the satisfaction which

the beholding with the eyes secures." But, secondly, it is in

itself at the outset improbable that St John would here, where

the subject is the objective forms and manifestations of the

worldly spirit, mention the subjective excitement of the desires.

Hence we shall do better to take e'mOvp.ia in the sense which

it bears in John viii. 44, etc., where it denotes the desire accord-

ing to its matter, that after lohich man lusts, thus " the lusts."

Then the Genitives are not Genitives of the object ; for the
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object of the lust cannot have the object of the lust as a Geni-

tive after it. They are then either Genitives of the subject,

or Genitives of the kind and relation. (Genitives of the latter

sort are found in Eph. iv. 22 and 2 Pet. ii. 10 connected with.

iTTLOvfiiac.) Taking them in the former sense, rj iiridv/Mia t?}?

aapK6<i would be the kind of lust which has its source in the

flesh, carnal and sensual desires ; but 77 efndvfxla rcav 6<p6d\/xo)v

would be the kind of lust which springs from the eyes, that is,

from beholding. But how could we then keep the two asunder,

since in all sins of the flesh the external eye of the body, as also

the internal eye of the fantasy, are usually as active as the pro-

per fleshly impulse itself ?^ In the latter sense, rj eTridvfxia t?^?

aapKO'i wovild be that kind of desire or lust which has its exist-

ence in the domain of the crapf ; but r) einOvfiLa rwv ocfidaXficov

that which finds place in the domain of the seeing.'^ Now adp^

may not here, as has been already shown, be understood in the

broader sense, as the creature, or humanity, or mankind found

in a state of opposition to God; rather must it be here used in

the narrower sense in which it occurs 1 Pet. iii. 18 and 19 and

21, iv. 1, where by adp^ and irvevjia the antithesis of body and

spirit is designated. And thus 97 eTridvpiia t?}? aapKo^ is here that

species of sinful desire which is preeminently directed to sensual,

that is, sexual enjoyments. (So Augustin, Bullinger, Grotius,)

But what does the eindv/xia tcov ocpOaXfiMv mean, in con-

tradistinction to this? The expression in itself would be in-

distinct and vague, if it had not a plain stamp upon it which

is derived from the Old-Testament use of the phrase. Luther,

Socinus, Grotius, Bengel, and others, have not incorrectly re-

ferred to such passages as Prov. xxiii. 5, xxvii. 20 ; Eccles. iv.

8, V. 10; Luke xiv. 18, 19 ; and therefore understood the ex-

pression to mean avarice, or lust of having. Only this idea is

too restricted. We must also bear in mind such other passages

as Ps. xvii. 11, liv. 9, xci. 8, xcii. 12 ; Prov. vi. 17, etc. The eye

* Liicke and De Wette in fact identify eTndvjuiix. tvh uot.px.6i; Tvitli Wt^v-

filct ruv 6<p6cx.'Ai.cZu. The former is the desires of the sensually- excited lust

;

the latter, " what the eyes see, and that by which the sensual lusts are

excited."

2 Thus Olshausen seems to have taken the meaning of the expres-

sions, when he explains ett. t. o-a^xoV of "fleshly, carnal enjoyment," and
Itt. t. ii^&oi'Ki^Ziv^ on the contrary, of " dissipation through external or in-

ternal relations."
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of the natural man looks at others' possessions v/itli complacency,

but also sees its own ha])piness in the calamity of one who is

an enemy. The whole sphere of the desires of selfishness, of

envy and of covetousness, of hatred and of revenge, is indicated

by 7] emOvfiia rojv ocpOaX/xcov}

And now remains the aXatpvela tov ^lov. Our explanation

above gives us this advantage, that we are able to take the first

two Genitives in the same sense as tlie third, that is, as Genitives

of the kind and respect. ^AXa^oveia tov ^lov is akafyveia in the

^io<i, in the manner of life. Bio<;, that is, means, first, the life

itself (= ^coi], Septuagint, Job viii. 9, x. 20 ; Isa. liii. 8 ; comp.

1 Peter iv. 2) ; secondly, the sustenance of life (Luke viii. 43,

XV. 12 ; 1 John iii. 17) ; and, finally, also the conduct of life,

the direction, tendency, and manner of life (2 Tim. ii. 2 and 4
;

Luke viii. 14). Some expound it here according to the second

of these meanings—/3io9 then being about equivalent to TrXouTo?,

riches, and aXa^ovela tov (3iov, the magnificence of riches ; but

ySto? means only the provision needful for the sustenance of life,

and this can scarcely become the object or ground of vain

boasting. Most expositors, however, are agreed in expounding

/Stof according to the third of these meanings (direction and

manner of life), and that the aXa^ovela of the clause is in the

regulation of life : it remains only that we define a little more

precisely the idea of the aXa^oveia itself. ^AXd^cov is etymo-

logically iv akrj ^ow, a vagabond, or pufliing mountebank : hence

it is, according to Hesychius and Suidas, equivalent in meaning

to irXdvo'i, \lr€vSi]<;, v7rep7j^avo<;. ^AXa^oveia is, accordingly, first

of all, the prating and boastful nature, referring to the kind of

people who make loud pretensions before others. Thus it is not

simj)le pride,—the consciousness of one's own value and one's

own superiority ; nor presumption of heart,—which ground-

lessly exalts the personal I in one's own thoughts over all others,

the selfishness which thinks lightly of all but self ; nor scorn

(yj3pi<i), which tramples ruthlessly under foot all the claims of

others ; nor arrogance,

—

eum quis nimium sibi ant verhis ant

factis assumit (Bengel) ; nor, finally, that presumption against

God which trusts in the possession of earthly goods. But it is

that vanity, lohlch in the eyes of others will make a great display,

1 Augustin and Neandcr arbitrarily refer it to the satisfaction of tlie

eye in spectaculis. But this rather belongs to the «>.«^&vs/« tou fiiov.
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and whicli is therefore dependent upon the judgment of others,

even the vilest

—

the lust of shining and making a boasting dis-

play. Thus in Wisd. v. 8, ifKovro^; fxera a\,a^ov6ia<i denotes

riches connected with the idle vaunting of luxury (on the

other hand, in ch. xvii. 7 it has its original signification of loud

boasting ; and so also in 2 Mace. xv. 6). In E.om. i. 30 and

2 Tim. iii. 2, it is distinguished from v'jrep'qi^avla and also from

v^pi<;, as something different from both. It is evident, there-

fore, that pride, in the sense of loftiness of spirit, does not cor-

respond to the idea of aXa^ovela ; but that it is a word which

denotes worldly luxury, so far as that is connected with the

spirit which is set upon surpassing others in magnificence of

life, and thinks the better of self in proportion as others are

excelled in dress, food, and expenditure of all kinds. ^AXa^oveia

Tov ^Lov does not signify pride of spirit, so much as pride of

life, the desire to shine and outshine others. (So also in classi-

cal Greek : compare Raphelius Polyb. S. 709). The idea of

luxury most perfectly answers to the expression. Political

economy, indeed, from its position, understands by " luxury"

something that is allowable and profitable, since it subserves the

making of money and the interests of commerce ; but that is

only so far as that science has an extra-Christian ground.

Morally viewed, " luxury" is not a vox media, but a word of

disapproval. There are physical necessities of life, whicli even

the savage satisfies ; there are necessities of culture, the gratifi-

cation of which is right and permitted ; but Avhere the means

used to that end go beyond this end, and are subservient to

the immoral purposes of vanity, and foolish ostentation, and the

desire to outshine others, luxury begins ; and so does prodi-

gality, where there is waste without any purpose at all. But

the spirit which desires to shine before others in splendour of

dress, habitation, furniture, is a fundamental characteristic of

the unchristian course of this world ; and we must not think,

because so many " Christians" of the present day have blunted

consciences in this respect, that St John has no word of con-

denmation for this unchristian disposition, which in truth is the

wretched source of untold public as well as private evil,^

^ To provide classics, musical books, and the like, is not luxury, but

the gratification of a necessitude of culture. To have them bound, not

merely decently and carefully, but magnificently— for display on the table



1 JOHN II. 7-20. 171

After we have loamecl to understand individually the three

kinds of worldly pursuit to which St John gives a name— tlie

lusts of sensuality ; the passions of hatred and vengeance, envy

and selfishness ; the luxury of the economy of life—the ques-

tion arises, whether these are examples fortuitously selected, or

constitute a distribution which sums up all the manifestations

of the spirit of the course of this world in their several aspects,

and in their whole comprehensiveness. The latter is in itself

more probable ; and we should not be justified, unless indeed

there could be found in the nature of things absolutely no

ground for the distribution, in taking St John's words (with

Calvin, Liicke, Neander, and others) as giving us a mere exem-

plification of the spirit of the world. The internal and com-

plete principle of distribution, such as embraces the whole round

of the course of this world, lies near at hand. Man in relation

to his own hodihj nature and life of sense

—

man in his j^ersonal

opposition to his fclloio-men—and man in his relation to them^

and commerce with them,—these are the three aspects of the

subject, and a fourth added to these can hardly be imagined.

There is, in fact, no form of the manifestation of the extra- and

nn-christian course of this world, which may not have its defi-

nite place assigned to it under one of these three heads.

Among the other principles of distribution which expositors

have discerned or invented, those necessarily fall to the ground

which rest upon an erroneous explanation of the three ideas

individually considered : that, for example, of Bengel, who
supposes that the lust of the flesh refers to the sensus fruitivi,

taste and feeling ; but the lust of the eye to the sensus investi-

gativi, sight, hearing, and smell ; and aXatpveia, finally, being

ambition and pride of place. Equally inapplicable are the views

—is luxury. ^Then Lucullus ordered a dish of singing birds, it was ex-

travagant prodigality. All these ideas must take their character from the

relation of means to an end first, and then from the character of the

end itself. Quite distinct from this is the question as to the relation of

expenditure to the means at our disposal. That which oversteps our

means, is morally blameworthy, but may not in itself be luxury or pro-

fusion. (For instance, more books may be bought than our income per-

mits, though for an absolutely good end.) So, on the other hand, our

expenditure may be regulated by our income, and yet there may be both

luxury and prodigality. " So long as there is distress and want still in

the world, no Christian man has a right to live in luxury " (Gerstnor).
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of all those who think they find here a distribution of sin gene-

rally and as such. So also is the view of those (Liicke and

Diisterdieck) who do not regard the three ideas as co-ordinated,

but think that the lust of the flesh includes the desire of the

eye as a more subtle form of itself, and the pride of life as its

extreme climax. Those, finally, who think of rjSovai, ttXouto?,

and Ti/j,7], as the main objects of sinful desire, coincide, indeed,

though not very exactly, with the three worldly vices ^^amed by

St John, so far as the lust of the flesh is a kind of (jiiXrjBovLa,

and the (pLkapyvpia a kind of lust of the eyes, and the vanity

of luxury is at least connected with the desire of honour in the

sight of others. But they are altogether wrong who imagine

that St John had in his vieiv any such combinations, here and

there occurring in profane writers, as i7ri6v/xla rj •^pTj/xdrcov, i)

8o|'?79, rj 7]Sov7i^ (Philo ad Decal. 0pp. ii. 205), or of ^CK.rjhovLa,

TrXeove^ia, ^Ckoho^la (Pythagoras, Clinias). St John had no-

thing in his eye but the things themselves, and all he did was

to characterize the spirit of the world according to its three

fundamental tendencies. But these fundamental tendencies are

everywhere so marked, that even heathen writers could scarcely

fail to seize them.^

We have now considered the subject of the proposition. All

that is in the world, that is, all those vicious tendencies and

sins which are in vogue in extra- and un-cln-istian hujnanity

—

as well the sensual desires, as selfishness in avarice, and hatred,

^ Bede and a Lapide push the matter to the verge of caricature, when
they not only arrogate for St John the Pythagorean tripartite distribu-

tion of sin, but refer them to the three Persons in the Trinity (sensuality in

relation to the Father, lust of possession in relation to the Son, ambition in

relation to the Holy Spirit), and, moreover, place them in co??<?ai'< with the

three vows of the cloister (chastity, poverty, obedience), and in parallel

with the threefold temptation of Christ. This last often reappears in ascetic

literature, but without any propriety. Christ was not tempted to the

abstract sins of sensuous enjoyment (to which the satisfaction of hunger

does not belong), ambition, and pride of possession ; but His temptation

referred to the definite individual aspects of His coming mediatorial woi'k.

The sin contemplated by Satan in the first temptation was not the satisfac-

tion of hunger, but the application of His jiower of w^orking miracles to

an end which lay beyond His Messianic vocation ; that in the second was

not the desire of honour, but the carnal method of collecting around Him-
self a Messianic body of adherents ; that in the third was not the desire to

have possessions, but apostasy from the Father.
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and pride in the pm'suits of life (luxury)— all this is not of the

Father, hut is of the world. This is the predicate, which is ex-

pressed concerning that subject. "Eariv ck denotes, not merely

similarity of kind and relation of nature, but their origin, as in

ver. 21 and John viii. 44. On that very account the predicate

is not tautological, as if it were said, " That which belongs to

the world, belongs to the world ;" nor is it any mere repetition

of the sentiment of ver. 15, but a genuine establishment of the

ground of that. The Avorld itself, in its substance, was created

by God ; this human race which is fallen into sin, and has not

yet yielded to the light from Christ, was, with all its creaturely

powers and capacities, and with all the relations {e.g., of family,

of civil community, and of the state) in which it lives, and with

all the possessions and natural objects in which it finds the

substratum of its life, and action, and enjoyment, created by

God. On the other hand, its pursuit and course, its desire for

sensual, fleshly enjoyment, its self-seeking thirst for self-en-

richment and advantage over the neighbour, its perversion of

earthly possessions to purposes of vain ostentation, w^as not

increated in it, and does not come from God the Creator and

Father of all things (who on that account is here, ver. 16, with

good reason called irary^p), but has its origin in the sinful will

of the creature ; the course and pursuit of the KoafMc;, of the

extra- and un-christian world, is a product of the Koafio^;, and

(hat of the Koa-fic; as it is opposed to God. Therefore (ver. 15),

" the love of the world, and the things in the world," and " the

love of God," mutually exclude each other.

Now, as in ver. 16 the second half of ver. 15 has been

established upon its grounds, so in ver. 1 7 the exhortation in

the first half of ver. 15 finds its further motive. The first

motive to our not loving the world lies in this, that love to the

world cannot be reconciled with the love of God ; and a second

in this, that the loorld with its lust is j^dssiiig oioay. But, it will

be observed that this second motive is not placed externally hy

the side of the first ; it grows internally and organically out of

the reason of the first.

K.a\ 6 Kocr/no<; TrapdyeraL : this is essentially the same Trapd-

yeadai, or passing away, which we had in ver. 8 ; but here it

appears under another point of view, and therefore with a modi-

fying difference. That which is here said of the /cocr/xo? is,
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when looked at carefully, a consequence of that which had been

there said concerning the aKorla. The cKOTia—the darkness—
is now, at the present time, in the act of passing aM'ay ; the

true light already shineth : the great crisis, therefore, or judg-

ment between light and darkness has begun upon earth, and

can self-evidently end only with the victory of the light. Hence

it appears manifest, at once, that the sphere of those Avho stand

in this conflict on the side of the cxKOTia, on the dark side,—
that is, the K6(Tfu><i, or world, in the sense of vers. 15-17,

—

cannot escape the destiny of one day vanishing, passing away,

and ceasing to be. There must come a time when this Koafj.o'i

shall be no longer existent upon earth, and shall no longer

oppose and thwart the congregation of the light. And this

will enable us to perceive in what manner the sense of Trapd-

jerac is modified here in ver. 17. There, in ver. 7, it was said

of the present time, that already noiv, ijBr], in the time of St John,

the cTKOTia was in the act of vanishing : here it is declared con-

cerning the K6a/jio<;, that it is involved in its very nature that it

must one day pass away. Here, therefore, the Trapdyerai does

not express a present procedure as such (as Meyer maintains),

but a characteristic quality, or, more correctly, a distinction of

nature and necessity. The Koa/juo'i is invested with the attribute

of being under the necessity of passing, of having no eternal

continuance. And with it comes to an end also rj eTriOvfjuia

avTGv, its course as described in ver. 15, its sensual lusts, and

lusts of the eye, and pride of life— all that in which it found

its happiness.^

In opposition to this, it is expressed concerning him who
doeth the will of God, that he fjuevec et? tov alcova. The subject,

" he that doeth the will of God," furnishes no difficulty : to

6eXr}/jia tov Qeov is the simple opj)osite of that which was desig-

nated by " all that is in the world." The course of the world

is diametrically opposite to the will of God ; the perfect opposite

* Here tlien it is plain, that iTri^vjuia denotes, not the excitement of the

desire, but the desire in its matter. But it is not by any means necessary

to refer sTridvyJa, to the ohjecis of the desire (money, etc.). St John does

not say tliat these things have an end, but that the imrsuit of the world has

an end. For, by the Koaf^og itself he understands, not the creation of God
embracing these tilings, but unchristian humanity, which has produced that

pursuit and spirit out of itself : comp. ver. 16, "All that is in the world— is

of the world."
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of tlie course of the world,— to wit, that we love not the world,

but God ; that we deny ourselves all sensuality, all selfish greed,

and pride of life ; consequently, that we live purely and chastely,

loving our brethren in self-denial and self-restraint, and humbly

contenting ourselves with that which is necessary, our daily

bread,— is therefore the will of God. He who doeth this will of

God, ahidetk eh rbv alwva. But what does this mean ? Kot,

as DUsterdieck perverts the sense, that "the love to the Father

abideth to all eternity :" it is not said of the love that it, but of

him that shows it, that he, abideth for ever. This /neveiv et?

Tov aloyva cannot possibly, however, denote the mere naked

contimiance without end: this, indeed, is not a distinguishing

attribute of the children of God ; for does the Scripture any-

where teach the annihilation of the unbelieving and ungodly %

But no more can we understand why De Wette substitutes for

the words, " abideth forever," the unqualified words, " hath eter-

nal life ;" since the idea of " life" is not in any way expressed,

and our words are used in direct opposition to irapd'yerat. A
continuance, in opposition to a passing away, is certainly meant,

but the kind of this continuance must needs be more closely

defined ; and the words ei? tov alwva cannot possibly serve

merely to repeat the idea of the continuance thereof, or to ap-

pend to it the mere attribute of endlessness. It is generally

a widely-spread but very great error of oru' exegesis, that the

Biblical aloiv is made to refer so unconditionally to the meta-

physical idea of " eternity," whether as endless duration, or as

extra- and. super-temporal. When it is said concerning God, or

concerning Christ, that He is and that He abides the same eh

TOv<; alo}va<i tmv alwvoiv (Ps. xc. 2, ciii. 17 ; Kev. i. 18), or that

the kingdom of Christ will abide eh roifi aiOiva<=; rcov aloivoov

(Rev. xi. 15, xxii. 5; comp. xx. 10; Heb. xiii. 21), it is as-

svu'edly involved in the words that God is one w^ho is above the

change of all times and iEons, and that Clmst's kingdom is an

eternal and endlessly-continuing kingdom (Ijecause bounded by

no future ^on). But the simple eh tov alwva cannot express

simply the same thing ; since the idea of endless continuance

does not lie in the word aloyv as such. Almv is always a definite

large period of the icorld's history : thus we have frequently

mention made of aloov ovto<; and alcov /neXkcov or ep^o/zevo^

(Luke xvi. 8, xx. 34 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4 ; Eph. ii. 2 ; compared with
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Luke xviii. 30; Eph. ii. 7); and so cutv al(bvo<; (Acts iii. 21;

John ix. 32) means " from the beginning of the world ;" there-

fore, of the present ^on of the workl, but not " from eternity."

It is true that there is not a fxeXXovra connected with alwva in

our passage ; but it is obvious from the fievei et? rov alfova of

itself, that neither any past iEon nor the present ^on is meant,

but the future, and the nearest future;—the A^on which will

begin with the visible establishment of Christ's kingdom upon

earth in glory. Thus apprehended, the words form a really

true and logically-correct antithesis to the words o K6afio<; irapd-

lyerai. The world—the unchristian world which in opposition

to the Church of Christ in time still continues—must one day

pass, and all the pursuits in which it now finds its happiness,

its carnal lust, its lust of the eye, its luxury, will then have with

it an end. In this is involved that the individual members

of the /co'cr/io? must beliold the downfall of their party and all

their glory ; but, on the contrary, he who doeth the will of God
w'lW abide to the establishment of the kingdom of Christ, and it

will be his to see the victory of that kingdom.^

In VERS. 18-21 begins a new subdivision, which goes on

continuously down to ver. 25. The exhortation to fly the pur-

suits of the extrachristian and unchristian "world" had been

closely connected with the address to the veavia-Koi. Now fol-

lows a warning against all antichristian aims, that is, against the

aKOTia, as it is not only a darkness yet untouched by the light,

but as it has placed itself in direct and conscious antagonism to

the light. This exhortation is opened by the address and appel-

lation, reKvla. This term of address has been thought by some

to furnish proof that iraihla above in ver. 13 cannot denote a

specific class of age, that is, children ; but that it has the same

meaning as reKvla in ver. 12, and is an address to the whole

Church. For, in our ver. 18— so they think—the whole commu-
nity is most manifestly addressed. However, even in that case,

it is not absolutely necessary to explain the former verse by the

^ Not " He abidetli livin(j vpo7i earth vmtil the establislimeut of the

kingxlom of Christ :" this is not involved in the f^ivfl. But only this is

contained in it, that he will be a witness of this victory, and will stretch

forward his existence into that victorious kingdom. How—we are told in

the passages, 1 Thess. iv. 14-17 ; Rev. xx. 4, 5.
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latter; in ver. 13 the change of expression maij not he -without

purpose and aim ; it would have been an unnatural harshness

in the style not to repeat rcKvia also with the irarepe^; and

veavLCTKOL, if St John had intended to address the very same

TCKvia. The change in the expression, occurring in such close

proximity to the repetition of the others, shows incontrovertibly

that there was also some change in the idea intended. If this

be established, then our iraihia in ver. 18 may be referred to

the same class of children in age which was denoted by TraiBia

in ver. 13. And so far from vers. 18-25 being unsuitable as

addressed to children, all that these verses contain yields its

living and subtle significance only when regarded as directed

to the young rising generation of the Church. That is to say,

while the antichristian element had already appeared in its

beginnings, its full unfolding is contemplated by St John as

future, and as to take place in a period when he should no

longer be able as a faithful pastor to defend the Church : it is

then quite natural that his provident foresight should take care

for the babes and little ones especially (Bengel) ; and Jicnce he

seeks to excite the attention of those in particular, the spiritually

weak and helpless, to the coming danger, and, by a word of

fatherly warning, to arm them against it. And this he does

precisely in such a manner as was adapted to the case of these

little ones. (When, further on— addressing the whole Church

—he comes to speak again of the Antichrist, he speaks in a

very different manner.) He places himself and the Church as

77yu-et9 over against the little ones addressed ; he brings to their

mind (what every child might be able to understand) that

the false teachers who had been separated from the Church,

were externally separated only because they had not in their

spirit and nature belonged to the Christian community ; finally,

he says (what was suitable expressly and only to children) that

he writes this to them as presupposing, not that the truth was

as yet unknown to them, but that they (although TraiBio) knew
the truth already,— for that the whole truth was comprised in

the simple proposition, that Jesus is the Christ.^ What the

> Sander correctly remarks, that the specific proj.hccy touching tho

Antichrist was not withheld from the children, even as St Paul, during the

few days of his sojourn in Thessalouica, communicated it to the newly-con-

verted Thessalonians.

M
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words of ver. 21 should mean, as addressed to adults, or how
St John should say to adults, " I have not written to you, be-

cause ye have not known the truth," can scarcely be under-

stood. Addressed to adults, this declaration would be altogether

superfluous. Sander is quite right when he sees in the TraiSla,

ver. 18, and the ovk eypayjra on, ver. 21, a member of the con-

nection of thought which is analogous to the members of vers.

12-14.^

Thus we regard this iraihia (with Bengel, Sander, Besser,

and others, against Llicke, De Wette, Diisterdieck, Huther) as

an address to the class of children in literal age in the Church.

To them the Apostle cries : ia-'^drr] copa iarlv (where the arti-

cle is wanting, as it is frequently with Mpa alone, e.g., Mark
XV. 25 and 33 ; Acts xxiii. 23 ; comp. Winer Gr. § 18). The
" last hour" must not (with OEcumenius, Bullinger, Carpzov,

Rosenmiiller, and others) be softened down to the vague idea

of tempera periculosa. The only question which arises, is

whether the expression is of the same import, or at least ana-

logous, with "the last days" (Isa. ii. 2 ; Mic. iv. 1; Acts ii. 17 ;

2 Tim. iii. 1 ; 2 Pet. iii. 3), or " varepol Kaipoi^ (1 Tim. iv. 1),

and therefore takes a dogmatical meaning here ; or whether it

must be referred to the state of old age and the impending

death of St John. Against this latter view the concludino-

part of the verse most decisively speaks : it was the rising up

of many antichrists, by which it should be known that it was

already the last hour. The expression has therefore a dogma-

tical meaning ; but now arises the question. What period is indi-

cated by it? In Isaiah, Micah, and Acts ii. 17, as also in 1 Pet,

i. 20, the Messianic age as such appears, in contradistinction to

the Old-Testament age, as CO'!] ^''"]n^ ; similarly, in Heb. i. 2,

the subject is concerning the ecr'^arov rtov rjfMepMV tovtoov, in

opposition to the old covenant. On the other hand, it is quite

evident that in 2 Pet. iii. 3, 1 Tim. iv. 1, 2 Tim. iii. 1, the last

^ But he is wrong when, in sj^ite of external authorities, he reads in

ver. 13 ypxCpu vimv 7!-ciihici\ thus making ver. 32 a general sentence,

—

ver. 13 containing the first triad, and ver. 14 with vers. 18 and 21 the

second triad, the two first members of which are contained in ver. 14, the

third coming after in vers. 18 and 21. The thought begun in ver. 12 is

closed in ver. 14. Vers. 15-17 is a first practical deduction^ vers. 18-25 a

second. Only this is right, that in ver. 21 a thought occurs which is

analogous to that of vers. 12-14, and reminding of it.
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times of the present temporal dispensation (World-iEon) are

meant,— the last times before the coming of Christ, in opposition

to the time when St Paul and St Peter wrote those predictions.

In our passage St John speaks of the eo-p^axT; &pa as of one

already present {iarlv) ; but we cannot therefore conclude

(with Calvin) that he uses the word, according to that first

meaning, concerning the New-Testament age ; for, the token

tliat the eV^ar?/ copa had already come, he derives, not from the

incarnation of Christ, but from the appearance of the " anti-

christs." But, he cannot mean the final interval before the

destruction of Jerusalem (Grotius), which, when he wrote, had

undoubtedly already taken place ; and those commentators are

right who refer the ia-'^dTr) copa to the final period p7'eceding

the return of Christ. That St John, like the other Apostles,

ex|3ected the coming of Christ as nigh at hand, is a certain

fact ; but not a fact which requires any apology in regard to

him. Concerning the time of the Lord's coming, nothing spe-

cific had been revealed to the Apostles ; the signature of those

decennia, in which the awful corruption of Gnosticism sud-

denly appeared in the heart of Christendom, justified them in

expecting Christ's return in the immediate future ; and the

Avord of the Lord, John xxi. 22, imperatively required them to

do so, until the Lord had come to St John in the visions of the

Apocalypse. This particular coming first rendered it possible

to understand the ep-^o/xat of John xxi. 22, not of the objective

coming of Christ to judgment, but of His coming to St John
in vision ; and that obliged him and all Christians, guided by

the revelations of the Apocalypse, to assume that between the

then-existing sixth Poman universal empire (Rev. xvii. 10)

and the coming of Christ there must be interposed a seventh

universal empire, and that not till then would arise that eighth

one, the empire of the personal Antichrist. But the Gospel and

our Epistle were written before the Apocalypse : it is therefore

equally in order and propriety that St John should, like the

other Apostles, expect the coming of Christ as immediately

near
; just as it was quite in keeping that the Old-Testament

prophets contemplated together, and in one glorious future,

the incarnation of Christ and His final return. It would have

been, not in harmony with, but contrary to, the order of the

Divine economy of revelation, if any prophet or any man of
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Gocl had attempted to anticipate or hasten the progression of

the Divine revelation by any subjective knowledge of his own.

At the time in which St Jol*n wrote his Epistle, it would have

been possible only to a thoughtless child of tlie world to expect

the coming of Christ otherwise than as immediately near.

Kal Ka6(b<i 'r]KovcraTe, k.t.\. The words koI vvv avriyjpiCTTOi^

K.T.X., form the sequel to which KaQoi^; refers ; the Kal, however,

not being a copula, but meaning " even," and expressing the

agreement of the existing fact with the prophecy which they

had heard. (Calvin, Bengel, Lricke, Neander, Diisterdieck,

Huther, etc., hold this against Luther, who unnecessarily

assumes an anacoluthon here.) " And as ye have heard that

the Antichrist is to come" (ep^erat, not like Luke xii. 40, where

the Present stands for the Future iXevaerai, " will come ;" but

like ch. iv. 3 ; Matt. xi. 3 ; John xvi. 13 ; Eev. i. 9, where in the

notion of the ep'^eaOai itself the idea of futurity is contained,

" is to come," = will one day appear), " so even now (in fact)

many antichrists are come, by which we know that it is the

last hour." By means of this kul St John gives such strong-

prominence to the consistency between the present fact of the

onany antichrists which had appeared and the prophecy given

concerning the Antichrist, that many expositors have been mis-

led into the supposition that St John did not, like St Paul,

2 Thess. ii. 3, expect one definite av6pQ)7ro<; Trj<i d/xapTia<;, but

that he understood by o dvrl'x^pLo-TO'i a collective whole. This

was the interpretation of all those old Protestant exegetes who
understood by " the Antichrist," not an individual, but the insti-

tution of the Papacy, and then all and every antichristian kind

generally ; and it is held also by Bengel, Lange, Besser, Huther,

and others. They appeal, but improperly, to 1 John iv. 3, where,

however, St John says only that it is ro rrvev/xa rov dvTi')(^pLaTov

which already is at work in the world ; and, further, to 2 John

7, where the sentiment is perfectly analogous with 1 John iv. 3

and our present passage.

It is simply impossible that St John did not hold, or could

have doubted, a doctrine which is so plainly unfolded by the Pro-

phet Daniel, and which was so definitely preached by the Apostle

Paul (2 Thess. ii. 5). St John refers to the doctrine which

was knoivn to his readers (rjKovaaTe), just as St Paul does there

;

and the church to which these readers belonged was foundedo
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by St Paul. The doctrine which he assumes to be well known
to his readers can therefore be no other than that which had

already been preached by St Paul ; but we cannot, of course,

admit, with John xvi. 13 before us, that St John convicts his

apostolical predecessor of error, and is correcting the views of the

Ephesians ! Simply because St John could presuppose as well

known the doctrine concerning the personal Antichrist, it was

not necessary for him to expatiate at length upon the distinction

between the'already-existing 7roWol<i avrl'^ptcrTOi';, and the avri-

'^ccTTO'; still to come, and expressly to say that those ttoXXoi

were only TrpoSpofiot and forerunners of the One. His object

here is not theoretical, but practical : to impress most earnestly

upon the hearts of his readers the analogy and identity of nature

between the already-existing ttoXXoi? and the One still to come
;

and to excite their attention to this, that it was not simply an

M/t-christian kind which manifested itself in the appearances

which they saw, but no other than the antichristian element

itself. Hence Calvin, Liicke, De Wette, Neander, and others,

were right in assuming that St John did not intend to be

understood as meaning by ttoWoX^ dvrl'^pcarotf; altogether the

same as he meant by 6 avrl'^pLcno^, but that he referred to

preparations and forerunners of the Antichrist (Calvin : Proprie

loquendo nondum antichristus extabat, sed arcanum sure im-

pietatis clam moliebatur), laying the emphasis, however, not

upon this particular element of distinction, but only upon the

likeness of nature. The element of distinction is in the ttoXXo/,

and the o hinted at, or rather taken for granted.

^AvTi'^piaro^ is not (as Grotius thought) formed after the

analogy of avTi^aaikev^, vice-king, avOvTraro^, proconsul, as if

it designated one who set himself iii the ijlace of Christ, there-

fore a pseudo-Christ. For, in the idea of " placed in the stead,"

there is not contained the element of an unjustijied substitution

in the place of another; as the word avri^aa-Ckev^ does not

suggest a usurper who unlawfully takes the place of the right-

ful king. But avTi')(^pLaTo<i is formed, rather, after the analogy

of avTL(l)i\6cro(f)o<i, opponent of philosophy, and avTidea, enemy
of God, and signifies an antichrist in the sense of " Christ's

enemy." The word avTi')(^pL(TTo<^, etymologically considered,

does not involve the idea that this enemy of Christ will demon-

strate his enmity by giving himself out to be the true Christ in
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opposition to Jesus : that aspect of the matter would have found

its expression in the definition -^evho-^piaTo^, as in Matt, xxiv. 24.

In fact, it is never taught in Scripture that that " Antichrist,"

or "Man of Sin," who immediately before the coming of Christ

will urge his cause and set up his kingdom, and of whom Jesus

by His coming will make an end (2 Thess. ii. 8 ; comp. Isa.

xi. 4), M'ill represent himself to be a ')(pL(TTo<;, an anointed of

God, or the XpL(Tro<i promised in the Old Testament, the Mes-

siah and Redeemer. The erroneous view, that the Antichrist

would give Jiimself out to be a " Chinst,^^ ^ owed its origin to the

confusion of the older Protestant expositors, Avho confounded

the spotted beast of the Roman power, or "Babel," enduring

the half year-week from the ascension of Christ to His coming,

with the blood-red beast of the last half of the apocalyptic day-

week—the empire of superstition with that of open unbelief.

The Revelation of St John, as also the passage, 2 Thess. ii. 1

seq., teaches us precisely the contrary. The Antichrist, the

enemy of Christ, will place himself in the stead of God, will

have himself, though man, honoured as God, and tyrannically

put an end to all worship of God ; but especially he will accom-

plish God's judgments upon Babylonish pseudo-Christendom

(Rev. xvii. 16, xviii. 2), and make an end of it. His own king-

dom, however, will bear upon it, not the semblance of a king-

dom of Messiah, but the signature of the open and absolute

apostasy, of open and daring rebellion against God and His

Son (Rev. xix. 19).

And of this tendency and direction of thought St John saw

in his own time the beginnings. The two great fundamental

tendencies of the lie, which afterwards exhibited themselves

formally in the course of Church-history, had already in the

apostolical time their pre-formations, A legal Judaism had

been withstood by St Paul, and had received its death-wound

in the destniction of Jerusalem. Analogous to that is papistical

Judaism, that power of Babylon, which will receive its death-

wound in the destruction of Babylon the great (Rev. xviii.).

But now, in the time of St John, the daring and essentially

' So Grotius, who then understands by the woX>io7? Jewish pseudo-

Messiahs ! Sander includes in the oLvTixptoroi both ideas at once, that of

enmity to Christ, and that of pseudo-Christianity ; but this is out of the

question.
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lieatlienish Gnosticism liad appeared within tiie Christian sphere,

and consequently as an apostasy. It lias its antitype in that

power of infidelity and rebellion against all Divine and human
order which appeared just at the end of the eighteenth century

as a great power in human affairs, which in modern Pantheism

(well termed by J. P. Lange " homunculo-theism") created a

theory of religion for the educated, and in Materialism one for

the mass ; which will repeat its assaults upon all Divine and

ungodly historical rule, accomplish God's judgments upon Baby-

lon, but be ineffectual to hurt the Church of Christ (liev. vii.,

and xix. 7 seq.) ; which will establish the Christ-opposed tyran-

nical empire, and then be hurled into the abyss by the Lord's

final coming.

Not erroneously, therefore, but rightly, St John discerned

in the Gnostics of that time the beginninfrs of this Christ-

op])osed characteristic. That its full development would be

checked and restrained for well-nigh two thousand years, was

not as yet revealed to him, but was revealed afterwards in the

visions of the Apocalypse. Hence he could perceive, as we
saw above, with perfect prophetical propriety, by the signs of

the times then present, ort ea'^aTq &pa kcnlv— that it was the

last time.

In VER. 19 St John utters expressly the reflection, perfectly

clear in itself, that those Gnostic false-teachers who had fallen

from the churches (who, according to ver. 22, denied that Jesus

was the Christ:—compare what was said in the Introduction con-

cerning the gnosis of Cerinthus), gave proof by their apostasy^

that they had never truly belonged to " us," to the company of

Christians. For, if they had been ef 'qjioiv, they would have

remained ixeB' rjfMcov. The Aorist i^rjXOav (for this unusual

form is the genuine reading, attested by A.B.C., and the varia-

tion e^Xdov, on the other hand, is a mere coi'rection) is a

second Aorist with the termination of the first Aorist (as in the

Septuagint, 1 Sam. x. 14 eiBafiev, 2 Sam. x. 14 €(f)ir/av, and

other places ; compare Matt. xxv. 36 ; Luke vii. 24 : see AViner,

§ 13). Concerning the Praeter-pluperfect without the augment,

fjb€fi€vi]Keiaav, compare Winer, § 12 ; and see Mark xv. 7, xvi. 9 ;

^ For, the ov /^ifiiv/iy^eiffxv shows that If^x^ai/ is, not prodierunt, but

exierunt.
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Luke vi. 48. The iW depends upon an e^rj\$av or ov fjue/jiev^-

KacTL to be supplied after the aXkd. The aXkd does not mean
" but,"' in the sense of laying down the contrast, " they went

out, that," in opposition to the proposition, " they were not of

us :" it must be strictly connected with " they would have re-

mained." " Had they been of us, they would have remained

with us ; but (they have not remained) that," etc. "Iva stands

here again, as in ch. i. 9, not in its strict telic sense ; for it is

not their design in going out which is mentioned, but only a

design which should be accomplished according to God's coun-

sel, ipsis invitis, by their i^ep'^eaOat. In the proposition with

iva, two ideas are mingled together : 1. That thei/ might become

manifest, that the]/ were not of us ; and 2. that it might be

evident that 7iot all (who were with us, /xe^' tj/jlcov) were of us

(but only those who remained with us). This little incorrect-

ness of expression, or involution of meaning (which, indeed,

often occurs in and out of the New Testament), induced some

translators (the Syriac) and Fathers to omit 7rdvTe<;. But the

very fact that it is there, tends to assure us of its genuineness.

Ou irdvTe'i we are not justified in translating by nulli, as Soci-

nus did (" that none of them were of us"). This would have

required on vravre? ovk elaiv i^ rjfiwv.

On this verse, among others, Calvin, Beza, and the other

predestinarian divines, found their argument, that true faith is

inamissibilis, indefectible, and that the man who falls from faith

could not have had a true faith at all, but only its semblance.

But they have no ground for this. We are not justified in

regarding this proposition, uttered by St John here with refer-

ence to definite individuals, as a universal law. St John does

not say ocrri? av— ; or that whosoever shall fall from faith, can

never have had true faith at all. But he speaks of those who,

by the seduction and sophistry of Gnosticism, had suffered them-

selves to be brought to apostasy. The being seduced to this

decided and palpable lie, could be possible only in the case of

those who, in their true character, had been previously averse

from Christianity, and strangers to its influence. Thus, we
might, for example, say of those Avho in our times have suffered

themselves to be led away by Ronge and Dowiat from the

Christian Church into strange and heretical sects, that they had

not been previously of us, otherwise they would have remained
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with us (and not have allowed tliemselves to be entangled by such

spirits of error). But this certainly does not exclude the pos-

sibility that others, who stand now in a true faith, might in other

ways " make shipwreck of faith" (for instance, through letting

the good seed be choked by the foul growth of bosom sins and

lusts) ; compare Ileb. vi. 4 seq. ; 1 Tim. i. 19.

In VERS. 20, 21, the Apostle, by means of fcal ?//iet9, places

the addressed TratSla in opposition to the avTC'^^piaToi'i, who
" were not of us," and therefore " went out from us ;" and says

that those have the -^pla/xa of the Holy One, and therefore

suffer not themselves to be thus deceived by \\icked seducers.

He wo;ild not have been able to write to them, the TratSi'ot?,

even his Gospel (in order to the faith that Jesus is the Christ,

John XX. 31), if the}' also had not already known iravra (ver. 20),

that is (ver. 21) ri-jv aX/jdetav, tliat truth which is comprehended

in the one simple proposition (ver. 22), that Jesus is the Christ.

Thus' in these verses there is only a recurrence of the old state-

ment of ver. 8, that it had become in the o'eaclers an a\7]6e<;, that

the light already slmies} But it recurs with a remarkable in-

tensification ; to wit, that even the TratSta already know iravra,

because they have tlie '^plafxa, and that they, these little ones,

are already armed by this " anointing" against the most con-

centrated power of the lie, the antichristian power. This noble

elevation of the meaning is lost, with all its delicacy, if we take

iraihia as, like TeKvia, a general address to all the readers in

common.

Kal v/jieL<i, says the Apostle, and uses the kuI just in the

sense of a simple copulative particle (Hutlier), but for the ap-

pendage of an antithetical thought, as in ch. i. 4, ii. 4 (kol ra?

eWoXa?, K.T.X.) and 9 (and also in the Gospel). This is cer-

tainly in the Hebrew style of thought and phrase, and so far

is an (unintentional) Hel)raism. But, we must not go so far as

to say, with Beza, AVolf, and De AVette, that this kul is to be

translated " but," or that it stands here instead of 8e. The
Apostle places the antitheses one by the side of the other, with-

^ The view of Calvin, Scmlcr, and others, that St Jolui as it were

apologizes in ver. 20 seq. that he had so anxiously warned them in ver. 18

seq. against the false teachers:— he did it not under the supposition that

they were to be regarded as 7-ucles ignarique.
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out giving prominence to tlieir antithetical relation ; there lies

the Hebraism of the conception, but not in this, that he pur-

posed to make prominent that antithetical relation, and to that

end used the Kal instead of the customaiy he. " And ye have

anointing from the Holy One," says St John. Xplafia, although

without the article, must not be translated " an anointing," since

neither several kinds nor several consecutive acts of anointing

are here presupposed as possible ; but neither is it " the anoint-

ing," since '^plcT/jia never can, and nowhere does, denote the act

of anointing. Xpla/xa means (as in the Septuagint, Ex. xxix."?,

and everywhere) anointing-oil ; it does not express the act of

anointing, but the material with which the anointing is effected,

and on that account the article is omitted from the expression.

" Ye have anointing from the Holy One." 'Atto does not de-

pend upon '^plcr/xa (Carpzov says, Unguentum a Christo com-

jjositum), but from e^ere, which therefore is equivalent in

meaning to accepistis (that is, unctione accepistis oleum = oleo

uncti estis). The ayici can be only Christ, and not the Holy

Ghost (who is the ')(^picr/jLa itself, for which Olshausen rightly

appeals to Ps. xlv. 8 ; Heb. i. 9 ; Matt. xxv. 3 seq.) or the Father

:

this is evident from the antithetical relation between '^plafxa

and dvTi')(^pL(Tro<i. It is undeniable that '^pla/j.a does form the

oj^posite of avTi'^pi,(7T0<i (Bengel). He who has received the

unction from the Holy One, is himself an anointed person, and

essentially related in nature to the Anointed kut i^o-^ijv, the

X.pL(n6<i (Acts X. 38 ; John i. 33, iii. 34) ; such an one cannot

possibly be seduced to go over into the camj) of those who are

enemies of the Anointed. Anointed were, as we all know,

kings, priests, and prophets ; but it is not appropriate to assume

a special reference to any one of these offices (say the prophetic,

on account of the " knowing all things"). St John has not

here to do with the individual offices of Christ, but with the

contrast between those who are anointed from Christ and like

Christ, and those who are the enemies of the Anointed. The
irathia are men of whom the Apostle can say, " Ye know all

things," not as the result of a special prophetic endowment, but

as the result of their general Christian anointing with the Holy

Ghost. The deep and glorious meaning of this irdvra is weak-

ened away by those who (like BuUinger, Luther, and others)

restrict it to omnia ad salutem necessaria, or (like Calvin, Beza,
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Grotius, and otliers) "that which is necessary for distinguishing

between truth and the antichristian lie," or (with Wolf, Bengel,

and Neander) to both of these together. Still worse is the

Syriac translation, " Ye know all these false teachers," and the

explanation of Schmid, " Ye have already heard from my lips

all that concerns these heretical teachers." It is no other than

an oxymoron, when St John says of the little ones, the children

in the Church, that they " know all." How he means this,

ver. 21 shows. He who knows this one thing, that Jesus is the

Christ, knows already in that one thing all : there is no most

distant height or depth of truth, which is not contained or in-

volved in that simple proposition for children's minds.

Ver. 21. "I have not written unto you, because ye have not

known the truth,"— that is, on the presumption that ye know it

not,—"but on the presumption that (= because) ye know it."

The clause may be grammatically resolved into two members :

1. ovK kypa^lra vfiiv, on ovk olhare riiv oKn^OeLav, 2. aXV {e'ypay\ra

v/xtv) oTt OLSare avrrjv. But the ovk before eypa^jra obviously is

not to be connected with the latter, as if it was the writing

itself which Avas to be denied ("I have omitted writing to you,

because," etc.) ; but it belongs to the little clause on, k.t.X.,

and it is this clause which is the matter of negation. " I have

written unto you"—that is sure— " but not for the reason that

ye knew not the truth (even the Attics would have used the

Indicative here), but because ye know it."— In this, then, lies

implicitly the thought, that if they did not know or had not

known the " truth," he would not have been able to write unto

them ; or, that he had written to them, only because and as

far as they knew the " truth." This thought is, as has been

already reinarked, quite analogous to the group of thoughts in

vers. 10-14. Nor does anything in this hinder us from regard-

ing the Gospel-document as the object of the eypa'xlra here again

(as in ver. 13 scq.). That Gospel was, indeed, written with

this design, " that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ"

(John XX. 31) ; St John had already in ver. 13 expressed the

fact, that he wrote it even for the Traihia also ; and the warn-

ing against the liars who denied that Jesus was the Christ

nnist necessarily have brought to his thoughts afresh that writ-

ing and its design, giving him occasion to repeat what was said
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in ver. 13— only in a modified manner, as now more strictly

defined by the context. The children already have received

an anointing from Christ, and in that the pith and essence of

all truth, enabling them to know the lie to be a lie. It was on

that very account, because they possessed this knowledge of the

truth, that St John coidd include them in the design for which

he wrote the Gospel.

St John terms that rj aXi^OeLa which he had previously de-

scribed by the word iravTa—but it is now viewed under another

aspect. In yer. 20 he had laid down a simple statement, start-

ling in itself, that they, because they had received the anointing,

already knew all tlihufs ; in ver. 21 he mentions "the truth" in

definite contrast to the " lie" of the false teachers. This con-

trast appears most plainly in the concluding words, koX otl ttclv

yjrevSo^; e/c tt}? a\t]6eLa'=; ovk eari. This otl is not strictly

parallel (Xeauder's construction so represents it) with the oVt

twice before used, as if it depended also on the e'ypa^^a ; for, how
could the fact, that all lie is not of the truth, have been made a

motive for writing ? Still less does our otl form an antecedent

to the question following in ver. 22. But the proposition on
TTCbv -\\revho'i forms, together with the aXrjOeLav, a second object

of the verb oXhare. " Because ye know the truth, and know that

every lie is not of the truth." The TraiSla already know both :

first, the centre and kernel in which the truth itself, and all

truth in it, is contained ; secondly, the proposition, self-intel-

ligible to every child, that all that vvhich is lie cannot have its

origin in the truth, cannot be deri\ed from the truth.

In VERS. 22, 23, St John opposes to each other materially

the lie and the truth, each of them in its simplest, and therefore

most complete and comprehensive formula. He writes here in

the perfect catechetical style, for children ; but in the style of

perfect catecliism, which gives matter for pondering to the oldest

and most mature. There is no passage in all the Scriptures in

which, to the same extent as in this, the well-known adage finds

its application :—A stream in which the infant may wade,

and the elephant may swim.

The centre and kernel of all truth lies in the clause, on
^Irja-ov'i icTTiv 6 Xpicrr6<i— that Jesus is the Christ. To lead his

readers to a clear perception of this truth, and so to confirm
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their faith in it, had been the design of tlic Gospel which licliad

"written : with the statement of this great truth, tliat Jesus is the

Christ, he closed that Gospel ; this fundamental theme hovers

before his thoughts still, while he is engaged in writing the

Epistle. It hovers before him as the concentrated bulwark of

antithesis to the Gnostic lie; it necessarily hovered before him

already in vers. 13, 14, where he spoke of the fundamental pre-

supposition on the ground of which he could \^ rite, as this Epistle,

so also his Gospel,—but that passage, vers. 13 scq., was not the

place for the moi'e developed utterance of that great proposi-

tion. But to that now tends the entire and full expansion of his

thought : from the warninix aoainst the unchristian world and

its nature (vers. 15-17) St John jiasses over to the Christ-op-

posed nature of Gnosticism ; and now he can lay down the

central point of his Gospel, " that Jesus is the Christ," in its

sharp and rigorous antithesis to the central point of (inosticism,

*' that Jesus is not the Christ." (So Olshausen also.) In this

dogmatic antithesis to Gnosticism the second part of the Epistle

(ch. ii. 7-29) finds its climax and goal ; as the first part found

it in the ethical antithesis to Gnosticism (ch. i. 10, ii. 6). For,

by the immorality of their principle, and their fundamental pro-

positions, the Gnostics offended against the eternal nature of

God, who is light (which was the theme of the first part, ch. i.

5) ; but, by their dogmatic denial of the identity between

Jesus and Christ, they blasphemed against the fact of the

manifestation of the light upon earth (which is the theme of

the second part, ch. ii. 8).— It is unspeakably glorious that St

John here gives the refutation, or rather the triumphant demoli-

tion, of this dogmatical lie, not in the form of a dialectical ex-

position addressed to adults, but in the form of a catechism ad-

dressed to children. That lie was so frenzied and perverted,

that its frenzy and perversion might be made intelligible in few-

words to every TraL^iov.

Ti<; ia-Tiv 6 ylrevaT7]<j, el yu,?;, k.t.X., is the catechetical question

with which St John begins. "' Who is the liar, but he who
denieth that Jesus is the Christ ?" The article before ylrevarT]^

has misled some into the opinion that St John here introduces

the liar kut i^o)(7]v,— that is, the Antichrist, of whom he had

spoken in ver. 18 (jiKovaare ort—ep-^erai),—and from tliis they

would infer that St John did not mean by " the Antichrist"
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any individual being, but a collective manifestation or nature.

But this is a total misapprehension of the whole chain of thought

in vers. 18—25. The design of the Apostle is not in these

verses to instruct the readers as to what they must apprehend

by the Antichrist who should come ; but warningly to testify

to them that the ttoWol who were appearing in the present time,

who denied the identity of Jesus and Christ, were in their

character like the nature of the avTi'^(^pi(7To<i ip'^ofMevo';, and

bore in themselves, in fact, the same nature. It had been said,

in ver. 21, that the children could already distinguish the truth

from the lie. Resting on this opposition between the aXij-

Beta and the ilreuSo?, St John directs now his question to the

children, rt? iariv 6 '\lrev(TTr)<i ; This question cannot possibly

in this connection have the meaning, '"' What or who is under-

stood by the Antichrist, who is to come?" but this mean-

ing alone :
" On what side is then the lie?" On whose side

is the lie, and on whose side the truth ? Is not he the liar

(that is, he that standeth on the side of the lie), who denieth

that Jesus is the Christ? That is equivalent to saying. Is not

the denial of this identity the lie, the acknowledgment of it

the truth ? El fjirj here has not the signification which singles

out from a multiplicity of imaginable cases, or existing persons,

one individual (as if, for example, one should say, r/? rovrwv

iarlv 6 ^aaiXev^, el /xr], k.t.X.), for there is no multiplicity in

the context ; but there are tivo dogmatical tendencies opposed

to each other, and the question is, Which of the two belongs to

the lie?

—

el fit] having simply and literally the sense of nisi,

"but," or "if not,"—which (of the two) is the liar? which, if

not he who denies the identity of Jesus and Christ ? (Bengel

:

6 vim habet ad abstractum, v. 21,— i. e., quis est illius mendacii

reus ?)

For, as in the simple proposition, that Jesus is the Christ,

is contained implicitly all truth, and the whole truth in all its

relations, so in the converse proposition, that Jesus is not the

Christ,^ is implicitly contained all lie (of every kind contrary

to Christianity). All the lying tendencies of unbelief which

have even from time to time exhibited themselves, held either

^ The pleonasm in dpvovfiivog, wMcli word already contains in itself by

anticipation the negation which lies in the clause with oV/ (comp. Luke

XX. 27), is an elegant Greek fcrm of speech. (Comp. Winer, § 67.)
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a Jesus icho is not the Christ (a mere marij a model of virtue, a

prophet, teacher, or pattern, and so forth), or a Christ who is

not Jesus (a Christ-idea, to whicli the individual Jesus was only

fortuitously rehxted, and which finds its true development, not

in this individual Jesus, but in collective humanity). The for-

mer includes the Rationalist tendencies, which represent sin, in

the true Pelagian style, as a little infirmity on the outside of

the man, which he may be aided, by suitable instruction and

by the influence of good example, to shake off. The latter in-

cludes the Pantheistic tendencies, which hold sin to be some-

thing which indeed penetrates the inmost nature of man, but

whicli was essentially bound up with that nature as a necessary

transition to the good ; and therefore regard redemption as a

necessary process of development, so that in man as such the

idea of redemption— that is, of development— is realized and

exhibited in fact. Cerinthus, master of heresy, knew how
skilfully to combine the two sides of the lie. The denial of sin

as involving guilt before God was common to both sides. Thus

they play over into each other : on the one hand, there is an

Ebionite Jesus, who is a mere man ; and, on the other, a super-

mundane ^'Eon Christ, who descended temporally into Jesus,

and wrought in Him, but in like manner may exert his energy

in every other man.

St John adds : outo? iartv o avrl'^pKTTO^, a apvov/xevo^;,

K.T.X. : he thus says, concerning him who denieth that Jesus is

the Christ, that he is the antichrist, but manifestly not in order

to teach icho is the antichrist, but what the denial of that iden-

tity is. Certainly, the predicative idea^ has the article here,

and stands in the singular; but this form has its sanction,

and is pointed out, in the preceding 6 yJreuaTT]';. As it had

been the question, which of the two was the " liar" and whicli

^ The " predicative idea" we say cautiously; not forgetting that, accord-

ing to the grammatical construction of such a sentence as oiro; sariv 6 ,

the Greeks always treated olrog as the grammatical predicate, even when
it is not said, concerning the 6 , who he is, and that it is this one,

but of the " this one" ichat he is. So in ch. iv. 5 it is not declared con-

cerning the 1/ix.av rou xoV^oj/ that he is " this one" (this or that indi-

vidual) ; but, concerning liim who believes, that he is an overcomer of

the world ; that is, that it is he to whom the predicate o vix-uu^ *.t.A., be-

longs, therefore the predicate vt^uv is referred to him, declaring what

he is.
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the " true," so here the question is again, wh.ich of the two Is

the " enemy of Christ," and whicli the Christian. And there-

fore we may simply say, that o avTi-^piaro'^ stands here in its

purely appellative signification. Quite analogous is the fifth

verse of the fourth chapter, whei'e 6 vlkmv is not a dogmatically-

fixed term, but rather a purely appellative idea, like o avrl-

'^pi(jTo<; in our text.

The words 6 apvovjjievo^ rov irarepa kcu tov vlov are not an

attributive definition of the ovtg^ ; but ouro? refers back to the

preceding d dpvovfievo<; ore ^Irjaom, k.t.\. The words in ques-

tion are, on the contrary, an appositional appendage to d dvrl-

'XpKTTO'i ; and an appendage by means of which the thought is

carried further, a new declaration being introduced by it. The
sense is precisely as if it was said, " And truhj he denieth the

Father equally with the Son."

This new thought, that with the Son the Father also is denied,

is now developed in ver. 23. Tiov St John calls Christ here,

and at the close of ver. 22, not because he would ascend from

the " representation " of His Messiahship to that of His eternal

Godhead, but simply because he would show how the denial of

Christ is also a denial of God the Father, and because he there-

fore must mention Christ by the term which specifies His rela-

tion to the Father, that is, by the term " Son." By the denial

of the Son, therefore, nothing assuredly is meant but the denial

"that Jesus is the Christ;" that which in vei\ 22 had been

treated of and unfolded, is in the brief word d apvovixeva tov

vlov shortly recapitulated, that Cerinthian gnosis being again

intended by the latter.^ Concerning this upvovyi,evo<i, St John

had said, at the close of ver. 21, that he denies also the Father.

In ver. 22 he heightens this judgment into the declaration that

that dpvovfievo^ has not the Father. (Compare the similar

heightening in ch. i. 6, and ch. i. 8 and 10, and ch. ii. 4, where

in each instance there enters, by the side of the charge of sub-

jective lie, the judgment of an objective non-possession.) The
foolish explanations of Grotius, Socinus, and others, that irarepa

ovK e^€Lv means veram opinionem or cognitionem de Deo 7ion

^ This admission naturally involves no acceptance of the Socinian exegesis,

which makes this passage the ground of the trifling assertion that the idea

of the viog is in itself synonymous with that of the Messiah, and goes no

further than that.
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habere, need no refutation. The best commentators, Zwingli,

Calvin, Lutlier, Calovius, Bengel, and others, rightly perceive

that the e;^eti/ here signifies the most proper possession of the

Father. Nor does it simply say that he who denies the Son

has not the Father as a Father; but there is no limitation:

" he hath not the Father ;" he is not a partalier of God, and His

nature, and His fellowship.

The internal ratio of both utterances it is not hard to find.

He who denies that Jesus is the Christ, he who denies the he-

coniing-man of the Son of God,— and on the one side retains

a mere man Jesus, on the other, a mere docetic ^on or a

mere Christ-idea—stands altogether without the sphere of the

Christian life of faith, and essentially upon the Clinst-opjjosed

side. Thence follows, first, that he theoretically denies also the

Father; that is, that his view and teaching concerning the

Father is nothing worth, but fundamentally false (as was most

strikingly seen in Cerinthus himself, in his doctrine that God
was not the Creator of the world, and had not given Himself to

be known by the world which the Demiurgus created, and there-

fore was Himself to blame for the blindness and sin of men

;

and, as always did and always must inevitably result from all

Gnostic, and from all analogous antichristian, systems),— that

therefore the God in whom he believes is not the true God, but

an imaginary God ; and from this springs, secondly, that, as he

does not even know the true God, he can by no means be

partaker of Him and of His nature. For, in order to be a

partaker of the nature of God, which is light, the first step of

all is to admit the penetration of the light which shows God to

be the Holy One, and a man's self to be the sinner. (Comp.

ch. i. 5 seq.). But the second step is to lay hold of the recon-

ciliation with God eifected in Christ. How then can he who
has not yet Christ, but rather denies Christ and the true nature

of Ciu'ist, ever become a partaker of the Father?

In opposition to this, the Apostle now says, " He that con-

fesseth the Son, hath also the Father." This utterance will be

clearly understood in the light of its contrast. The meaning of

the Apostle is, obviously, not that a mere external lip-acknow-

ledgment of the Son, and of the doctrine connected with Him
(that Jesus is the Christ), is sufficient for the possessing the

Father ; nor must we, on the other hand, press into the ofioXo-

N
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r^etv (with Becle) tlie ideas of the confessio cordis, oris, et operis.

'OfioXoyeiv forms here the simple antithesis to apvelaOai, and

denotes the (internal as well as external) condition generally

of those who, in opposition to the fallen Gnostics, remain faith-

ful ; and it describes that contrast by this particular sign, that

those deny the Son (in the sense of ver. 22), but these confess

Him.
The little clause 6 ofioXoycdv, k.t.\., is altogether wanting

in the Text. Rec, but its genuineness is sufficiently guaran-

teed by A. B. and C. That rov vlov depends upon ofioXo'ycov,

and not (as in 2 John 9), together with koI tov Trarepa, upoii

e^et (in which case 6/jio\oyci)v would stand absolutely),— is ob-

vious from the preceding words, to which these form the anti-

thesis.

In VERS. 24-27 the Apostle builds upon what had been

said, the exhortation to abide in the doctrine which had been heard

from the beginning. This exhortation, also, he addresses still to

the Traihia, spoken to since ver. 18, for he continues in the same

7}yaei9 as before : it is the rising generation which specially needs

the exhortation to remain faithful to the doctrine received. In

ver. 28 he first applies himself again, with the general addi'ess

TCKvla, to the whole Church— briefly repeating for all the

members of the community the exhortation which had been

given to the 7rai8iot<?.

'TfieU he places emphatically first, as a vocative. That v/.iel'i

does not belong to rjKovaare—having been separated from it by

trajection (Beza, Bengel, De Wette)— is clear, since the tjkov-

(rare needed not such an emphatic v/jiel<i. For, the distinction

between those addressed and the false teachers— a distinction

emphasized by means of the v/^ei?—did not consist in their

having heard, but in their remaining true to what they had

heard. While those have fallen away— St John would urge

— or, if others still should fall away, ye must remain faitliful.

'T/jLeU, therefore, in its meaning, belongs strictly to the injunc-

tion, iv vfjblv fxetviro). It is not necessary to assume, as some do,

an anacoluthon or a change in the construction, as if St John
had originally meant to say, v/ji€i<i o rjKovaare air ap')(f]<i, tovto

(fyvXarrere ; but v/j,6l<i is simply a vocative address, which may
stand in connection, not only with an actual imperative of the
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second person, but equally well with a third person of the

imperative, if this m its meaninfj involves an exhortation directed

to those addressed.

" Let that which ye have heard air ap')(?i<;
" (in opposition

to that which false teachers had said, or might say in the future)

—the truth " that Jesus is the Christ"— " abide in you :" that

is, not with you {Trap vfuv). as Luther and Theophylact interpret;

but St John would say that the doctrine received should abide

in them, as a power of life.

If this doctrine abideth in you, ye also abide in the Son and

in the Father : thus continues the Apostle. The internal i^atio

of this utterance is, in itself, also not difficult to discover. This

doctrine is in itself no dead theory, but, as had been before re-

marked, a jyoicer of life in him who maintains and preserves it

;

that man's faith is no mere adherence to a doctrinal proposition.

" In faith, man receives not a mere revelation concerning the life

which hath appeared in Christ, but that life itself as his own
personal possession : the believer enters into personal relations

and intercourse with the Son and the Father ; the Father giveth

Himself to him in the Son, John xvii. 23 " (Diisterdieck).

Ver. 25. As in ver. 17 St John had appended to the warn-

ing an;ainst worldliness, as a first motive, the uno-odliness of the

course of the world, and, as a second motive, the transitoriness of

the world and all its pursuits ; so, analogously, he appends here

to the exhortation to hold faithfully the doctrine received, as a

first motive, the proposition, ver. 24, that this doctrine leads to

fellowship with God, and as a second motive, ver. 25, the glory

which is promised to all who abide faithful. Hence, we need

not supply any thought between ver. 24 and ver. 25, to make
up the connection ; the connection already exists, though it is,

as in ver. 17, an internal connection, involved in the thing itself,

and not stamped upon the external arrangement of the chain

of thought. (Even Diisterdieck supplies an artificial connec-

tion, when he says that the possession of life in God is something

already present, and yet again an object of hope. This reflec-

tion is true, but it is alien to the text ; which, from the analogy

of the order and relation of thought traced by us in ver. 17,

needs no such link.) It is quite wrong to take avrrj (with

QScumenius, Sander, and others) as pointing backwards in its

meaning (" And this, that we should abide in the Son and iu



196 THE RELATION OF THE READERS TO THE LIGHT.

the Father, is the promise which He hath given us ") ; for in

this case the words Trjv ^corjv amviov would stand disconnected

and lost ; and, even if they are regarded as an apposition to the

suhject-idiQii supposed to be found in the avrr], that is, to the

idea to fieveiv ev rm via>, k.t.\., the attraction and the accusative

would still be intolerable. Auttj points rather (as all the best

expositors have felt) forwards :
" And this is the promise which

He Himself (avTu^) hath given us— eternal life." The accusa-

tive rrjv ^(orjv is now easily explained. The proposition is thus

conceived :
" And this (what follows) is the promise, which He

hath promised us—He hath promised us eternal life." Compare

John iii. 16, v. 24, vi. 40 and 54.

In ver. 26 St John formally closes the exhortation given to

the TratS/ot? in the words, ravra eypa^y^a vfilv Trepl rcov TrXavcov-

Tcov vfMd(;. By these obviously are meant the " many antichrists"

of ver. 18, against whom they w^ould have in the future to be on

their guard ; and by the ifKavav is self-evidently not expressed

the actual result or success of their seduction, but only the

design which they have in the attempt,— for the u/ia? follows

directly as the object.

But the Apostle cannot close this exhortation without once

more repeating in condensed recapitulation, ver. 27, the sub-

stance of vers. 20 to 25. Such a style of recapitulation is no-

where else found in St John : it is to us a new demonstration

that he addressed this whole section to actual children, before

whom, like a gracious, faithful, and loving teacher, he recounts

one by one the individual main points of his instruction, that

they may understand everything and forget nothing. Kal

vfiel'i is his personal vocative address to them here again, as in

ver. 24 ; and even this style of address is appropriate to a

colloquy with children. " The anointing, which ye received,

abideth in you :" here he recapitulates the thought of ver. 20

(the reading yapia-jjia in Cod. B. has no external support to

make it worthy of notice), but in such a manner as to gather

up and include with it the quintessence of what had been said,

vers. 24, 2b.

The Indicative /xevei is not an "admission" (Diisterdieck)

that the unction received may have remained in them, but ex-

presses his certain assurance. Indeed, this Indicative bears a

sort of imperative, or at least insinuating, power, as if St John
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should say: "Is it not so, tlien? this is the case, because ye

faithfully preserve the anointing received!" In the same Avay

must be explained the following words, " and have no need that

any one teach you ;" in which the thought of ver. 20, " and ye

know all things," and of ver. 21, is recapitulated. "And thus it

is not needful to you that any man should teach you,— is it

not true, that ye are not dependent upon any other man's dili-

gently teaching you on what side the truth lies?"

^ATOC &)9 TO avTo, K.T.X. Here arises the question, where

the concluding clause begins. Luther, BuUinger, Calvin, and

others, regard the words kol akr}de'i eariv, k.t.X., as the con-

clusion ; QScumenius, Theophylact, Liicke, and others, take

those words as a parenthesis, and koI Ka6cb<i eSlSa^ev v/xd'i as a

resumption of the antecedent. But this view is opposed, on the

one hand, by the fact, that the resumption of the earlier part

of a sentence after a parenthesis must, even in the most lively

style, involve a strict repetition of the former words (in which

case we should have had co? eSlBacrKev vfids:); and, still more

emphatically on the other, by the consideration that the antece-

dent, " aXX CO? TO avTo, /c.r.X.," contains a point in the words

•jrepl irdvTwv to which the supposed resumption of the clause

stands in no relation. The former reason w^ould render it more

advisable to take the words koX aXr)6e<i ea-Tiv koX ouk eVrt

\jr6vSo<i as the consequent ("And as that anointing teaches you

concerning all things, so is it true and no lie") ; but the scruple

here also arises, that Trepl iravToov, vv'hich yet is manifestly a

recapitulation of the important koI oXhaTe irdvTa, ver. 20, must

be reduced to a negative element ("As the anointing teaches

you concerning every object, so is it true"), or stand in no re-

lation whatever to the consequent. With this is connected

another difficulty, that the Kai at the beginning of the supposed

consequent clause does not explain itself ; for, to take it in con-

junction with the following koX ovk eVrt '^evho<i in the sense of

an et— et is not practicable, since only distinct and antithetical,

and not. identical, utterances may be connected by koX— kuL

(To say, "This is as true as it is no lie," is intolerable.)

Hence I am of opinion that our o)? does not form an ante-

cedent premiss, but that it still depends upon the e^pa-y^a of ver.

20. If we hold fast that the Apostle is here recapitulating, and

that before children in a style adapted to tliem, this lax and



198 THE KELATION OF THE READERS TO THE LIGHT.

lighter style of phraseology presents nothing startling. " This

I have written unto you concerning those who seduce you ; and

ye—the anointing which ye have received from Him abideth

in you ; and ye have no need that any man teach you : but

now the same anointing teacheth you concerning all things

(sc. I have told you); and it is true, and no lie ; and as it hath

taught you, abide in Him." In the words aXX' to? to avroy

K.T.X., St John recapitulates the words of ver. 20, otSaTe iravra,

and of ver. 21, otBare rrjv aXrideiav. In the following words,

Kot aX.Tjde'i ecrnv, koX ov '^ev8o<i, he recapitulates the thought of

ver. 21, Kol on irdv yp^evSo'; e/c ri]<; a\7)6eia<; ovk iaTtv. Xpiafia

is the subject of aXir^Oe^ iari : " And it (the anointing with its

BiBda-Kecv) is true, and is no lie ;" he reminds them that truth

and lie exclude each other, that the Divine teaching of the Holy

Spirit cannot be a lie, and that the lie cannot spring from God
and the truth. Finally, in the words, koX Ka6Q)<; eSlBa^ev vfxa'i

fievere ev avrco, he recapitulates the exhortation of vers. 24, 25.

'Ev avTM is not a resumption of the idea lying in Ka6(o<i (" abide

in that which, as it= what it hath taught you"). Ver. 28 does

not agree with this ; the avT6<; is God. " As the anointing hath

taught you, so (conformably) abide in Him."

In YEES. 28, 29, the Apostle turns again— after having

thus, in perfect childlike tone, formally closed with the iraiSioLs

—to the whole Chm^ch, and ends the second part of his Epistle.

This he does by addressing the three short words of exhortation

given to the children, fiivere ev avroj, to the whole Church

;

but, as addressed to the whole Church, such motives are an-

nexed as show conclusively that he here speaks to adults, even

as the tone of vers. 18-27 reveals almost in eveiy word that

he is speaking to the children. For it is not only that the

style rises now to a rounded construction of periods, but the

thoughts also of vers. 28, 29 are of a more solemn kind. He
directs his regards to the coming of Christ (concerning the then

justifiable expectation of the near approach of which,- compare

the observations upon ver. 18) : those who are addressed in

ver. 28 are to take heed that they be not then put to shame.

Such an exhortation, however, is more suitable to adults than

to little children, the iraiSia. It is the nature of the child to

live in the present, or, if its glance is directed to the future,
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that glance is directed to the final and conclusive goal. Thus

St John, in vers. 18-27, had warned the children against false

teachers upon earth ; and, when he pointed them (ver. 25) to

the future, he set before their eyes at once and most simply the

ultimate end of all, eternal life. Had he also referred them to

the coming of Christ—to them, the children— that could have

to them appeared only an object of joy and cheerful hope. As
an object of solemn anxiety it could appear only to the adult,

occupied in the earnest contest with sin ; only in his mind could

the pressing question arise. Shall I be able to stand, when the

Lord shall come ? And so the injunction, ver. 20, to practise

Tr]v BcKaioavvTjv, is one strictly adapted to the position of the

adults.—These are delicate and subtle traits ; but they ought

not to be overlooked : they serve fully to confirm us in believing

that the vers. 18-27 were actually addressed to the class of the

iratSia in literal age.

Kal vvv is not to be taken with reference to time ('' even

now already," as Paulus and Sender translate) ; for nothing

had been said previously which would make the exhortation to

fidelity refer to the future. But neither does koX vvv serve to

deduce the exhortation fMevere as an inference from the present

relations ; and it must not therefore be translated by igitur. But
its object is to lead over to a new reflection, to introduce a new
turn of thought. So in John xvii. 5, where Jesus passes by

Koi vvv from that which He had done to that which He prays

for (" And now pray I Thee"). So in Acts x. 5, where from

an explanation there is a transition to a command : similarly,

ch. vii. 34, iii. 17. What the strict meaning of the expression

is, must in each case be determined by the context. The tran-

sition in our passage is not the exhortation fievere, for that

exhortation had immediately preceded : the new element can

be only in the tckvlu, which is stamped as such by the turn

Kal vvv. By means of the address reKvia, which the Apostle

was accustomed to use in relation to the whole Church, and

which therefore would be in that sense understood by them all,

he turns away from the specific class of the iratZia in age,

and again addresses himself to the whole circle of his readers.

To mark this turn is the proper service of the koX vvv. As we
must complete John xvii. 3 by " And now pray I Thee," and

Acts X. 5 by " And now I command," and Acts xxii. 16, " x\nd
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now I ask thee,"— so here, " And now I turn to you, children,"

or, " And now I exhort you all, little children."

The exhortation itself, jxevere ev avTa>, is of the same kind

with that which had just preceded :
" Abide in Christ." The

motive for this exhortation is given in the words : tW iav (pave-

pcodfj e'^cofjuev Trapprjalav, k.t.X. The Rec. reads orav instead of

edv ; but this last is guaranteed by A.B.C., and orav is mani-

festly no other than a supposed improvement. (By edv, " ?/,"

it might be supposed that the coming of Christ was exhibited

as only possible, and consequently as dubious ; whereas edv does

not express any pure conditionality at all, but a condition with

the expectation of a speedy decision of the qviestion in the affir-

mative ; and it is therefore so closely related to orav as to be

often used interchangeably with it : e.g., Rom. xiv. 8 ; 1 John

iii. 2 ; John xiii. 20, xiv. 3. In all these passages, it is not the

event itself, but only the time of its occurrence, which is ques-

tionable, and viewed as undetermined.) Instead of e-^wfiev

(Codd. A.C.), Cod. B. reads a-'^oyfiev— a manifest error of the

copyist, which the similarity of the letters will explain. As it

respects the meaning of the words, the idea of TrappTjalav e^eti/

(compare ch. iv. 17) presents no difficulty: He Avho cometh to

set up His kingdom, but to judge His enemies, is regarded with

joyful confidence as coming, only by him who belongs to the

children of His kingdom, and has not been a companion of the

" antichrists." Kal p,i] ala'^vvOoo/xev utt avrov intimates the

same in a negative form ; utto is not equivalent to vtto (" put

to shame by Him," Meyer), nor is it equivalent to coram

(Luther), but it stands here as in Ecclus. xxi. 22 {al(Tj(yv6')]-

(xeraL diro TrpocrcoTTov) :
" Be put to shame, away from His

face." Thus alcr'^vvecrdat has a pregnant sense : to be put to

shame, and, as a consequence, to flee away from Him in terror

and disgrace. The idea of the irapovata is involved as well

known.

But the exhortation "Abide in Him" is changed, ver. 29,

into the more general exhortation to iroielv rrjv SiKaioavvrjv}

^ This is the simple and natural relation between vers. 28 and 29. But
it is not the mention of the future judgment which leads St John by as-

sociation of ideas to the idea of righteousness. It was not the judgment
which was mentioned in ver. 28, but the coming of Christ for the setting

np of His kingdom.
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" If ye know," edv : two cases are sui)posed possible, that of

knowing, and that of not knowing. " If ye know tliat He is

righteous, know ye also" (yivoixTKeTe in the Imperative, with

Zwingli, Bullinger, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Liicke, against

Beza and Bengel, because it stands between the Imperatives

fiivere and t'Sere) " that every one who doeth righteousness is

born of Him." The Kal (which is wanting only in B., is found

in A.C., Syr., Vulg., and is the right reading) serves, as in

ch. ii. 19, to make prominent the congruity of the inference

with the premiss. By avrov He only can be meant concerning

whom it had been said, on Sucaio^ iari ; else the entire vis con-

clusionis would escape. Hence it is untenable to refer SiKaio^

to Christ, while e'^ avrov is referred to God. Either both must

be interpreted of Christ (Bengel), or both of God (Zwingli,

Bullinger, Luther, Calvin). Since the expression yevvdaOat etc

XpcaTov never occurs, and in ch. i. 9 the SLKaio<; elvai was at-

tributed to the Father, the latter interpretation is to be pre-

ferred.—And even in vers. 27 and 28 it is not necessary to

refer ev avrw specifically to Christ : it corresj)onds with what is

said in ver. 24, ev r&J vlcp koX ev rco irarpl fieveiv : the idea is

this—Through the Son to abide in the Father.

T)}v ScKaioavvrjv iroielv is analogous with the ti-jv uXt^Oeiav

TTOielv, ch. i. 6. It means, to accomplish that which is and that

which corresponds to the nature of God. For the hiKaioavvrj

is here, in virtue of the on SiKato^ ian, not righteousness before

God ; certainly not the complex of ivorks tlirough which man
effects a righteousness before God ; but it is righteousness as

the inner, eternal nature of God, and that in the sense ex-

plained upon ch. i. 9, as holiness which loill bring the creature

also to freedoin from guilt and holiness. That St John adduces

the accomplishment of this righteousness, not as the cause of

the being born of God, but as the effect and mark of the having

been born of God, is plain from the simple Perfect <ye'yevvriTaL.

If we know that God in His nature is hUato'^;, we must admit

that he only can say that he is born of God who accomplishes

that StKacoavvT) which is God's nature— that is, himself tval/cs

in holiness, and seeks to lead sinners to salvation (comp. above

on ch. i. 9).

St John has thus struck out a new theme : these words form

the transition to the Third Part of his Epistle, where he views
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the position of Christians as opposed to the enmity of the tin-

helieving world. But it is not well to regard this verse, which

contains only the transition to the Third Part, as being already

the beginning of that Part, and to introduce a section between

vers. 28 and 29 (De Wette). Ver. 29 is the conclusion of the

Second Part ; but it is in such a manner the conclusion, that it

contains the organic germ out of which the following Part is

developed.



PART THE THIRD.

TUE CHILDREN Or GOD IN THEIR RELATION TO THE ENMITY
OF THE WORLD.

Ch. iii. 1-24.

The plan and construction of the Third Part is as follows :

—

The idea of ririhteousness,—which is a definition of the nature

of God (^oTt SiKai6<i icTTi), but as such must have its perfect

accomplishment in us and through us,— contains in itself im-

2'>Ucite (comparing ch. i. 9) all those essential important points

which are now to be unfolded in the Third Part. For we have

seen reason, in our exposition of ch. i. 9, to come to the con-

clusion that St John terms God righteous, 1. as being holy and

righteous in Himself; and, 2. as Pie helps the sinner in Christ

to the attainment of righteousness. (In harmony with Rom.
lii. 26, €49 TO elvat avrov ScKatov Koh SiKatovvra rov eK iriGTea)';

^Ir](Tov.) Accordingly, and consistently with this, the righteous-

ness which we must perfect includes in itself these two elements,

and exhibits these two aspects : 1. We must be holy in cur walk

—this being our distinction and difference from the children of

the world ; and, 2. we must not hate and repel those who yet

know not salvation, but, so far as in us lies, should strive to lead

them to the knowledge of Christ as a Saviour— this being our

mission to the world. And, this being so, we might say at

once, with Iluther, that the last verse of the second chapter

contains the theme of the section which now follows, and that

its proper superscription would be, "The righteousness of the

children of God in their relation to the enmity of the world."

Not only is the first of these two points developed in vers. 2-12,

to wit, our distinction from the world ; but, if we adopt the right
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meaning of ver. IG, the second also, to wit, our vocation and

mission to the world.

Meanwhile, these two critical points are only implicitly, and,

indeed, very implicitly, involved in the idea of that " righteous-

ness." St John attaches the development of ver. 2, etc., not to

the idea of " righteousness," but to that of " the being born of

God;" for he places the idea of the reKvov @eov, ch. iii. 1, first,

and makes that the starting-point for what follows. To the

idea of the SiKaioavvr} he returns only briefly and fleetingly in

the course of the first sub-section— that is, in ver. 7. But,

having expressed at the outset the notion of the " children of

God," he lays down in ver. 1 a, formal theme of a twofold cha-

racter, which, not merely implicithi, but e.rplicitly, contains the

two elements which in fact make up the subject of the Third

Part; to wit, (1) that we are the children of God; and that (2)

on that account the tcorld hioweth us not, because it knoweth

not God.

As we have then in ch. iii. 1 an expressed and independent

theme of the Third Part, we cannot assign that position to ch.

ii. 29 ; that verse can be regarded as only the internal transi-

tion to the theme, that is, as the germ out of which the theme,

ch. iii. 1, is unfolded. For, as we have already observed, it is

not with ch. ii. 29 that the subsequent process of thought con-

nects itself, but Avith ch. iii. 1. We are the chihhen of God:
that was the first element in the theme, ver. 1 ; and in ver 2

the Apostle takes up the word literally {yvv reicva &eov eafiev)

and develops from it the whole process, vers. 2-12,—how we
must, as distinguished from the world (comp. vers. 8 and 10),

purify ourselves in hope of future glory, and be holy. The
world knoweth us not: that was the second element of the theme

in ver. 2, and to this element the Apostle passes over in ver. 13;

he shows that the hatred of the world should not be cause of

astonishment, since hatred is grounded in the nature of the

world, even as brotherly love is rooted in the nature of God's

children.

In ver. 1, therefore, the Apostle expresses the thetne of this

new section. He begins with I'Sere ; this time without any ad-

dress (such as TCKvia dja7rr)Tot) being previously inserted, for

he had already (ch. ii. 28) begun the introduction to it with

such an address. "iBere, TroTairijv d'ydTrrjv BeBcoKev rjfilv 6 Trarijp,
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iva reKva Oeov KKriOwfiev koX iafxev. Instead of SeSwKev (B.C.)

Cock'x A. reads eScoKev ; but the former reading, as it is the

better authenticated, so it is the more internally appropriate. The
present relation of the matter, that we are called and are child-

ren of God, rests upon the fact, also accomplished and real in

the present time, that God hath hestowed upon us such love.

An historical tense would not suit here. The words koI eafxev

are wanting in no authentic sources of the text : it was Erasmus

who first declared it to be a spurious addition, after the Vulgate

had translated it wrongly

—

et simiis. lie was followed by

Luther, Bnllinger, Calvin, Beza, and the Textus Keceptus.

Lachmann and Tischendorf have, however, restored this in-

dubitably correct reading to its right place.

The theme is first expressed in the form of an injunction :

" Behold, wdiat manner of love the Father hath given us."

IIoTa7r6<i is the later correlative form of the old •wohaTro^, which

seems to have sprung from ttov— aTro, after the analogy of aWo-
BaTTOf; from aWov— aTro, and therefore to mean, ''from whence

born." The bye-form TroTaiTo^, however, occurs always only

in the sense of quails, of ichat kind. It is therefore quite in-

correct to translate it, or to explain it (with Socinus, Epis-

copius, Liicke, De Wette, Sander), as bearing the additional

meaning, quam magnum amorem, " how great love." St John
exhorts his readers to ponder, not the greatness, but the kind

and nature of the love which God hath bestowed on us. But
we must not at once infuse into the expression Troravn^'y (with

Calvin) the correlative idea of " how undeserved a love." For,

it is not the kind and characteristic of the love to which the

Apostle gives expression ; he only demands that that love be

made the object of contemplation and pondering. If we must

define more closely the quality of that love (which, however,

lies beyond the province of mere exposition of the text of

Scripture), its critical characteristic, as that of being unde-

served, that of holiness, or that of its wisdom, mercy, or great-

ness, must be excluded ; for it is no other than that love in

which the whole nature of God has been exhibited to the soul

of man.— Tlie depth of the thought is greatly qualified, if we
explain wyaTrr] (with Beza, Socinus, Episcopius, Grotius, Spener,

Neander, and others) by " evidence of lore." God hatli given

to us not only a proof of love, but His love itself : but in what
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and by what means ? If we are to listen to tlie philological

pedantry of those who insist upon giving the Johannaan 'iva

everywhere, and here, the jinal signification which the classical

7va bears, the question will remain, and force itself upon us,

bi/ what jneans and icherein God hath bestowed upon us His

love,— a question which receives no answer. The translation

in that case takes this form :
" Behold, what kind of love God

hath approved or demonstrated towards us, with the desigp that

we should be called His sons ;" and that love is then arbitraiily

explained, either of the sending of Jesus Christ, or of the out-

pouring of the Holy Spirit, or of both. On this "^dew, however,

we are at a loss to determine what is after all the essential

element of the thought. Is it St Jolni's purpose to give his

readers an enigma to solve, when he challenges them to consider

what species of love that love was which God bestowed upon

us, in the design that we should be called His children ? But
this, in fact, is the goal at which finally all the love of God aims,

and the clause with 'iva would then be altogether superfluous :

the Apostle would have then said only, '• Behold, what kind of

love the Father hath demonstrated towards us." Or, is the

chief emphasis to be placed upon the final clause ? Is it St

John's design to lay the stress upon this, that God bestowed

His love upon us to the end that He might make us His child-

ren ? But, why then does he clothe what should then have

been laid down in a simple thesis, in the guise of a question,

or of a requirement which involves a question (7roTa7n]v) ? It

is manifest that such a kind of construction is altogether un-

tenable. The requirement iBere Trorairjjv, k.t.X., involves a

problem, and this must have its solution in the text. Hence
the great majority of ancient and modem expositors assume,

coiTectl}-, that the clause with iva serves to specify xcherein

this hehwKevai ayaTrrjv consists. It is true that the iva then

stands in a weakened sense (eo ut, thereby that) ; the idea of

a " should" does indeed remain (compare on ch. i, 9), but not

properly in the 'iva, rather in the KkrjQoiiJLev. As in the passages,

ch. i. 9, John iv. 34, vi. 29 and 40, so also here, there is a design

involved in the clause ; but not a desicm through which the

thing asserted in the main proposition {arjairriv BeEcoKev) should

be called into act^ but a design by which the clause with 'iva is

conditioned. AVe must here again, as in ch. i. 9, complete the
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sentence tlius : TroraTrrjv ayaTrtjv ^iSooKev rj/uuv iv tm /SovXeaOaL

Xva reKva ©eov K\.i]0(o/Mev. And so fai' Diisterdieck is riglit,

that the Iva K\7]6cb/jL€v is, certainly, by no means absolutely

equivalent to on KoXovfieda. We must resolutely acknowledge,

on other and independent grounds, that, in the circles and at

the time in which St John wrote, the signification of ha had

been weakened, and its use generalized : and this was probably

owing to the influence of the Latin tongue, then already ex-

tended over the whole world ; since iW had come to express, as

well the eo ut as the eo co)isilio ut (though not the ita ut). In the

later Greek the use of iva was still more extended ; in modern

Greek the va expresses every kind of " that." The Greek
Fathers (Q^cumenius, Theophylact) did not think of appre-

hending this iva differently : both explain, eBcoKev i]/xlv reKva

avTov ^eviaOat. Thus, the meaning results :
" Behold, what a

(kind of) love the Father hath bestowed upon us, by this, that

we should be called the children of God,"— to wit, in this, that

it is the Father's will that we should be called the children of

God.

Thus viewed, the main point of the thought is essentially

this— that we are called God's sows ; and the injunction " Be-

hold" only prepares the way for this main point, by giving

prominence to the reflection, what kind of love was manifested

in the will of the Father, that we should be called the children

of God. TeKva ©eov St John says designedly, after having

before said 6 "Traryjp. For, the greatness and the marvel con-

sisted in this, that Ave, men, should be called " sons of God ;"

in this expression there must be expressed the opposition or

contrast between us, who are men, and the relation to God into

which we have entered. The words must needs be reKva

0eov: Trarpo? would have been only a tautological repetition

of the idea already independently involved in the reKva. On
the other hand, in that member of the clauziC, TroraTr/jv, k.t.X.,

God is called 6 TTarrip, because He demonstrated Himself to

be our Father by this, that He made us His children.

The idea of the reicvov ©eov is explained by the words of

the preceding verse, to which it is attached, that is, by the w-ords

e| avTov 'yeyevvrjraL, horn of Him. The question, whether the

reKvov ©eov involves rather the idea of the being reconciled

(that we have God no longer as a Judge, but as a Father), and
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tlierefore of what God is now in relation to us— or rather

involves the idea of the regeneration (that we are now begotten

of Divine seed, ver. 9, and of the Spirit, eh. iv. 13, John iii.

3-7, and are partakers of the Divine nature), and therefore of

what we have become in relation to God— is in reality an un-

necessary question. For, the two cannot be separated : the

relation of children is necessarily a reciprocal relation ; and its

glory consists as much in the victory granted to us over sin, as

in the freedom from guilt and punishment vouchsafed. The
<yeyevu)]cr0aL ck ©eov, that is, regeneration—which, however,

must not be confounded with gradual sanctification, but must

be conceived as the translation from an unbelieving man into a

believer, as the apprehending of Christ and the being appre-

hended of Christ, comprising in itself the once-for-all completed

reconciliation, together with the initial point of the gradual

sanctification—forms the foundation or cause of the adoption :

the adoption, the tckvov ©eov KXrjdijvai, forms the state, become

a reality in regeneration ; and accordingly embraces, 1. the

finished reconciliation through the atonement; and 2. the being

endowed with the powers of a new life.

But the Apostle appends further the words koI ecrfiev. The
Vulgate translates et siinus, regarding the eafiev as still de-

pendent upon Iva. Certainly, there is in reality a difference

betw^een " being called" and " being;" so that between kXtjOco-

fiev and i&/xev there is a real progression. That God calls us

His children (for we must in thought connect with the word

vTTo ©eov, and not vtto tov Koa/xov), is supposed to be one point,

and that we in our nature are God's children the other point,

which St John intended to express ; the KXr^Owfjiev intimating

God's relation to us, or the element of reconciliation, and the

ecTfjiev our relation to God, or the element of our change and

renewal of nature. But the question arises, whether the Indi-

cative iafxev can be dependent upon the iW. Many expositors

assume it as a settled point that it cannot ; they are right on

strictest grammatical principles, but wrong on St John's gram-

matical principles. We have already shown, upon ch. i. 9, that

the Apostle, in Rev. xxii. 14, and, according to the true reading,

ch. ix. 5, xiii. 12, xiv. 13, and further, in John xv. IG, lets the

'iva be followed by a Future Indicative. But, particularly striking

is the passage, John vi. 40, ha— ct^?; koI dvaaT]']a(o,— a passage
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which is in this analogous to our present verse, that the "va does

not specify tlie design, but (strictly as here, ch. iii. 1) the matter

of what is said in the leading proposition (" In this consists the

will of God, that every one should have eternal life, and that I

should raise him up"). Certainly, St John in all these passages

uses the Future (related to the Subjunctive) ; but that he could

not have used iaofxeOa in our present passage, is clear, since

the relation of sonship was to be and is exhibited as something

already existing. Whether, therefore, we say that ea^ev de-

pends directly upon tm, or that, as in John vi. 40, the syntacti-

cally-begun clause limps in its correctness, its second member
breaking off, this much is certain, that, according to the logical

meaning, koX ecrjxev is to be conceived as included in the de-

pendent and connected clause, and that it is by no means an

independent member, uttering the triumphant exclamation

—

And truly ice are such children ! For, this explanation would

make the KKrjOwfiev, in opposition to the consequent " actual

being," a mere being called—which we cannot here admit. But,

if we conceive the koI Icrfxev as internally dependent still upon

what precedes, that is, as belonging to the definition of that

wherein the love shown by God consists, then K\7]6o)/ji6v and

ia/jbiv express the beautiful antithesis which we have exhibited

above : 1. We are called, and are acknowledged as, children by

the Father ; and 2. we are in our own proper nature born of

God, and filled with the Divine nature.

And thus is laid down the one positive side of the theme of

the now following Third Part. But out of this positive side is

developed at once the negative or antithetical side : Because we

are the sons of God, therefore the ivorld knoweth us not ; for the

nature of the world consists in this, that it knoweth not God, and

consequently cannot know us, who are of God. Aia tovto refers

to what had been before said : "Therefore, because we are the sons

of God" (De Wette, Bengel, Huther, Liicke, and others, in oppo-

sition to those who refer tovto forwards to oTt ovk eyvo) avTov
;

by which, however, all connection Avith the first half of the verse

is lost). 'O K6crfio<i ov <yLVci)aKei rjfia.'i, The world knoioeth us not

:

the children of God are a mystery to the children of the world

;

their whole nature, as childi'en of God, is to the K6afio<;— that is,

to the world of still unredeemed sinners— sealed and incompre-

hensible : hence, it appears to them not only perverse and ridi-

o



210 CHILDREN OF GOD AND THE ENMITY OF THE WORLD.

culons, but also in the highest degree offensive and hurtful ; it

disturbs them in their false peace, as every uncomprehended

spiritual power has in itself something most disturbing ; and

hence follows then the hatred of the world (ver. 13) against the

children of God. That ov jivco(TK€i u/^a? docs not mean non

agnoscit nos j^^'o suis (Grotius), is self-evident ; but no more does

it mean non dlUgit nos (Carpzov), or non approhat (Socinus).

The 'yivaxTKeiv must be left in its deep and proper significance.

The little clause, otl ovk eyvco avTov, scil. top ©eov, serves

for the explanation of the inferential connection between the Bia

TovTo and the ov 'yivaXTKeL r^ixa^ : it is intended to illustrate how
far and wherefore from tovto, that we are the children of God,

the manifest fact, that the world knoweth us not, follows. Thus

the clause with otl contains an explanatory minor between the

proposition of the first half of the verse, and that of the latter

half. Because the world knew not God, it follows from our being

children of God, that the world knoweth us not also. To him

who hath not known the Father, the Father's children, wdio

bear His nature in themselves, must also be a mystery.—The
Aorist eyvoi stands, as in 2 Tim. ii. 19, in the sense of a Per-

fect, after the analogy of the Latin novi. AVe must translate,

either " has known," or " knoweth." The essential idea of the

knowledge is obviously the same in eYi'o) as in yivaxTKet.

In VER. 2 begins the unfolding or development of the theme,

which is externally also marked off as such by the new address

"Beloved;" compare ch. ii. 7. The Apostle opens up, vers.

2-12, the first, positive thought of the theme—the proposition

that we are God's children,—and what that means, what it in-

volves for ourselves (apart from the enmity of the world), and

what the obligation is which it imposes. He contemplates the

children of God, first, VERS. 2-6, in their thetical relation to

the Father and to Christ; but this is a relation of hope, a relation

which has not yet received its highest seal and full perfection,

but which is laid down first as a beginning that tends towards

a future goal ; and from this follows directly the obligation of

an absolute and unceasing progress, of an ever more complete

accomplishment of all that is involved in the relation. But,

while this requirement assumes the definite form of an injunc-

tion to live after the objective norm of the Divine law, that
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which is enjoined becomes defined, in vers. 7-12, as a charac-

teristic distinction between the children of God and the world
;

and the contenijilation of this leads to the second main thouf^ht

of the theme, the enmity of the world to the children of God.
" Now are we the sons of God ; and it doth not, etc." Tlic

Kal—and it doth not— serves here also (as in ch. i. 6, il. 9, ii.

21, etc.) the purpose of setting opposite thoughts over against

each other (Beza, Grotius, Spener, and others). For vvv— noio

are we— forms the most manifest antithesis to the ovTroi— it

doth not yet ; and therefore must not be interpreted as merely

confirming the koX iafiev of the first verse (Lange), nor as

having the meaning of an inferential ovv (De AVette), but in

the genuine temporal sense of noiu. "Now already are we the

children of God, and (still) it hath not yet been revealed what

we shall be." ^avepo)6i]vaL may in itself have these two mean-

ings : first, that of the being actually made manifest, exhibited

in itself as a reality (ch. ii. 19) ; or, secondly, the being revealed

to knowledge. In the former case, the sense w^ould be this

:

Until now, the state which we shall hereafter attain to hath not

been manifested,— that is, hath not yet appeared, or become a

manifest reality :—and this has been the interpretation of most

;

it was that of Olshausen, and of DUsterdieck also among otliers,

although he had just before cautioned the reader against the

" coming into actuality." In the second case, this is the sense :

Until now, it hath not been revealed to us by God, no intelligence

hath been communicated, as to wdiat our future condition will

be, and in what it will consist. Apart from the fact that the

former of these two interpretations borders on tautology—"our

future condition is still in the future"— it is not grammatically

tenable. It is not said ovTrco ecjiavepoidr) o ecro^eda, but rt

ea-oixeOa. Not—That which we shall be in the future has not

yet become manifest ; but— It hath not yet been revealed quid

futuri sumus, what we shall be. As governing a question,

(f)av€p6co can have only the meaning of revelare, of manifesting

in the sense of a theoretical revelation. The antithesis which

St John lays down is not this, that, whereas now we are already

the children of God, a still higher something that we shall be

hath not yet been manifested ii\ fact ; but this, that, while we
are already God's children, we are nevertheless yet in the dark

as to the nature of our future condition. (For what will be the
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nature, and wliat the enjoyment, of future blessedness, we have

no adequate notion in the present time.) The question is then,

in what manner the following words connect themselves with

these. To answer that question, it is first necessary that we
examine them carefully one by one. (The Rec. reads after

otSa/jiev a 8e, which is wanting in A.B.C. and other old sources

and versions, and is nothing but the interpreting correction of

a copyist.) O'lSafiev, otl, eav (fyavepcoOy, ofioioi avru) ecro^eOa :

idv certainly has the same meaning here which it has in ver. 28

of the preceding chapter. ^avepovaOai might indeed be taken

in the same sense as in ver. 28, that is, as referring to a visible

manifestation, and in that case Xpiaro'i must be its subject

(Calvin, Bullinger, Beza) ; but then also our (paveptoOfj must

be separated, in a manner scarcely tolerable, from the immedi-

ately-preceding owTTft) icfiavepcoOr]. It is manifestly better, there-

fore (with Augustin, Socinus, Grotius, B.-Crusius, Paulus, De
Wette, Liicke, Olshausen, Sander, Diisterdieck, Huther), to

supply the little clause tI icro/jieOa, " what we shall be," as the

neuter subject of the ^avep(o6fj— " We know, that, when it hath

been revealed (that is, what we shall be), we shall be like Him."

The relation of these words to those which precede, may now
be conceived of under a twofold aspect. Nearly all expositors

assume between ovttco e^avepayOrj and o'iSafMev an antithesis (so

Diisterdieck, who in 8. 08 understood ic^avepooOr] of an actual

revelation of glory, but in contradiction therewith assumes in

S. 61 an " adversative relation " between oimco i(])avepa>67j and

olhajjiev). The idea would be this : At present it hath not been

revealed to us what we then shall be (= at present it is un-

known to us) ; but thus much at least ice hiow, that, when it

shall be revealed to us, roe shall be like Him. Thus it would

be silently presupposed that the question, " what we shall be,"

should not otherwise be solved, and answered, and made plain,

than by the actual coming of that which we shall be. Against this

view of the relation of the thoughts speaks the absence of the Be

after otSafxev—the 8e being, as we have seen, decidedly spurious.

It is true that St John's way is to express the adversative rela-

tion after the Hebrew manner by kul^ (of this we have had

many examples), but then he never leaves it entirely out. And

1 Of course he often employs It itself (ch. i. 7, ii. 5 ; John x. 2).



1 jonN III. 1-24. 1213

even that Kai we find only in pure antitheses, wliicli in themselves

are plainly snch ; not in those which, as here, would introduce

the second member as a mere restrictio7i or limitation (" but so

much we know ah'eady"). In this case the he would be indis-

pensably needful. The he, however, being wanting, the logical

relation of the words in question to those which precede must

necessarily be another—not adversative, but confirmatory, ex-

j)lanatory, and giving the reason. It hath not yet been revealed

to us, that is, made known to us, quid futuri simus. We know
(we know, indeed), that tchen it shall be revealed to us, or made
known, we shall be (then already) like Him. The emphasis lies

upon the juxtaposition and simultaneousness of the theoretical

" made known " and the actual "we shall be like"— as that

simultaneousness is established by the edv and its clause. It is

on the whole as good as if St John had written : We knov/ that

then first will it be made known to us, when we (already in fact)

shall be like Him. St John, however, has good reason for not

giving the thought that turn, but for placing the " we shall be

like" prominently in the after-clause : from that "being like
"

he has further consequences of practical importance to draw.

Thus he writes : We know that, when once this shall be known
to us, we then (already in fact) shall be like Him.—This view,

moreover, is supported by the additional advantage, that the

<l>avep(o$f} is apprehended strictly in the same sense which the

ecfjavepcodr] (on account of its relation to the "what we shall

be") has and must have ; that is, in the sense of a theoretical

announcement. But especially we may say that the concluding

words of the verse, " because we shall see Him as He is," come

thus into their clearest liglit.

Expositors diverge in the interpretation of these words.

Some of them (as Calvin, Eickli, Huther) find in the clause

" because we shall see," not the real cause of the " we shall be

like," but the logical reason : the " seeing Christ " is a conse-

quence of the " being like Him," and therefore the seeing Him
will necessarily imply that we have become like Him already

;

it gives the reason, not so much for the " being like," as for

the " u^e know that we shall be like." " Thus much we know

already, that we shall be like Him : we know tliis, for we shall

then see Him as He is ; but that would not be conceivable

without a certain being like JUjh.'' " If our nature had not
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been made spiritual, and clothed with immortality, it could not

draw nigh to God" (Calvin). Compare Matt. v. 8. It must,

meanwhile, be confessed that there is something artificial in this

explanation : a series of mediating thoughts must be interposed

between the expressions of the text.— Others (such as Spener,

Beausobre, B.-Crusius, De Wette, Neander, Diisterdieck) take

the on oylrofieda, " because we shall see," as the real cause of

the o/ioioi iaojxeOa, " we shall be like," referring to 2 Cor. iii. 18;

and this beyond all question is more profound, and certainly

more in harmony with St John's style of thought. We need

not adopt Beausobre's tame rendering of the process by which

we become like God :
^ " The full knowledge of God will make

us love Him supremely ; and this love will effect, as its conse-

quence, a perfect conformity w^ith Him." Better is it to re-

member all that St John has said in ch. i. concerning the

light-nature of God. Of that we shall be realli/ j^cirtakers, in

consequence of our being shone through and enlightened by it.

We cannot be partakers of lifjht otherwise than by beholding ; it

is by the ei/e that light enters into us. He becomes light him-

self who receives the light into himself ; and this takes place

through the beholding of the light. In our perfection we shall

be irradiated and interpenetrated by all the fulness of God, the

Light (that is the seeing Him as He is) ; and, as the consequence

of that, we shall be o/xolol to Him. And this of itself explains

how we are to interpret the o/jloio';. The question, whether

ofjbotof; signifies " like, i.e. equal," or " similar," is of no moment.

The notion of " similarity," in the ordinary sense of the term,

has no place save between finite natures.^ Here the ojjbOLo^—
remembering the standard for the interpretation given in ch. i.

— can be no other than like in natio'e. But it is equally plain

from ch. i. that that nature of God which we are to be like, is

to be regarded as His light-nature^ in the sense of His qualita-

' Augustin, Aretius, and others, are quite wrong in referring the oi^t-oioi

etvru to Christ; riava Qeoii has preceded.

^ TThen, e.g., the Homoiousiasts attributed to the Son a ouow; ru Tru-rpl

sHuoct in the sense of similarity, this was at the very outset unmeaning and

vapid.

3 Schmidt and Diisterdieck arbitrarily introduce the idea of God's right-

eousness. Righteousness is not received by beholding, but light is. They
were misled by their false notion that ch. ii. 29 contains the theme of the

Third Part.
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tive moral nature; not as His absoluteness, His independence,

His omnipresence, omniscience, omnipotence, and so forth : in

short, we must not think of that by which God in our concep-

tion is distinguished as God from the creatvu'e, but of that moral

character which it is His will to communicate to His own.

Hence, and on that account, St John uses o/ttoto?, which ex-

presses likeness of quality, and not lac^, which would express

likeness of being.

" We know that when it shall be (theoretically) revealed to us

(rl eaofieOa), we then (in fact and alread}^) shall be essentially

like Him, because we shall see Him as He is." Thus the last

member gives the whole clause its finish. This is what St John
will make jjrominent (not merely silently taking it for granted,

as they assume of necessity who supply, at least in thought, an

adversative particle after otBafiev),— this, I say, St John makes

prominent, that there toill he no merely theoretical revelation of

our future glory. When it is made known to us what we in

our perfection shall be, then that perfection, the being essen-

tially like God, will be already present; for that being like

unto God will indeed be effected by the beholding of God. And
thus it is the opav tov ©eov KaOcaq ean on which all at last

depends. Our future glory is no object of curiosity, no object

on which our speculative thought may spend its A^ain energy
;

in the degree in which we are now pervaded and penetrated by

God the Light, we obtain some presentiment and anticipation

of what we shall be hereafter. Therefore it is not yet revealed

to us what we shall be, because we in our moral character are

not 3^et through and through light, we do not as yet see God as

He is. Future glory and blessedness is assuredly not something

external, which might be added or imparted to a man as it were

from without : it is no other than the perfected consummation

of the " being sons of God ;" when the light-nature of God
is perfectly horn into us, then first shall we know r\ eaoixeOa,—
that is, then first shall we know what glory and blessedness is con-

tained in the reKva Geov elvac, the being God's children, itself.

From what has been said, it will further be self-evident that

they are in error who (as Augustin, Aretius, J. Lange) refer

the o/jloloc ecro/jieda to the glorification of the body. This is not

spoken of here, since avroj does not refer to Christ, but to God
as such.
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In VER. 3 an ethical obligation is deduced from what has

been said in ver. 2 ; but this ethical duty (like all obligations

of an analogous kind in St John) occurs here not in the form

of a legal injunction, but in the form of an internal necessity

of nature. It is, as Huther rightly says, " the moral influence

of the Christian hope :" nevertheless, not operating with the

invariable necessity of nature, but after a moral necessity ; as an

operation therefore that should be felt,— consequently, it is an

internal requirement. TIa<; 6 e')(wv rrjv eXiriSa ravrrjv looks back

to the o/xoLOL Qeu) elvai. This, that we shall be essentially like

God in the sense of ver. 2, that is, that we shall be sinless, is

to the Christian an object of eA-vrtV, of hope (and not of fear,

therefore), and consequently of longing and pursuit. But as

eXTTt? is here connected with e%eiy, it does not indicate the

subjective disposition or bias of the soul, but the objectively-

expected matter of the hope. Compare Acts xxiv. 15, where

iXirlSa e^eip alone occurs, and certainly is not equivalent to

eXiTL^eLv. The Apostle does not mean to say there, " As I hope

that God will raise the dead;" but, "As I possess this hope

towards God, and expect itself (its fulfilment) that there shall

be a resurrection." So also here eX7rt9 is that which a man is

objectively justified in hoping for. And as there, in the passage of

the Acts, ei9 tov Qeov is connected with it, so here eir avTa>: by

eVt, with the Dative, it is defined to be a hope which is founded

in God. (Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 17, iv. 10; Rom. xv. 12.) He
to whom this (objective) hope, this object of hope (it is almost

the same as "promise"), is given by God— he who possesses

this eXTTt?, based upon God, that he shall be one day in nature

like God—he purijieth himself, dyvi^ei iavrov; he cannot, he

may not, do otherwise. Since the being sinless is set before him

as the goal of his blessed hope, he must set all his powers towards

the attainment of this object ; his constant position must be that

of one who is in the act of repelling and putting away his sin.

The opposite of this, the loving and holding fast sin, or willing to

do so, would be no other than a casting away of the iXiri^ given

to us by God, a rejection of the object of hope given us by Him.

It would be no other than to say to God :
" I will not have that

jewel which Thou hast set before mine eyes in all its preciousness,

and hast promised one day to give me ; to me, the being delivered

for ever from sin is no priceless jewel."

—

'Ajvi^ecv is distin-
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guislied from dyidteiv, as dyvo'i is from ajLO^. In classical

Greek, indeed, there is no difference between dyv6<i and 07409

;

the tragic poets use dyvo^i M'liere Herodotus and others used

ajwi. Both words serve to define priestly holiness, and there-

fore also virgin purity. But in the LXX. a distinction is firmly

fixed : dyv6<; is used only for the translation of "iiriD (Ps. xix. 10;

Prov. XV. 26) and :inr (Prov. xx. 9), never for the rendering of

^Tip ; similarly, dyvl^o) is used for the translation of "liiD (2

Chron. xxix. 16 and 18), and only then of lyip (Ex. xix. 10;

Num. xi. 18 ; Josh. iii. 5, vii. 13 ; 1 Sam. xxi. 9 ; 1 Chron.

xvi. 12 ; 2 Chron. xxix. 5, xxx. 3 ; Isa. Ixvi. 17) when C'Tp

refers to tiie restoration of Levitical purity. "A<yto<;, accordingly,

is that which is permanently withdrawn from profane use and

the profane sphere, and consecrated to God (and therefore

itself may lay claim to reverence in the use of it) ; but dyvof; is

that which is accidentally in a Levitically pure condition, that

of which the impurity is done away. The opposite to dywi is

profane; the opposite to dyv6<; is impure. The same phraseo-

logy, with the same distinction, is found in the Apocrypha

(2 Mace. xii. 38), although in 2 Mace. xiii. 8 dyv6<; occiu-s in

the sense of E^np. The usage of the New Testament is perfectly

in harmony with that of the SejDtuagint : d<yio<i is he or that

which is withdrawn from the profane world, and has entered

into the kingdom and service of the Lord. Hence all Christians

as such are called dycoi (Rom. i. 7 ; 1 Cor. i. 2 ; comp. 1 Pet.

ii. 9), and the act of drycd^etv is no other than that of a believing

consecration to Christ : 7)yiaafievoi are we through faith (comp.

1 Cor. i. 2 ; Eph. v. 26 ; 1 Cor. vii. 14). On the" other hand,

071/09 describes a condition purified from sin,—that of holiness

or purity, 1 Pet. iii. 2 ; Jas. iii. 17 ; Phil. iv. 8 ; 2 Cor. viii. 11

;

and specifically chastity, 1 Tim. v. 22 ; Tit. ii. 5 ; 2 Cor. xi. 2,

vi. 6 ; and, in conformity with this, dyvl^eiv defines the act of

purification from sin, 1 Tim. iv. 12 ; 1 Pet. i. 22 ; Jas. iv. 8.

(So dyvo^ and dyvl^co occur in the Old-Testament meaning of

the Levitical purification and cleansing. Acts xxi. 24, xxiv. 18

;

John xi. 55.)

Thus he who possesses this hope founded on God—the hope

of being one day perfectly and for ever sinless— comes under

the ethical obligation of continually aspiring to that object now,

and ever cleansing himself from all sin, Ka9(o<; iKelvo<; dyv6<!
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ean. ^Efcetvo<i is here, as in cli. ii. 6, different from avTG<i;

eir avTcp refers to ©eo?, iK£Lvo<; to Christ (Diisterdieck and

others, against Aretius, Estius, and Calvin, Avho refer both to

Christ, and to Lyra, wlio refers both to God). In the clause,

" as that One (Christ) is pure," a new relation is introduced

into the general strain of thought. Hitherto only the promised

future essential likeness in nature to God as such was mentioned

as the motive to the dyvi^eiv ; now comes in also our relation to

the Incarnate, to Christ. But in what manner this takes place

is questionable : the words " as He is pure" present a difficulty,

and are accordingly capable of being variously accepted, as the

embarrassment of expositors bears witness. The difficulty lies

in this, that the 07^09 eVrt which is asserted concerning Christ,

is by the KuOco'i placed on a parallel with the ayvL^eiv enjoined

upon us. " To be pure from sin," and " to imrify oneself from

sin," are very different things ; and it is not easy to see how it

can be said that we should purify ourselves from sin, even as

Christ is pure from sin. Among our recent expositors, Huther

does not allude to this difficulty ; Diisterdieck despatches it with

few words, without seeming to be conscious that two very dif-

ferent methods of explaining the matter offer themselves. The
first method is, to hold fast the coynparative significance of

Kad(o<i', then, however, the action of the dyvi^eiv cannot be

placed on a level with the 071^09 ehat of Christ, but only the

result of that action, the being pure. And in that case the

dyvL^eiv is to be resolved in thought into djvov Trotet, the sense

being this : Quisquis banc spem habet se ipsum tarn purum
reddit, quam purus ille est. The clause " as He is pure" senses

then to denote the kind or the degree of holiness which St John
has in his mind when he uses dyvi^et ; or, secondly, KaOaxi may
be taken in the sense of expressing a motive, " even as also"

(quandoquidem, comp. Winer, § 57, and the use of KaOax; below

in ver. 23) ; and then the perfect being pure of Christ is adduced

as a (second) motive wherefore we must become pure. The
latter of these views we regard as the right one. For John
cannot possibly here, when he so plainly distinguishes the

future perfect ofjuoio'^ tc3 ©ew from the present gradual dyvt^eiv,

lay it down, as the object of this latter gradual purification,

that we should be now already as pure and as sinless as

Christ was. Thus the clause "as He is pure" serves not for
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the definition of the a^vi^si, but only as a further motive in

trying it.

Nevertheless, this further motive is not to be simply distin-

guished from the first motive, "the having this hope;" it is

not placed side by side with it, but is developed internally from

it. The future likeness in nature to God the Light, which is

promised to us men, is not simply and only future, but one that

has already become visible and historically real. In the In-

carnate One, in Christ, there has already ajipcared a jSIan who
exhibited in Himself, in its absolute perfect realization, that

consummate goal which it must be our ceaseless object to aspire

to, and which thus we must attain. And, as all our relations

to God lead through Him, and are defined in Him, so also this

relation of hope, ofioio^ ©ecu etvai. In Christ, the Sinless One,

who is throughout and only Light, we possess the hope and the

assurance that we also shall be partakers of the light-nature of

God, -filled and pervaded with light, and without any darkness

at all. Thus, all our endeavours after purification from sin, as

they flow from that hope of " being like God," so also they flow

from our beholding of Christ, in whom the " being like God"
was from the beginning a perfect reality.

In VEES. 4-6 this same internal moral necessity of the

ayvL^etv iavrov, as it is defined both by our relation to God and

our relation to Christ, is further developed.

IId<i 6 TTOLow Ti]v a/xaprlav, koX rrjv dvofilav Troiel, Kai i)

dfxapTLa eariv rj dvo/xia, is the reading of A.C. and other Codd.,

while B. omits the article before dfiapTia. But this omission

obviously sprang from an endeavour to make the sentence

grammatically exact, since in classical Greek the predicate can

have no article. But the transcriber's anxiety was useless, as

it was a mistake to make dfiapria the predicate.—The relation

of thought between ver. 4 and vcr. 3, as well as the precise

meaning of the terms d^apria and dvofMia, have given the ex-

positors infinite trouble. We refer him who woidd understand

the chequer-work of interpenetrating views to which they have

given rise, to the commentaiy of Diisterdieck. For ourselves,

we hold the cause of all the obscurity and confusion, here and

eveiywhere, to lie in this, that expositors have busied themselves

too much about the text, and have too little thrown themselves
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into it ; that they have brought to the subject too many question-

ings of their own, and have not been anxious enough to observe

cahuly the still and subtle process of the connection of the

thought in the text itself.—It is quite undeniable that two

motives have been already named in ver. d, which impel to the

" purifying ourselves" by an internal ethical necessity : one

being the hope of being o/xaoi, unto God; and the other, the view

of Christ, who is already pure from sin. The words Tra? o

TTOLOJV rrjv ajjuapTiav are so strictly parallel in their form with

the words 7ra9 o eT^tov rrjV eXiriha ravrr^v, as to constrain one at

the outset to assume that St John designs, after his ordinary

manner, to set over against the positive clause of ver. 3 its

negative counterpart in ver. 4. But it is also at the same time

plain that tlie turn of the expression in ver. 4 is the opposite of

that in ver. 3. In ver. 3 he said :
" He that hath the hope of

being like God, purifietli himself." In ver. 4 he does not intro-

duce the bare tautological antithesis (and this again is his

manner) :
" He that hath not this hope, pvmfieth himself not ;*'

but he sets out with the opposite of that thought which in ver. 3

formed the predicative idea, and makes it the sul)jective idea.

In ver. 3 he says, concerning him who "hath this hope," that

he purifietli himself; in ver. 4 he says something also concern-

ing him who purifietli not himself, but " doetli iniquity." But

ivhat is it that he says concerning him ? Manifestly, something

that shall be in some sense internally opposed to the " having

this hope." If every man that hath the hope of being sinless

and enlightened through and through, purifietli himself, then

concerning him who purifietli not himself, but committeth sin,

the inference must be valid, that in him the impulse and desire

to be like God is not present. And it is this which the pre-

dicative idea, rrjv dvofjblav Troiel, alleges, and nothing else. For

avofjbia, in such a distinction from afiaprla, and yet in such

comprehensive identification with it,—thus with such variation

in the substance of the idea, and such identity in the compass

of the idea,— can only indicate and define sin as that ichich

runs counter to the uttered law of God^s will; while, on the

other hand, "committing sin" marks the simple opposite to

" purifying himself." " Committing sin," therefore, defines sin

in its immediate qualitative existence or character, and that in

contrast with the "purifying" (hence, we must refer it, not to
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original sinfulness, but, as the " committing" of Itself sIioavs, to

deliberate and voluntary sin, to sin as loved and cherished)

;

avoixta, transgression of the law, on the other hand, defines sin

in its relation of opposition to the uttered loill of God.

Thus the ti-jv uvoixiav Trotel forms really an Internal opposite

to the dlsj^osltlon of heart In those whose hope It Is to be one

day like God, and perfectly free from sin. But, the question

still remains, why that antagonist relation to the will of God
is at once exhibited as opposition to the law. The answer to

this question lies In the relation of the fourth verse to the fifth.

To the first motive urged in ver. 3, the " having this hope," was

appended the second, most internally allied with it, " as He Is

pure ;" that is, the reference to God was followed by a reference

to Christ. And, as In ver. 4 the first motive Is developed, so

likewise in ver. 5 the second motive Is developed. Sin cqypears

in ver. 4 as ichat rims counter to the Laiv ; in ver. 5 it ajrpears

as what imns counter to the Gospel. In ver. 4 it is contrary to

the eternal Injunction of God's will as expressed In law ; In ver.

5 It Is contrary to the nature of the revealed redeeming will of

God as exhibited In act In Christ. Thus the two critical points

of ver. 3 are resolved and clearly developed in ver. 4 and ver.

5 ; and there is no need that we should (with B.-Crusius) hold

ver. 3, etc., for an " Intermediate thought," nor (with Luther,

Calvin, Grotius, Spener, Liicke, De Wette, Neander, and

others) regard ver. 4 as the main Idea, and ver. 5, etc., as

" arguments connected," nor (with OEcumenius, S. Schmidt,

and, approximately, Diisterdleck) assume that vers. 4-6 look

back upon the (imaginary) main Idea of ch. il. 29. Piscator

comes nearest to the true view, when he says that vers. 4 and 5

contain two grounds on which St John warns against sin : ver.

4, because It Is dvofxia ; ver. 5, because It is opposed to the end

of the Incarnation of Christ. A clear exhibition, however, of

the manner in which the two critical points of ver. 3 are re-

solved and laid bare In vers. 4 and 5, we seek vainly In Piscator.

After this general Investlo;ation of the relation of the thouirht

as a whole. It Is necessary that we should give some further

attention, though briefly, to the Individual words. Ti]v afiaprtav

iroielv forms, as we have said, the opposite of the ajvL^eiv

eavTov, and is to be understood in the light of this contrast.

It is not said 6 e^cov—he that hath, but 6 ttocwv—he that
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committeth ; it is not 6 iroiayv a/JMpTLav, but o itolmv rrjv

afiapriav—the sin. The former difference distinguishes it

from the " having sin" of ch. i. 8 : it does not, like this latter,

indicate a state in which man—though the whole character of

his life is regulated by the Spirit of Christ according to the

will of God and the laws of the Gospel, and he no longer walks

in sin—yet has sin still in himself as the remains of unsanctified

affections and the carnal mind, and as working in a mind not

yet fully illuminated, and in the still impure impulses of his

will (see on ch. i. 8) :— this state, according to ch. i. 8, would

not in itself form a contrast to the " purifying of himself," inas-

much as it co-exists with this purifying; but Troielv rrjv afiapriav

—committing sin—marks a conduct in regard to which the

Christian is absokitely and in every sense 7'esponsihle, since the

new life bestowed upon him has given him sufficient strength

to walk otherwise, that is, to " purify himself." But then,

secondly, it is not Troielv dfiaprlav, but rrjv afiapriav ; and this

is not fortuitous (as DListerdieck would wrongly deduce from

vers. G and 9) :—the former expression would not (although

generally synonymous with the dfjidpTTjTe of ch. ii. 1) give us

a sharp and defining antithesis to the " purifying himself."

For, even he v/ho " purifieth himself" will, in consequence of

the condition of being which is designated as e^eii/ d/xapriav,

ch. i. 8, have moments in which he fails, and doeth that which

is sinful (comp. ch. i. 10) ; and, although such moments will be

then interruptions and transitory negations of the dyvl^eiv, yet

are they viewed as only possible transitory and j^artial negations

of the djvela : on the other hand, the perfect opposite of the

('v^vii^eiv kavTov appears as the iroietv ri]v dfiaprlav, the commit-

ting of sin generally, that is, the doing what is sin. Here, the

idea of the d/xapTia is by the article bound essentially and not

fortuitously with the Trocelv : it does not mean, to perform such

actions as have, among other notes, that of sin connected with

them ; but it means, to commit that which is in its very nature

sin. Thus, it denotes a sinning in spite of knowledge and con-

science ; and therefore conduct which can be explained only

by a love of sin, conduct which shows that the man will not

abandon and renounce sin. This conduct, as it forms the

sharp contrast to the '^ purifying himself," so it is such as the

Christian is unconditionally responsible for. In the new life
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which is implanted in him, he possesses the power to which St

John points in the words w^viQci kavrov ; and the neglect, mis-

application, and disuse of this power it is, which has for its

result the Troielv rrjv aixaprlav.

He, then, who in this manner committeth that which is sin,

committeth therefore that which thwarts the uttered will of

God's law. (For all expositors agree that dvofila does not here,

like dvofio<; in 1 Cor. ix. 21, indicate a mere ignorance, and un-

acqnaintance with the law.) St John adds explanatorily,' koI

7) afxapria iarlv tj avofiia : that which is sin, is no other than

that which is opposed to the will of God's law. The two ideas

so perfectly cover each other, that he who wcjuld give a defini-

tion of the idea of sin could not otherwise define it than as

" that which thwarts the will of God." Thus, it is self-evident

that avofMia is not an intensification of the idea of afiapria (as

B.-Crusius asserts) ; to say nothing of the notion that by

dfiaprta the peccatum mortale in the Komish sense is to be

understood (as Estius and other Romish expositors disco-\'er I).

But it is also plain from the above exhibition of the connection

and sequence of thought, that in the icord dvofjila as such there

is not contained any polemical reference to antinomlan Gnostics;

although the pervading emphasis thrown upon sanctification

throughout the whole Epistle (compare above on ch. i. 10) is

to be explained by the Apostle's polemical pastoral relations, as

confronting and withstanding the antinomian Gnostic false

teachers and seducers.

Vek. 5. After St John has shown that the " committlnir

sin," this opposite of the " purifying himself," runs counter to

the Laiv, he goes on to show that it also runs counter to the

Gospel : the nature of the Father, and the nature of the incar-

nate Son, alike conduce to the internal moral necessity of holi-

ness, according to ver. 3 : kol otSare on e'/cet^o? i(f)av€pco6t], iva

Ta9 dfiapr[a<i dpj], kol dfiapria ev avrw ov/c eariv. (The read-

ing 7jfi(ov before ciprj, from Cod. C, is decidedly spurious : it is

wanting in A.B. and Vulg., and internal argument is strongly

against it. For, the end of the incarnation of Christ could be

^ "We cannot say that kxi is used here in the sense of " for ;" but Ave

may say that St John hove, as often elsewhere, connects by the lax Kcci a

clause which assumes an explanatory relation to what precedes.
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laid down as only the taking away of sin ahsohiteli/, the overcom-

ing of sin ; and the restriction to the result in us, contained in

the r)^S)Vj would be most inappropriate here.) 'EK€Lvo<i stands,

as in ver. 3, for the designation of Christ ; i(f)avepa>67) indicates

here (according to the analogy of ch. ii. 28, and as distinguished

from ch. iii. 2) the actual becoming-manifest of Christ in the

flesh, as is self-evident. In the first clause, St John refers to

the end of the incarnation of Christ, which w^as no other than

the " taking away of sin." In the second clause, he repeats

essentially the thought of ver. 3, " as He is pure," while he

refers to the nature of Christ as that of the Sinless One, who
never had sin.

The former clause has indeed been differently understood.

Relying upon John i. 29, Bengel, Hunnius, Piscator, Liicke,

and De AVette took alpeiv in the meaning of a vicarious bear-

ing, propitiating, and atoning. ISIany others (as Estius, Luther,

Bullinger, Calovius, Beausobre, Neander, Sander) thought that

both significations, that of " atoningly-bearing" and " taking

away," the ferre and the aholere, might be combined. But this is

no better than an exegetical monstrimi, since one and the same

word cannot be used at once in tw^o different significations.

And the first explanation appeals in vain to John i. 29. It is

true that in that passage, according to its context and the

figure used in it, the subject is not the sanctifying, but the

redeeming, work of the Lamb of God ; not, however, because

alpeiv there signified anything other than " taking away,"

but because d/iaprta was used there tropically in the sense of

|iy, that is, for the designation of the guilt of sin which was to

be taken away. Aipeiv has everywhere and without exception

in St John the signification of taking away (John xi. 48, xv. 2,

xvii. 15, xix. 31 and 38) ; and the Sept. translates xb'J, where

it means to bear, by (fyepeiv, but, where it means to take away,

by aipeiv. In our present passage, however, the context will

not allow afxapria to mean the guilt of sin, but only that of sin

itself ; consequently, what is here intended is the " taking

away of sin" (Ccilvin, Diisterdieck, Huther), and not the vica-

rious bearing of guilt. Neither would this last suit the context.

Assuredly, it is true that the remembrance of the necessity that

Christ should suffer under the guilt of our sin would present of

itself a very m'gent motive to our warfare against sin ; but, if
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he had intended to make that prominent, St John mnst have

laid the stress upon the point of the snfering, and made that

the chief verb : he must liave written, " And we know that He
eiradev— that He suffered— to take away sins;" not, " that He
i(f)av€pco07)—was manifested.'^ Moreover, if we interpret a/uiap-

ria<i aprj of tlie taking away of the (jidlt of sin,— that is, of the

propitiatory hearing of sin,— the following words, "and there

is no siji in Him," receive a meaning which, in tJiis connection,

woukl be altogether inappropriate. For, as appended to the

thought of vicarious atonement, these words would only contain

the subordinate reflection, that Christ bore sin, although in Him-

self there teas no »in— a thought which, in this connection, mani-

festly would have no place.

^

Therefore we must resolutely hold fast the explanation,

" that He might tahe away sins." St John reminds us of this,

that it was the final and most comprehensive design of the

collective redeeming work of Christ, to make an end of the

whole God-opposing power of sin, to abolish it altogether out of

the world, and to overcome the darkness. In the closest con-

nection with this, he reminds us—returning back to the final

thought of ver. 3— of the truth, that in Christ there was no lind

of aixaprla, that is, no darkness at all. He appeared upon earth

as man, that He might be the Enemy of sin in this twofold

sense : He is the enemy of sin, inasmuch as in His nature He is

altogether in conflict with it, as He is all and throughout light,

all and throughout holy, and of Him the " having sin in him-

self," of ch. i. 8, can by no means, and in no sense, be predi-

cated ; and He is the enemy of sin, inasmuch as in His whole

wo7'k, and its results. He appi'oves Himself the victorious foe of

all initjuity, who hath come to make an absolute end of it, and

to cast down the rebellion of the creature against the Creator,

of the darkness against the liglit. From both there follows that

which St John deduces in ver. 6 :

JJa? ev avTu> jxevwv, ov^ u/iapTavet' Tra? o ajxaprdvcov ovy

icopuKev avTov, ovhe eyvcoKev avrov. Thus St John returns back

from the second motive, developed in ver. 5, to the ethical law

laid down in ver. 3, and which finds its foundation in the mo-

^ That Iv uvTu refers to Christ, and not (with Calvin) to the " body of

Christ," that is, to all believers in Him, needs no demonstration.

P
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tives expaiKied in vers. 4, 5. He repeats this ethical hiw here

iu our sixth verse, naturally, in the same foraiula which it had

received in its reference to the second motive (ver. 5), in its

reference to Christ. But in doing this, he (after the analogy

of ver. 3 and ver. 4) lays it dov.'n, first in a positive, and then

in a negative, form.

" Every man, who abideth in Him" (on this /xevcov comp.

above, ch. ii. 24), " sinneth not." Diisterdieck, as we before re-

marked, deduces from the dfjuaprdvei,, standing thus simply, that

the article before d/juapriav above, in ver. 4, is fortuitous, and

without significance, and that Trotetv irjv dfiapTiav means no-

thing more than Troielv dfiaprlav or d/xapTdveiv. An instructive

and warning example, into what a man may fall when he moves

in vcrTepoc<; 7rpoT€poL<i, explaining what goes before by what

comes after, instead of the reverse ! Our simple, and thus in-

definite ov-^ dfj^aprdvei, St John could use here, only because

the preceding iroielv rr/y dfjiaprlav, ver. 4, and its antithesis

with dryvi^etv eavTov, had already defined clearly to the readers

what kind of dfjiaprdveiv was intended •/ otherwise he would

never have thus unconditionally, and Mdthout explanation, writ-

ten, " He that abideth in Christ, sinneth not." But he has

himself shown, in ch. i. 8—10, how and in what sense even he

that abideth in Christ may still sin. He has, in ch. ii. 1, 2, set

over against the requirement, " that ye sin not," the actual state,

" and if any man sin." St John writes here, " sinneth not," only

because ver. 4 has made it evident that he has in his mind that

iroielv T7]v dfjiaprlav which forms the opposite of d'yvi^etv kavrcv.

He who abideth in Christ, sinneth not in this sense,"—in

this sense he cannot and may not sin ; he cannot wilfully, and

against his better knowledge and conscience, do that which is

sin ; he cannot love, and cherish, and entertain sin.^ Wherefore

^ In a similar manner he writes, ch. iv. 3, o i^vj of^^'hoyfi t6v 'Ir.aovv,

because in \er. 2 the more explicit o o/^o'hoyil 'I. X. in aapx-l I'hYi'hvSiTei had

preceded. But who Avould think of exjilaining the more definite expression

in ver. 2 by the less definite exjjression of ver. 3, instead of the reverse ?

^ Olshausen remarks on ch. v. 18, quite in harmony with our view

:

" The child of God sinneth not at all, that is, in a certain sense. He has

indeed sin, ch. i. 8 ; but he commltteth not sin, ch. iii. 4-8. ITe is not

willingly overcome, he suffers not himself to be overcome, by sin."

3 Huther violates the context by explaining (x.iA.ccprot.uuv of the condition

of those who are still members of the Koai/^og, not yet having entered into
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— it is easy to see. Because he who doeth this, abideth not in

Christ ; but, as the consequence of neglected purification, suffer-

eth shipwreck of faith, and the good seed in him is choked

anion o; thorns.

And thus, then, the negative side also stands fast : He that

(in this sense) sinneth, hath not seen Him nor known Him.

{AvTov goes back here, as in ver. 5, naturally to the iKeivo<;,

that is, to Christ.) St John advances his expression (after tlie

manner of ch. i. 10) to this point, that such a Christian, Avho,

instead of purifying himself, committeth willingly that which is

sin, cannot be a truly regenerate man, cannot have attained to

true, full, and genuine conversion of heart. True conversion

presupposes full, perfect, and earnest repentance, that is, self-

despairing hatred of sin ; and he who, thus self-despairing, has

embraced Christ as his Saviour, has at the same time, Avhen he

came to behold and know Christ, cast away and renounced sin

loith abhorrence. He who has not done this, he who secretly

entertains sin in his soul, has-^it is frightfully solemn, but

frightfully true : O that all preachers of the Gospel preached

this sacred truth moi*e distinctly and impressively than, alas,

they commonly do!—"not yet beheld, and not yet known
Christ :" he has not yet beheld Him who is throughout and

altogether light, and the enemy of darkness and sin ; he has not

yet beheld Plim with the inner eye of the spirit, and not yet

known Him in the inmost centre of his being ; only with the

superficies of the powers of his soul has he adhered to Christ,

knowino; only the fra";mentarv be£i;inninos of the character of his

Saviour, and not yet Christ Himself. He who has discerned in

Christ only a consolation, and has not also embraced, and loved,

and shut up in his heart the holy Judge of all (XKorla, has, ac-

cording to the testimony of St John, " not yet seen and known
Him " aright.

As Diisterdieck softened down the idea of Troceiv rrjv dfiap-

TiaVy ver. 4, by an unjustifiable reference to ver. 6, into the

idea of sinning generally : so now in ver. G, where he consistently

understands afxaprdveLv in the same vague and general way, he

introduces an exegesis which robs the Johannaan expression of

the number of God's children. But ver. 4 speaks of those who are Chris-

tians, but wanting in holiness. Not till the close of ver. 6 is it said, that

and how far such Christians are not yet truly regenerated.
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Its precision and solemnity. He regards it as the " ideal view

of St John," that whoever " sins," in any sense whatever, has

not yet rightly known Christ. According to this nnjustifiable

generalization of the idea of the afiaprdvetv (which should rather

be interpreted by ver. 4), St John's declaration certainly seems

to be made more rigorous and emphatic than according to ou^r

exegetically-precise interpretation. In fact, it would be a fright-

ful and most depressing utterance, that whosoever sins in any

sense whatever, has no part in Christ. But this severity is

abated by the expositor's notion that it is " St John's ideal way
of viewing the matter, which leaves out of consideration the

remaining sinfulness of believers ;" and which, moreover, " in

the case of those in whom the beginning of eternal life has not

been followed by continuance, leaves out of consideration that

beginning." That is no good divinity in which yea is nay and

nay is yea. According to this notion, the sense would be :

" Ideally viewed, that is, apart from the always-continuing sin-

fulness of believers, it may be»said that whosoever sinneth, hath

not yet known Christ. But, viewed in reality, that is, with due

consideration of the fact that believers may still sin, we must

say that one who sinneth, may nevertheless have known Christ."

What, then, is there left in this whole utterance of St John ?

To do this interpretation the fullest justice, no more can be ex-

tracted from it than this seemingly ingenious but really empty

declaration, that a Christian, if he commits a sin, approves him-

self in this—that is, so far as he commits this sin—not as one

W'ho has known Christ. But St John's words mean something

very different from this, something fearfully solemn but equally

true— a truth which must not be thus toned down and accom-

modated to the licentious Christianity of our days.

"E<yvcoK£v, as compared w^ith icopaKev, is not, as some think,

an elevation of the idea ; still less is it, however, an anticlimax,

as others think. But opav is the beholding of Christ as of the

light
;

jtvco(7K6i.v is the loving knowledge (comp. on ch. ii. 3)

which contains the reception of the nature of Christ into our

own selves.

Vers. 7-10. The contrast, established in ver. 6, between

those who abide in Christ, and those m'Iio have not yet knov/n

Christ, leads of itself and immediately to a comparing contrast
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of tlie reKva &eov and the reKva tov Bia^uXov. By the horta-

tory appeal, " Little children, let no one deceive you," this

new train of thought is separated from what precedes, while its

meaning and substance is still strictly connected with it and

developed from it. In vers. 7, 8, the thought is essentially a

modified recapitulation of that which was expanded in vers.

3-6. The reflection of ver. 4 is repeated in ver. 7 in a positive

form, and yet so that, not the " purifying of self," but the

" doing righteousness," is o])posed to the " sin ;" for the Apostle

here, from ver. 7 onwards, no longer speaks of Christians who
intermit the care of their sanctification, but designs to oppose

to the true and living Chi'istians the not- Christians as such, the

TSKva TOV Sia/SoXov. Thus, the wotelv rrjv ScKaiocrvvrjv and the

TToielv Ti]v dfjbapTLav stand in antithesis, as two absolute, com-

plete, and diametrically opposed kinds of life. And thus there

enters in the new modification, that pi'esently in ver. 8 the idea

of the e'/c tov Bia/36\ov elvat— as preparation for the conclusion

of the strain, ver. 10— is introduced ; and, conformably Avith

tliis, there is a modification of the repetition of the idea of ver. 5,

i(f)apepa)dr} iva, k.t.\.—Thus, on the one hand, vers. 7, 8 are

attached to what precedes, while, on the other, they lead beyond

to the main proposition of the new train of thought, expressed

in vers. 9, 10,— to a contrasting juxtaposition of the children

of God and the children of the devil.

Ver. 7. TeKvia, ixrjSeh irXavaTo) v/jt,d<i : this is the reading

of Cod. B. and the Rec. ; Mill, Wetstein, Griesbach, Lach-

mann, and Tischendorf, give this reading the preference. Codd.

A. and B. (Copt., Syr., and Arm.) read iraLSla, which Tischen-

dorf prefers. But it is on internal grounds more probable that

the iravhla was a correction introduced from ch. ii. 18 : there

the section, vers. 18-26, began with the address TratZia, and

ended with the words, " These things have I written to you con-

cerning Toiv irXavcovTcov vfxd^" Now, because a warning is

found in this passage also against a irXavdadai, it might have

been supposed that the passages were homogeneous, and that

iraihia must be here also the true reading.

The warning, "Let no man deceive you," finds its ex})lana-

tion in this, that the Gnostic false teachers of that time actually

maintained the assertion, that nothing could defile the civOpwrrov

TTvevfiaTLKov, or, that the law did not proceed from the Svipreme
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God, and so forth, according to the various forms of their anti-

nomian doctrine. These were the deceivers, whose seductions

the readers Avere to withstand.

'O iroLCdv rrjv hiKaioavv-qv forms, as we have said, the con-

trast to o TTOLMv ry-jv ajxapriav. The latter was in A^er. 4 placed

in opposition to the arjvi^eiv aeavTov ; for there, according to the

context, ver. 3, Christians were spoken of. To tlie conduct of

those Christians who continually purify themselves from sin, a

contrast was presented by the conduct of those Christians who
" commit that which is sin," that is, do evil against their better

knowledge and conscience, and wilfully. The Apostle has now
uttered in ver. 6 the declaration that such Christians are not

really Christians at all ; and this leads him now, from ver. 7

onwards, to drop entirely the contrast between Christians and

Christians (the genidne and the spurious), and to lay down
instead the stronger antithesis between the children of God and

the children of the devil. He has in vers. 2-6 viewed the idea

of the T6KV0V &60V as he is in himself ; and has developed from

it the opposition between what is consistent and what is not

consistent with that dignity. Now, on the other hand, he places

the idea of the reKvov Qeov in comparing contrast with the

T6KV0V rov Bia^oXov. Conformably with this, the opposite of

TToelv TTjv afxapriav assumes another form. Two complete and

finished states of heart are opposed to each other, and that as

exhibited in their actual and visible results. Here then the

gradual ayvL(^eov eavrov has no longer place ; as opposed to the

child of the world and the devil, the child of God is character-

ized, not by a gradual process of becoming pure, but by this,

that he simply " doeth that which is righteous," Avhile the child

of the devil "doeth that which is sin." For, iroietv rrjv BcKaco-

(TVV7JV can mean, in such a contrast, no other than " the doing

that which is right." AiKaioavvT] denotes that which is, in its

quality, Slkulov, right.

Concerning him, then, who doeth that which is right, St

John declares, BUato'? iari— 7ie is righteous. A glance at the

connection teaches that SiKaio<i does not occur here in the sense

of the Pauline doctrine of justification, and does not describe a

justified state,— that of one who is able to stand before the

judgment-seat of God, and is acknowledged to be free from

guilt. For the question, Who may thus stand before God, and
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by wliat moans he may thus stand ? does not in the most distant

manner enter into the subject here. Least of all is the BtKaio<i

elvac exhibited as the consequence or result of the Troielv ttjv

^iKaioavvTjv. And with this falls to the ground the exegesis of

the llomish expositors, who have perverted this passage into a

refutation of the Protestant doctrine of justification. But we
should not interpret it at once as meaning that he who doeth

that which is right, demonstrates thereby that he has already

attained to justification (in the Pauline sense) by faith. No-
thing is said here about justification. But neither is anything

directly said concerning regeneration. AiKai6<i iart stands,

first, in opposition to e/c rov Sta^oXov iari ; and, secondly, has

the appendage Ka6d)<i eKelvo^ B[Kai,6<; icrrt. This final clause

must not, of course, be regarded as a mere repetition of that in

ver. 3, Ka9u)<; eKelvo^ dyvo^ ecm. In ver. 3 the clause Ka6(o<;,

K.T.X., serves to assign the motive for the requirement, " purify-

ing self ;" in our seventh verse, on the other hand, the Ka6w<i

is not connected with the subject-idea, involving the require-

ment, TTOuiiv ri-jv ZiKaLoavvrjv, but with the predicate which is

attributed to the doer of righteousness. Such a man is SiKato^,

as lie (Christ) is S[Kato<i. Ilere the Kadco'? cannot have the

meaning of a motive {siquidem\ but only that of comparison

(sicui). lie who doeth that which is right, is righteous, even

as Christ is righteous ; he who doeth that which is sin, is of the

devil : this antithetical juxtaposition shows most plainly that

the predicate-idea has no other aim than to attribute to him
who doeth that which is right a relation of natnre, or likeness of
nature, with Christ. Not that such a man will be acknowledged,

like Christ, to be guiltless before the judgment-seat of God, but

that such a man hears in himself the nature of Christ, is what

the Apostle would say. And so far our hLKai6<^ icrri has cer-

tainly some afiinity with the e^ avrov jeyevvrjrac of ch. ii. 29 ;

that, however, must be interpreted, not by ch. ii. 29, but by the

contrast contained in ver. 7. Nor does St John lay emphasis

here upon the being born of Christ, but upon the consequence

of that, the likeness of nature.

—

AUato^i therefore denotes here,

not a man's position before God's judgment, but simply the

character of his nature : the nature of Christ is one which

corresponds to the will of the Father ; so the nature of him who
" doeth righteousness" is one Avhich corresponds to the will of the
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Father. And so far Calovius is right, that this idea of the Justus

falls not under that of justificatio, but vinder that of sanctijicatio.

He who doeth tliat which is right, showeth thereby that the

nature of Christ, conformed to the will of the Father, has be-

come his nature : he who doeth that which is sin, showetli

thereby that he e/c tov Sia/SoXov ecxrc (comp. John viii. 44) ; that

is, that he is a child of the devil, and that his nature and cha-

racter^ has been derived from him. For it is for ever the nature

and character of the devil, to sin. This explanatory middle

clause follows in the words, " For the devil sinneth from the

beginning," wdiich words plainly point to John viii. 14, and are

by them to be understood. ' Att ap')(r]<i is not to be referred,

with B.-Crusius, to the beginning of the existence of the devil,

as if he had never done anything but sin from the beginning

of his existence ; nor, with Bengel, to the period of his fall.

The former contradicts the other teaching of Scripture ; and

the latter is an arbitrary and impossible interpretation of the

words. But air ap'^Pj'i is the beginning of human history

(Calvin, Lange, Semler) ; in comparison with the sin of men,

the devil appears to be one who sinned cltt ap-)(f)<i.

Ek Tovro i(f)av6pco$r], k.t.X., is, in its substance, a repetition

of the thought of ver. 5. In its form, this thought is here

modified in two ways : first, Christ is not here, as there, desig-

nated by cKelvo'?, but, in marked contrast to the Sid^oXo<;, as

the vlo<i TOV &€ov ; and, secondly, in conformity with the pre-

vious train of thought, vers. 7, 8, the aipeuv ra^ afxapr[a<i is

here described as a Xveiv ra epja rod Sca/SoXov. These ^' works

of the devil" are simply the dfiaprLat ; for, this is his w^ork,

that he sins himself and infuses sin into his TeKvoL<; ; conse-

quently, the aixaprlai which are committed by these children of

his, are ep^a tov hta(3okov, works after the devil's kind, works

which the devil works in them—thus in every view (in kind

and origin) devil's works. Some expositors erroneously include

death and all evil among the ep'ya tov Bia^BoXov here mentioned

;

but this is against the context. Avecv bears the meaning of

cast down, destroy, abolish, as in John ii. 19, v. 18, vii. 23,

X. 35 ; Eph. ii. 14.

^ It is self-evident that we do not use these words in the sense of the

scholastic "substantia," but designate by them the inherent moral charac-

ter of the will.
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In VER. 9 follows now the thouglit which Diisteidieck erro-

neously found in the words SiKaio'i iari, ver. 7. Tiie Apostle

has said, that he who doeth that which is (before God) righteous,

shows thereby that he is partaker of the nature of Christ ; but

that he who doeth that which is sin, shows thereby that he is

partaker of the nature of the devil. lie has further repeated

the declaration, that the whole scope of the incarnation of

Christ is directed to this end, to make an end of the d/j.apTia.

Accordingly, he has shown that a child of God, a Christian,

mar/ not sin ; or, more strictly, that he who would be, not a

child of the devil, but a partaker of the nature of Christ, may
not sin. lie adds now the more inward truth, that he who is

a child of God, born of God, cannot sin. That the iroieiv ii-jv

dfiapTiav is a contradiction to the whole nature and work of

Christ, has been shown in vers. 7, 8 ; it is now added in ver. 9,

that the being born of God has for its essential and internally

necessary and indispensable consequence the yu,?) afxaprdveiv.

The subject-idea, " born of God," finds its explanation in

what was remarked upon ch. ii. 29. In the predicate d/j.apTiav

ov TToiel, St John could now omit the article, for the same rea-

son which led him, in Aer. 6, to substitute the bare dfiaprlav

for the TToielv rijv dp^aprlav. The idea is sufficiently plain

after what has gone before. The iroLetv, be it observed, is here

repeated, in order that the reader may not think of a mere

e')(eiv d/jiapriav ; afterwards he uses (as connected with hyvarat)

the mere d/jLaprdvecv (as above, ver. 6), since it was no longer

possible now to misunderstand his meaning. (Diisterdieck

persists in doing so. He understands the d/iapTaveiv of all

and every kind of sin, and explains the idea thus resulting,

which is utterly opposed to ch. i. 8-10, as St John's " ideal

view.")

He who is born of God, doeth not sin ; that is, not with know-

ledge and will opposed to the will of God. "Ore airepiia avTov

iv avTM fxivet : these words have been explained in two ways.

Some (Bengel, and others) take aTreppa in the sense of " child

or progeny," and refer the uvtm to God :
" the i)i*ogeny of God

abideth in or with God,"— abideth faithful to llim, falleth not

away. Nearly all other expositors understand cnripp^a of that

same seed, in the spiritual sense, which the regenerate have

received from God, and through which they have become new
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men,—that is, of the seed or germ of tlie new life ; and, accord-

ingly, they refer the uvtm to men. " The seed of God abideth

in them, in the regenerate men." The latter view is obviously

to be preferred, because the words in question, on that view, con-

tain a real argument ; whereas, on the other view, they would

be a tautological and weakened repetition of what had been said

in dfiapTiav ov iroiel. Moreover, the designation of tckvov

Geov by the word avrep/jua would be here most inappropriate,

and altogether out of keeping with the figure of the /Meveiv iv

TO) ©eoj.

There has been much controversy as to what this crTrepfia

refers to— whether the word of God (Augustin, Luther, Bul-

linger, Bengel), or the Holy Ghost (Calvin, Beza). It is

(Episcopius, CEcumenius, Estius, Liicke) the germ of the new
life implanted in us by the Holy Spirit, the germ of the new
man in us,—that is, tlie Christ implanted in us. In him into

whom this a-Tvep/xa has been planted, it abides, fievei. This

fievet is used, however, wdthout any reference to the question

whether a regenerate person might ever fall from faith ; but

with reference to the question, whether it be possible to him

knowingly and wilfully to act contrary to the will of God. But,

if the latter is with him an impossibility, certainly so much the

more must the former be : if a iroietv rijv dfiapTiav justifies us in

coming to the conclusion that ou;^ eoopaKe rov Xpt<7T6v, how much
more must a shipwreck of faith lead to the same conclusion ?

And so far Calvin and the Synod of Dort were right in saying,

that he who falls away manifests that his faith had not been

the true and genuine faith as to its quality ; or that the vera fides

has among its marks that of perseverantia} But, to regard this

^ In accordance with this, my remarks upon Heb. vi. 4, in the eighth

volume of this work, must undergo some modification. Not that I can

agree v/ith Calvin, when he makes the yst/o-a^sj/o; there refer merely to those

who had j ust begun to taste the blessedness of a state of grace. I must

hold fast my affirmation, that it is not the scope of the passage to say that

the less one had tasted of the enjoyments of grace the more easily he would

be lost ; but the contrary, that the more one had already enjoyed of the

gifts of grace, the more irrecoverably would he be lost, if he should turn

his back upon these blessings, and fall away from the confession of Christ.

Only this must be added—from our present passage, 1 John iii. 9— that in

the man who, in the sense of Heb. vi. 4, falls away again from great be-

ginnings of the new life, a true and thorough regeneration cannot have
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perseverance as a specific, as it were external and added gift,

donum, is to go clean contrary to our present text.

But there is no essential connection between this whole doc-

trine and that of absolute predestination ; for, the question

whether the cause of a man's not reaching true regeneration

lies in the will of man himself, or in a decree of God, is not at

all touched by the teaching of our present passage— that

genuine regeneration cannot he lost.

But there is another point of view in which this verse is

dogmatically important. Nothing can be more absolute than

its contradiction of the Romanist delusion, that regeneration is

in some magical way effected in the baptism of children. He
ivho is born of God, committeth no sin. He who committeth

sin (in the sense of our context), that is, who wilHngly doeth,

as an unconverted man, that wliich is sin, is not yet born of

God, though he may have been twenty times baptized. The
word of God cannot lie. Little children, let no man deceive you.

The Divine seed of the new life abideth in the regenerate

man ; and therefore it follows koI ov hvvarai afiaprdveiv, where

a/jLaprdvecv stands, as we have shown, in the meaning which

alone the context marks out. To the reoenerate man it is a

thing impossible—by his very nature— to commit sin in that

sense, to withstand and run counter to the commandments of

God knowingly, and with deliberate will. For, sorrow on

account of sin, and abhorrent abandonment of sin, lie at the

foundation of his conversion ; light and life derived from God,

and love to Christ, are the very essence of the new life which

is within him. Every true and genuine Christian gives testi-

mony by his walk to the truth of this utterance of St John.

He hath sin in him still (according to ch. i. 8-10) ; his consti-

tutional dispositions and affections need constant grace and puri-

fication ; and even in his maxims, and tendencies, and pursuits

there may still bo cr/corta, or perversion scarcely detected. Thus
it may be that the adp^ leads him into greater or lesser lapses

;

but this is contrary to the bent of his will, and his soul is

affected with the deepest sorrow on account of the slightest

fault. The sins wliich he commits bear in themselves most

taken place : the subsequent apostasy leads to the inference, that the pre-

ceding conversion had not been absolutely and in all respects sound. The

inmost centre of the heart had not been pierced, and entirely changed.
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decitledly the character of sins of infirmity, and are for the

most part peccata per accidens. His anger, holy and justified

as to its object and character, may, as a result of the tempera-

ment not yet fully sanctified, rise to sinful violence ; the heat of

conflict for truth may hurry him away to words and measures,

the imperfect purity of wdiich he may not at the moment per-

ceive ; and even the impulse of the flesh may, in a subtle man-

ner, assault his fidelity, and involve him in hot conflict with

himself;—yet, on the other hand, to the truly regenerate man
it is altogether impossible willingly and wilfully to do that which

he knows to be forbidden of God. He walks not as the world

walks, ev rep aKoret (ch. i. 6) ; his endeavours and volitions

move not in the sphere of that which is evil ; and to perform

deeds which as such are sinful, is to him in fact not possible :

it is in the same sense impossible as it is, for example, impos-

sible to a moral man, only partially conscientious, to do away

with his enemy by poison or murder. As to a mere partially

moral man the offer, " Give me so much, and I will poison your

enemy," brings no temptation with it, because he is not capa-

ble of such a crime; so, analogously (though on other and

higher grounds), the truly regenerate man is not capable of

committing deeds which he knows to be contrary to the will

and commandment of God,— such, for example, as the yielding

to forbidden lusts, lying, depriving a neighbour of his goods,

and whatever else may belong to the domain of the peccaia

manifesta. His walk is a holy and pure walk ; and exhibits

to every one who beholds as holy and pure. Let not thy high

and most real boundary-line be obscured by any " ideal views."

In VER. 10 St John deduces from what had been said in vers.

7, 8, and ver. 9 (that a child of God cannot commit, and is not

in his nature capable of committing, that which is sin), the final

and conclusive reflection : that thus in this iroieiv or fii] Troceiv

hiKaioavvrjv is e.vhibitecl the dijference betiveen the children of

God and the children of the devil. ^Ev tovtw does not point

backwards to what had been said, vers. 7-9, but forwards ; and

that to the words, " whosoever doeth not righteousness is not of

God,"—which words are in reality the quintessence and concise

formula of all that had been previously said. First, the additional

words, " and he that loveth not, etc.," contain a progression in
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the thought, a transition to another train : in what manner con-

ducted, we shall see. ^avepd ecrri, are manifest, are as such

quite comprehensible. 'O fjuii ttolmv SiKaioavvrjv, "who doeth not

that which is right :" the article might here be omitted,^ for the

same reason as in ver. 9, before dfiapriav. ^Ek tov @eov elvao

is synonymous with tskvov &eov elvat, just as reKVov Sca/36\ov

elvai is with e/c tov Bta^oXov elvai, ver. 8.

Kal 6 [jLi] dyaTTMV rov aSeX^w avrov, St John now emphati-

cally adds ; and by this thought, which is continued in vers. 11,

12, he forms the transition to the second sub-section, Avhicli

begins in ver. 13. Indeed, he who cannot be brought to see that

the idea of tekvov @6ov is the predominant idea of this whole Part

of the Epistle,— he who persists in regarding ch. ii. 29, instead

of ch. iii. 1, as expressing its fundamental theme,— Avill not be

likely to discern the true relation of thought betw^een ver. 10

and ver. 13. Thus many think (Diisterdieck) that throughout

vers. 1-10 the subject has been the reKva Qeov, simply as

explanatory of the idea of the StKacoavvrj ; while, conversely,

the fact is that the TToielv hiKaLocrvvriv, vers. 7 and 10 (which,

moreover, the dyvll^eiv eavrov, ver. 3, had preceded as no other

than a co-ordinated idea), serves simply for the purpose of ex-

plaining the idea of the tekvov Qeov. These expositors su])pose

that in ver. 10 the Apostle passes over from the idea of the

BtKaLoavvT] to that of brotherly-love, and that ver. 10 therefore

begins a new subordinate section which has brotherly-love for

its subject; but they forget that in ch. iv. 11 there is the

beginning of another section concerning brotherly-love, and

that thus there would be two distinct and independent sections

having the same subject and matter. But if, instead of this,

we mark that the idea of reKvov Qeov is the predominant idea of

this Third Part, and that the theme of this Part is contained in

ver. 1, we cannot doubt for a moment that, not ver. 10, but

ver. 13, is the beginning of the ncw^ sub-section, and that it

treats, not of brotherly-love as such, but—in harmony with the

words of ver. 1, " Therefore the world knoweth us not—of the

hatred of the world in contrast with the mutual brotherly-love

of Christians. After the Apostle has, in ver. 10, laid down
the distinction between those who are born of God and those

' A. aud C. read, moreover, t-/jv. But this variation seems to owe its

origin to an endeavour to conform the vers3 w^th ver. 7.
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who are not born of God, he passes over, m ver. 13, to the oppo-

sition and enmity manifested by the latter towards the former.

The transition to this second sub-section is formed by the words

from the conclusion of the tenth verse to the end of the thir-

teenth. That is, as St John has it in view to turn to the

enmity of the world against the children of God, he singles out

from the general fjurj Troceiv BcKaioavvrjv the particular feature^ of

/x?7 ayavrdv tov dSe\(pov avrov, and makes it the object of special

remark.

But here arises the question, what idea the Apostle connects

with aSeX^o'?. Diisterdieck is everywhere ready with the con-

fident assiu'ance that dSeXcpoi alwa^^s means in St John those

who are born of God, and that brotherly-love alwa^^s means the

love of those who are also born of God. And therefore he at

once casts away the notion of Estius, Grotius, and others, Avho

refer the dSe\(f)6<i to the relation of men to men -generally.

But the matter is not to be despatched in so peremptory a

manner. The Apostle is speaking of him who " is not of God,"

and says that his not being of God is manifested by this among
other things, that he " loveth not Ids brother." Is then the un-

regenei'ate the brother of the regenerate in the sense assumed by

Diisterdieck, that is, because both " are born of God?" Cer-

tainly not. Then, if the " loving his brother" be made to refer

to the mutual love of the regenerate, founded upon their re-

generation, it could hardly be alleged as a reproach against the

unregenerate that he had no share in that love. Indeed, the

words, " he who loveth not his brother, is not of God," would

then, in consistency, be interpreted in some such absurd para-

logism as this :
" He that loveth not those who like himself are

still unregenerate, is not of God." If St «Iohn had written o

firj dyaTTMv Toi"? aSeX(^oi;?, it would have been a different

matter : then we might have taken the ol dSe\(jiOL as an objec-

tive and absolutely stated idea, as the definition of those who
are in the true and highest sense brethren, that is, of the re-

generate ; and the meaning would then have been this, that he

who has no part in this love of the brethren among themselves,

» Huther tliiuks that the «y«77'<5 is not one part or specific trait of the

'^ix.xiQtTi'vyi, but "the substance and nature" of it. That may be true of

ccyd'Tr'/) as such (including love to God), but could not be said of love to the

brethren. .
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must needs be still an unregenerate man himself. But St

John does not so write ; he makes it plain that the u8e\.(f)6<;,

connected with the Gen. avrov, is the brother of him who does

not love, though he ouglit to love ; that is, as a relative idea.

The requirement " to love our brother" is presupposed to be

one of universal application : When it is asked, who doth fulfil

this? he who is proved to his own conscience not to fulfil it

may be sure that he is not of God. Accordingly, aheK<^6<i is

here taken in the xvidest sense, in the sense of irXn^aco^, Luke x.

36, etc., denoting the relation of men to men generally. In the

passage, ch. ii. 9, the combination of thoughts was quite dif-

ferent : there, according to the context, the question was of

members of the Christian Church who desired to be thought

Christians ; and when it was said of them, " and hateth his

brother," the idea of " his brother" is defined by the context

to be that of a fellow-member of this (visible) community

—

but by no means that of a fellow-regenerate, which would have

been as little suitable there as here. The meaning was this :

'^ He that saith he is in the light, and yet hateth him who {as

the result of this declaration^ must then be his brother in Christ,

is still in darkness." In our present passage, on the other

hand, the question is not of seeming and nominal Clnistians

—

at least not specially of such—but the subject has been, from

ver. 7, the absolute and penetrating contrast between all who
are " children of the devil" (and to them appertain preemi-

nently the children of the world, without the Church of

Christ), and all who are the children of God. Indeed, the

Apostle has already purposed to concentrate the former in the

expression 6 Koa/jLa (ver. 13), and to contemplate them in

their open, visible relation of enmity to the Chiu'ch of Christ

;

and the element of the " not loving his brother" must serve to

give him the point of transition to the characteristic, "the

world hateth us." Thus here, in the words, " he that loveth not

his brother," we cannot possibly think of the conduct of those

who pretend to be " brothers in Christ," but only of the general

conduct of those who are unregenerate towards their neighbours.

Thus a comparison with ch. ii. 9 adds confirmation to our view,

that aSeX(^09, in the present passage, denotes the relation of
man to man. But this is of great moment to the right inter-

pretation of what follows in ver. 13 seq., especially of ver. 16.
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Vers. 11, 12. "On avTq iarlv r] dyjeXLa (eTrayiyeXla is the

reading of Codex C ; but it is neither externally authenticated,

nor internally suitable). " For this is the message which ye

have heard from the beginning, that we ought to love one

another." Fdp stands here to show that what is said in ver. 11

is intended to explain why he who loveth not his brother is no

child of God. To us, the children of God, this message was

given from the beginning, that we should love one another.

'Iva is used here again as in ch. ii. 27, iii. 1, etc. The clause

with Lva does not specify the design in respect to which that

which the main proposition contains took place ; but the matter

of the clause with iva is itself exhibited as something that was

contemplated.

" This is the message which ye have heard from the be-

ginning :" avTT] points, like ev tovtm, ver. 10, forwards, that

is, to the clause with tva. Tiie substance of the message is

the commandment that we should love one another. Thence

follows, that our " message which ye have heard from the be-

ginning" is not identical with the " old commandment," ch. ii.

7. For, there we saw that St John specifies as the substance

of the " old commandment, etc.," " the word which ye have

heard,"—that is, the whole word concerning Christ, announced

to the readers. St John seems to have designedly avoided

using the same word evrokr). Therefore, we must not explain

the dir dp-)(n<; also of our verse by the (Itt dpyj}^ of ch. ii. 7.

In that passage the dir dp'^rj'? formed the antithesis to the new
thing which St John had to say concerning the light " as already

shining." In our passage there is no such antithesis as that ex-

isting. Hence (itt dpyn]^ is here to be taken, not in a relative,

but in an absolute sense ; not in the sense of " hitherto already"

(in opposition to what was now first to be announced to them),

but in the objective historical sense. The message, that we love

one another, we have heard from the beginning, that is, from

the beginning of history, as one that had been given from every

beginning onwards. This is favoured also by ver. 11, where

St John reminds them how and in what manner this dyyeXia

(though not in the form of €vto\7]—but this word St John has

carefully avoided—yet in the one, actual Divine message) had

already been sent to the past generations of men.

Ou KaOo)<i Kaiv i/c tov irovrjpov yv, Kai, K.r.\. The gram-
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matical connection is somewhat lax here. And if we would

establish a logical relation in the sentences, we must certainly

(though Diisterdieck denies it) supply something between them.

The thought as a whole would run thus: iva ajaircofieu aXKijXov'i,

Kol /Li7] TTOicofxev Ka6u)<; Kdiv, o? i/c rod irovripov rjv, k.t.X. Ail

other methods of supplementing the sentence are seen at the

first glance to be forced.^

The thought itself is plain. Cain showed himself (according

to ver. 8) to be e/c tov irovrjpov (=8ta/3oXou) by this, that he killed

his brother (a(f)d^€iv was originally used of the slaughtering of

sacrifices, but in the Septuagint and in the New Testament,

specially in the Apocalypse, of " kilUng" generally) ; but that

was both a doing of what was not htKatoa-vvr}, and the utter-

most opposite of the dr^airr]. Indeed, this very example shows

how the " not loving his brother" and the " not doing righteous-

ness" are inwardly related, the one leading to the other.—In

the judgment which God's word pronounced upon Cain's act,

lies the " message which ye have heard from the beginning."

But the Apostle does not merely in a general manner refer

to this example of Cain : he also adds the words, "And where-

fore slew he him % Because his own works were evil, and his

brother's works were rio-hteous." We catch the desicn of this

additional clause only when we rightly view the relation of

this verse to ver. 13. The hatred of the world to the children of

God it is, to which St John would now lead on our thoughts.

Therefore he has singled out from the "not doing righteous-

ness," the " not loving his brother" for especial prominence
;

therefore he now makes it em])hatic, that in Cain the envy of

him who " was of that wicked one" and "whose works were evil"

had shown itself against the " just."^ Thus he passes over from

the general " not loving" to the specific demonstration of this

^ Grotius and Lucke supply : kuI /^yi u/^sv sk rol '^ouYipov, Kudug x.t.X.
;

but this forms, after all, no proper antithesis to a.yai.'TTli^iv. Others have

resorted to other methods.

2 It is asked, how it can be known that Cain had previously done evil,

and therefort liatcd his brother. This is not answered by saying that ioyu.

-TTovYipu signify the whole disposition and condition of soul in general,

which was exhibited afterwards in the act of murder ; for the Apostle is

speaking, not of a tlisposition, but of works, and not of such works as

followed, but of such as preceded, the hatred. Better is it to say that St

John deduced from this, that Cain's offering was unacceptable, what and

Q
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hatred, as it ever manifests itself on the part of those who are

" of the wicked one" against the " children of God." The
righteousness of the latter is in and of itself an object of hatred

to the former ; the nature which rules (compare above on ver.

1) in the children of God— their holy, righteous nature, con-

formed to the character of God— is to the children of the wicked

one something displeasing and alien, hateful to them as God
Himself is hateful. In their " wicked deeds" these are at peace

and apparently happy, only so long as their consciences are un-

disturbed. The mere aspect, the mere existence of the children

of God, who do ra SUaca, disturbs them from their repose :

they feel, thoiigh they may not confess it, that a power is reign-

ing here which condemns them ; and therefore they hate the

reKva Geov.

Thus has St John now fully paved the way of transition to

the second sub-section.

Vers. 13, 14. The antagonist relation of the world to the

children of God, is, therefore, the subject of which St John

now speaks. That which he has to say on this matter resolves

itself into two things : first (ver. 13), that the Christian must

not marvel at the hatred of the world (this is established in

ver. 14) ; and, secondly, that the Christian must not return

that hatred (vers. 15, 16).

The words of ver. 13 are in themselves perfectly plain.

Concerning 6 /cocr/io?, compare the remarks on ch. ii. 15: here

again it is applied to the world as not yet penetrated by the light

of Christ, still in bondage to the crKOTia, and therefore fearing

and hating the <^cu9. El is not used instead of on, nor for

etiamsi, but in its own peculiar and genuine signification. El
with the Indicative does not put the case as hypothetical, but

represents what is said in the conditional clause as something

which actually occurs ; and asserts, that whenever or as often as

such a case occurs, what is said in the conclusion will or should

occur also. For example, el ^povra koI aaTpdinei,, " as often

as it thunders, it lightens also," simply declares that the latter is

conditional on the occurrence of the former, but without any

how evil his former works had been. It is not a single step that leads to

murder. All points to this, that as Cain's spirit, so also his life and walk,

had been altogether estranged from God.
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further reference to the former being only possible or uncertain.

8o liere : Whensoever it takes place that the world shows its

hatred to you (and this assumes it to be well known that that

often takes place), we must not wonder that it does occur. The
conditional clause with el specifies that state of things, or the

case ill which the injunction //.t) Oavfid^ere is to be binding on

Christians. If it were otl, the /jLicrel v/xd'i 6 K6cr/j,o<i would be

exhibited as the object which was not to be wondered at. (As,

for example, John ili. 7, iv. 27 ; where tlie el would have no

place, for the simple reason that in both these passages a fact,

once for all in the past, and not often recurring, forms the

object of the Oavfjud^etv.) In our passage, if we were to repro-

duce the thought in its full logical completeness, another oVi

/jiicrel, K.T.X., would have to be supplied. " If the case occurs

that the world hate you, wonder not (scil. at this, that the case

occurs that the world hate you)."

It points to the declarations of our Lord, John xv. 18, 19,

xvii. 14; Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 9; Mark xiii. 13; Luke xxi. 17.

The Apostle addresses his readers as dBe\(f)Oi, when he directs

to them this exhortation ; not as if the word involved the idea

of their being regenerate (compare, on the contrary, what was

said upon ver. 10), but because he would at this moment bring

to their minds that that Divine requirement of brotherly-love

to all men, which was never fulfilled in the world, was actually

fulfilled between himself and his readers. Thus, in the idea

d8e\(f)6^ as such there lies no specifically Christian element

(compare ver. 12, " He slew his brother," which is quite parallel

with " not loving his brother," ver 10) ; but, our dSe\(f)6<;, ver.

13, serves for the address of the children of God in their anti-

thesis to the /coo-yu.09, because the idea of brotherly-relation,

human in itself, is become in them, through the power of grace

and the Sj)irit of Christ, an actual reality.

It is now in ver. 14 explained why the children of God
should not marvel at the hatred of the world. " We know that

we have passed from death to life, because we love the brethren :

he that loveth not, abideth in death." St John places r)/jLel<i

emphatically first. We— it is his purpose to say

—

ice have the

power to love our brethren ; all cannot do that. But is that

what he actually says ? If it were his manner to demonstrate

a proposition laid down only according to the rules of a raecha-
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nical logic, and if he had by " marvel not " intended nothing

beyond the external and negative " deem it not incomprehen-

sible," he would most assuredly have continued in another style.

He would have been obliged to write, " We love the brethren,

because we have passed from death unto life ; but he that

abideth in death, loveth not :'' he would have been obliged to

specify love as the result of receiving life, and hatred as the

result of abiding in death. But, in the apostrophe, " Marvel

not," he has more in his mind than that negative " think it not

a wonder,"—more than the mere deeming it not an incompre-

hensible thing. When he appeals to them, "Marvel not," he

arms them not only against a wondering of the understanding,

but especially against a wondering and recoil of their spirit and

temper, ag'ainst such an internal abandonment and fear as might

lead them astray from God ; and therefore the negative imt]

Oavixd^ere includes in it the positive "but be strong and of good

courage." Accordingly, ver. 14 is not constructed with the

purpose of making it intelligible to their understanding how it

should be that the world hateth the children of God ; but with

the purpose to impress upon their hearts the motives for courage

and consolation. And therefore in ver. 14 he exhibits love, not

as the consequence, but as the sign,^ of their having received

life : he does not say, " We love the brethren, because we have

passed from a state of death to that of life ;" but, " We know
that we have passed from death to life, by this, that we love the

brethren." The particle on does not depend upon fiera/Se^?]-

Ka/xev, but upon oiSafxev.

In the clause fjueralBe/B/jKa/ubev, k.t.\., the category of "light

and darkness " is exchanged for the different, though related,

category of 6dvaTo<; and ^w?;, death and life. The " having

passed from death unto life " must not be at once, and uncon-

ditionally, made identical with the " being born of God." The
antithesis of ^o)?; and OdvaTo^ is indeed correlative with that

of 0eo9 and Bcd^o\o<; ; but not more so than that of ^oo? and

fTKorla. Each of these categories must be understood and ap-

prehended according to the peculiar force which it contains in

^ There is no propriety in the interpretation of the Romish and Socinian

expositors, which regards the love, not as the sign, but as the cause, of the

passing from death unto life. " By this, that we love, we know that we
have passed from death to life."
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itself. In his Gospel, St John inverts the order ; he mentions,

ch. i. 4, first the ^co)], then the <^w9. " In the Logos," he says,

" was life ;" not " the life," but " life." He takes a view\)f

the whole multitude of things which had been made (ver. 3),

and in which he may find life; but he finds life, true life, only

in that eternal Word which was eternally essential to the nature

of God—in that hypostatic, self-uttering act of God, who was

from eternity, and apart from all creation of existing things,

the speaking of God to God (7rpo<i tov Qeov), and by whom also

the Father created all things that were created. In Him was

life. For, as the Father (ch. v. 26) hath life in Himself, so

hath He also given to the Son to have life in Himself ; while,

on the other hand, the creature hath its life, not as inherent in

itself, but as dependent upon the will of God, which might with-

draw the gift and leave the creature to become nothing again.

Therefore St John can at once (ch. i. 4) call the Logos i) ^on]
;

and he adds to the new truth, "And the Life was the Light of

men." How then are light and life related to each other ? If

we proceed from the principles of a mere empirical experience,

all life might seem to be the elevation of a muhiplicity of lower

existences into a higher, simple, and indivisible existence, the

factor of which lies not in that lower multiplicity, but in some-

thing without it. The elements, for example, of the living

corporeal organism are chemical materials which, left to them-

selves, can do no other than decompose, according to chemical

laws

—

" verwesen'''—lose their nature, as we have seen in the

corpse forsaken of life. Informed b}' soul, quickened by the

principle of life, or by the living central-monad, they enter into

combinations which could not be established in a chemical

manner,—that is, according to the chemical laws which obtain in

the macrocosm, in the inorganic Avorld,—but which are brought

into existence only by the living organism, the microcosm. The
living organism assimilates the macrocosmical matter, and con-

strains it to enter into organic combinations. Chemistry may
resolve these combinations in a chemical manner, and study

their nature, but is powerless of itself to re-establish them.

Chemistry is unable, by its own resources, to produce the smallest

living vegetable cell, or living muscular fibre, not to say the

living homuncul us. Life is gendered only by the living; all

the organic presupposes a living principle existing before it

;



246 CHILDREN OF GOD AND THE ENMITY OF THE WOELD.

and tlius the proposition of Jacobi (so abhorrent to Goethe,

because so misunderstood), that all the living lives only through

something independent of itself, maintains its perfect truth.

Now, what the central-monad is in the individual organism, that

the X0709 rov &eov is in the universe, in the life of the macro-

cosm. But in stating this, we must not overlook the fact that

the great organism of the universe does not consist merely of

material elements, tliat is, chemical matter, like the microcosms

of vegetable, animal, and human bodies ; but that it is a living

whole which bears in itself the powers of spiritual and moral

life, as well as those of natural life, as its elements, through

which therefore history is bound up with the course of nature}

And on that account the Logos is, as the life, so at the samie

time the light, of the world (concerning which, compare the

observations upon ch. i. 5). As the life elevates a multiplicity

of elements into a higher unity of being, so the light (even the

physical light) elevates a multiplicity of actiial existences to the

higher unity of being seen. And thus the light is the intensest

action of the life itself; that action by which living existences

become existent for one another, reciprocally revealing their life.

The Logos, avIio is the source of all creaturely life, is also the

original light of the world, at the same time the eye and the

sun. How fellowship with the Logos, as the Life and the

Light, is not merely theoretical, but an essential religious fel-

lowship, has been already shown upon ch. i. 5. Selfishness is

the being sealed up in self, the opposite of light and shining

;

the lie is the opposite of the being penetrated by or admitting

the light.

As the creature closes itself in selfishness and lie against

Him who is the light, and therefore also the love, so also it rends

itself asunder from Him who is its life, and in whom alone it

has and can have life. LLence it is with the world sundered by

sin from God, as it is with the corpse forsaken of the spirit : the

harmonic union of the physical and spiritual elements which

constitute the macrocosm ceases to exist, and there enters in a

belluin omnium contra omnes, a disjunction or decomposition of

^ In the misapi:)rehension of this palpable fact lies the error of those

who stibstitute a mere " universal sotd" after the analogy of what may be

regarded as the animal or vegetable soul, for the eternal, personal, and con-

Bcious Logos.
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all. The unsaved K6(Tfjio<; it is which in its fxr] dyaTrav exhibits

this image of derangement, and proclaims itself thus " to be iv

Tu> Oavdrw, in death;" while, on the other hand, the children

of God are, through the incarnate Logos being inborn into

them, regenerated unto dr^dTTn)^ and declare by that self-re-

nouncing love which gives itself to death, and which endures

the hatred of the world in order to the saving of the world, that

they are redeemed from that condition of death, and translated

into the ^w?;, the life.

It will appear as the obvious result of this, that, with the

children of God, as with Christ Himself, the being delivered

out of death takes effect only through the loving surrender to

death. As Christ overcame death by enduring it, so analo-

gously that love of the children of God which declares their

" having passed into life" is such as patiently beai's the hatred

of the world. That this is involved also in the "because

we love the brethren"—brethren, d8e\<f)oi, being used in the

most comprehensive meaning— is evident from what has been

already observed on vers. 10 and 13. They exhaust St John's

thought of its most profound and precious meaning, who would

limit brotherly-love to the mutual love of the regenerate among
themselves. The strongest counter-argument against this per-

verted view—which opposes the utterances of Christ, !Matt.

V. 44, etc., and all the doctrine of the Apostles, e.g., 1 Cor. iv. 12

— is to be found in ver. 16.

The concluding words of our verse, o /jLt) drjairwv jxevei iv

TO) Oavdrw, are explained by the antithesis. But St John does

not here, any more than elsewhere, specify the dry logical

antithesis (" He that loveth not, shows thereby that he is still in

death") ; but he extends the thought to include the warning de-

claration that the not-loving, as it is a mark of the being still in

death, so also it is a cause of the further abiding in death. For,

as every sin, so especially this sin— that of not loving—shuts

and seals the heart against the influences and operations of

grace. All conversion begins with an opening of the heart to

the judging light of God, and therefore with a feeling which

abominates sin, and, of all sins, selfishness above all.

Ver. 15. The new turn of the thought which enters at the

end of ver. 14— that he who loveth not his brother is not only
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still in death, but on that account abicleth in death, finds hei'e in

ver. 15 its further expansion and illustration. " He that hateth

his brother is a murderer ; and ye know that no murderer hath

eternal life abiding in him." But we must take notice of the

progression of the thought in ver. 14 a, ver. 14 h, and ver. 15

:

He that loveth not his brother (but hateth him) is, a, not yet

passed from death to life; h, he ahideth further in death; and, c,

even supposing that he had had for a season the ^cot) alcovio^ in

himself (which, however, according to ver. 9, is not possible in

the fullest sense), yet it could not remain in him : he would, as

the result of this jxiaelv, fall again out of the fyirj, thereby

proved not to have been the true and real life.

Turning to the individual members of the paragraph by

which the above proposition, stated in its third and most intense

form, is established and proved, we note that the first clause,

" Every one that hateth his brother is a murderer," is illustrated

by its plain allusion backwards to the history of Cain, intro-

duced in ver. 12. That was not merely an insiilated examjjle,

but a history of a typical nature and character. In the con-

duct of Cain, that came out into distinct manifestation which is

the very nature of all hatred generally. The mildest definition

of the mildest form of hatred would be this, " The being unable

to bear any one;" and what does this pregnant description of

enmity mean, but that to A the existence of B is too much ; that

he cannot reconcile himself to it ; and that, if it depended upon

him, that existence would be done away with? The selfish

negation of another's existence is the nature of all hatred

:

Avhether the person hated be put out of life, or only injured in

life, matters not, as this may depend upon external circum-

stances ; hatred as such is of itself a negation of another's

existence— it is "murder in the heart" (Augustin),

—

quern

odimus vellemus periisse (Calvin). Where hatred dwells in the

heart, it is no merit of the hater that the appropriate fruit of

murder does not ripen upon the tree of hate : it is all the same

the specific and regular fruit of that tree. Thus, St John can

write TTfi? o fxiaSiv, k.t.X., av6p(OTroKT6vo<i earl} As to the words

' Manifestly opposed to the spirit of the context is the notion of Lyra
and others, that St John calls the hater a miu-derer because he hurts his

own soul. This idea follows in the second clause as an inference from the

first, and cannot therefore give a reason for the first.
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Tov d86X(f>bv avTov, " his brother," the remarks hold good ^vhich

were made upon ver. 10. The universal 7ra9 of itself shows

that St John does not speak merely of members of the Christian

Church alone, but generally of all who hate their fellow-men.

The second member of the statement runs, " And ye know
that no murderer hath eternal life abiding in him." Diister-

dieck is altogether wrong when he explains the declaration, ovk

€^6t l^u)7^v alcoviov iv avrw fxevovaav, as " in its essential meaning

perfectly corresponding with the fievec iv rco davdro)" as he was

also wrong in making this last equivalent to " he is still as yet

in death." In this way we may make everything mean every-

thing, and impose almost anything upon the meaning of St

John. The Apostle rather intensifies, as we have already seen,

the declaration, "He abideth in death," into the much more

penetrating, " He hath not eternal life in himself as abiding."

In appearance, this says less ; in reality, it says much more.

In appearance, the utmost is the denial that an dvOpcoiroKrovo'i

has eternal life abiding in him, while it is admitted that he may
have it in him (in a certain sense) temporarily.^ In reality, it

is said most strongly and emphatically that a murderer, even

admitting him to have ^(or)v aloiviov in himself, yet will and must

fall again from this l^wy] into the 6uvaTo<i.— St John designedly

writes ^coyjv alooviov without the article, because he (in harmony
with ver. 9) cannot attribute " tlie eternal life," even temporarily,

to one who is not, in the sense of ver. 9, an actual child of God.

But such a man might have "eternal life"— that is, the powers

of the world to come (compare Heb. vi. 4)—within him.

By othare on St John exhibits that which was said in the

second member of the verse as a truth well known to all his

readers. It has been asked, how it had become so well knovv-n

to them. Grotius and Liicke thought that they received it

from the Mosaic law, which affixed the punishment of death

to murder :
" For if the law of Moses could not tolerate such a

^ Obviously only may have, not have. That Trxg dv&cuvoKrovo; has

eternal life temporarily in him, St John could not reasonably say, and he

does not say it. Logic teaches us that the negation of one thing does not

involve any positive assertion of another. If, for example, I say that no

murderer can have a happy future, I do not thereby assert that every

murderer has had a happy past and present. But -raj ov is logically equi-

valent to (ivoti:.
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man in terrestrial society, how much less would Christ tolerate

him in the lieavenly city !" (Grotius.) But, according to Matt,

xxi. 31, Luke v. 31, this " for if—how much less" appears to

be unjustifiable ; and the question as to whom the Lord tole-

rates, and whom not, in His heavenly societas, is regulated not

according to the Law, but by an altogether different principle.

Still more inappropriate, if possible, is Liicke's reference to

certain ordinances of ecclesiastical discipline that must have

excluded murderers from the Christian community,—which, in

the face of Luke xxiii. 43, is a bold assertion and argument.

The Apostle does not appeal to any individual isolated teachings

or ordinances, but to that which the conscience and Christian

consciousness affirms to every living Christian as a self-evident

truth. If death as such is the absolute opposite of the ^co?;, it

is evident of itself that the disposition which would diffuse death

around—the mind of the /zr/ dyaTrdv, which, according to John

viii. 44 and the twelfth verse of this chapter, is that of the

TTovr]p6<; or 8td/3o\o'i—cannot be reconciled in thought with the

iv TTJ ^(ofj elvai. Either that temper of mind must end in a

true and thorough conversion, or the rudiments of a i^ocnf) which

might have been present come to their end. Life and death, life

and murder, cannot abidingly be reconciled in the same heart.

After this exposition, it is scarcely necessary to obviate the

misunderstanding that whosoever has actually committed mru'der

can never more be converted and attain to eternal life (against

which Luke xxiii. 43 also speaks). It is plainly evident, from

the first half of the verse, that it is not the external act of murder

which St John describes by the word dv6po)7roKT6vo<;, but the

spirit and temper of not-loving, the condition of heart which

hates. He who fosters this disposition is not yet in the ^(o?/

;

he abideth also (obviously as long as he nourishes it) in death,

and falls again from the possible beginnings of a new lieavenly

life (that is, then, when he does not put an end to this disposi-

tion by earnest repentance, before it is too late). The notion

that no man who had ever nourished this spirit of not-loving in

his heart could ever be converted, most certainly St John does

not mean to inculcate. For that would be to assert that no

natural man could ever be converted ; since all natural men as

such are the children of the world, and bear in themselves that

mind as their natural inborn aKoria.
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Ver. 16. Tlie turn of the thought introduced at the end of

ver. 15 leads from the exhiortation, that we hear tlie hatred of

the world confidently and joyfully, to the exhortation that we
should repay it, not with hatred, but with love. ""Ev tovtco

eyvcoKafiev rrjv ayaTrrjv, ort, eKecvo'i vTrep rjficov rrjv -ylrv^yv aurou

tdl]K€V.

Trjv \^v)(y^v TiOevaL occurs again only in John x. 11 and 15

and 17, xiii. 37, xv. 13. In John xi. 17, 18 it stands in opposi-

tion to the iraXiv \a/j,^dv£tv, and hence must indicate no other

than the actual giving up of life— death itself. In the remain-

ing passages the signification "venture life" Avould be suitable.

Now, although this phraseology does in its meaning go beyond

the Hebrew 1S22 1l^'D3 D"ia>, yet it seems rather to have been de-

rived from that Hebrew phrase, or at least from some reference

to it, than to be illustrated by the Latin, where ponere is used for

deponere, and where vitam poiiere (Cic. ad Fam. 9, 24) occurs.

Even the TlOrjai to, ifidna, John xiii. 4, offers no analogy, since

by the TiOevai there is simply expressed the " laying down," not

the (essentially identical in meaning) " putting off." We as-

sume that TiOivai rrjv \lrv'^7]v had originally the meaning of D"'i^•

1233 C'23, " to pledge or offer the soul," and was then afterwards

used in the intenser sense of " sacrificing the life." As it

respects the construction, an ova-av must be supplied to the kv

TovTcp. This last cannot possibly depend upon iyvcoKa/nev—
" By this we have known or perceived love, that He"— for what

would be the meaning of such a thought ? Some explain it

thus : AVe have known the love of Christ by this, that He gave

His life for us ; that is, by this, that He gave His life for us,

we have known that He loveth us. But it is not true that St

John, with the other disciples, perceived first by His dying that

Christ loved them (compare, on the contrary, John xiii. 1) ;

and, moreover, we cannot see what purpose would be served in

this context by answering the question m ivhat the disciples of

Jesus had perceived love. Others (Luther, Bengel, etc.) ex-

plain :
" By this, that He gave His life for us, we have first

come to know what love is in its inmost nature, or what true

love is." This is more tolerable and appropriate, but in such a

form too modern. "What love in itself essentially is," could

hardly be expressed by rip dyuTnjv. In the Avords j7]V djciTn^v

iyvwKafjiev the object does not appear as a j^robleniy but as some-
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thing known. Hence it is most natural to construe :
" We have

known love as that which consists in tliis, that He gave up His

life for us." ^Ev tovtui forms the predicative idea to rrjv dyaTrrjv,

and on depends upon iv tovtw. It is true that classical Greek

would have required this to be ev tovtm ovaav ; but similarly

classical Greek would have required in John iii. 25, fxera ^lov-

Balov Tcvo'i. It is entirely in conformity with St John's style

that he torites iv tovtm, as if it belonged to i'yvu)Kafj,ev, while

he thinks of it as the predicate to djd-rrrjv.—Thus viewed, the

tliouglit now assumes its clear antithesis to ver. 15. It is not

wherein we (subjectively) have perceived love, but in what

(objectively) the nature of love consists, that St John purposed

to say. The ijvooKa/jiev, therefore, is just as introductory and

subordinate as the oXhafiev in ver. 15.—Hatred in its inmost

essence is hilling, or a negation of another's life ; love in its

inmost essence is the voluntary sacrifice of one's own life. And,

in fact, this love exists not merely in abstracto as an ideal re-

quirement or object of contemplation, but it exists in concrete

reality. He who is light and life is love ; in the death of Christ

that nature of love became a concrete act. As hatred became

a concrete act in Cain, who took his brother's life ; so love be-

came a concrete act in Christ, who laid down His life for us.

But from the knowledge and perception that love consists

iv TovT(p, that Christ gave up His life for us, the ethical demand
follows at once, that we—we who, according to ver. 11, etc.,

are under an internal obligation to exercise the d'yairrj— "are

bound, like Him, to lay down our lives also for the brethren."

Here it is as clear as the light of day that the idea of dSeXcpo'i

is not to be restricted to the idea of our brethren in salvation,

our brethren in regeneration. The requirement, that we should

be ready to lay down our life for our brethi^en in Christ, would

point to but a wretched counterpart of the self-sacrificing love

which Christ has shown to us. Christ died for us when we
were yet enemies (Rom. v. 10), and only through His death

have we become the sons of God. The Apostle Paul represented

himself as having entirely to fill up to, vcrTepyjfiaTa twv OXi^lrewv

Tov XpLaTov for the salvation of the sinful world yet to be

saved. And can we suppose the Apostle John to restrict the

oblicration of lovino; surrender of life to the relation of the re-

generate among themselves ? No, aSeA.<^o'? is used in the same
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broad sense as in vers. 10, 13, 14, 15, and designates the relation

of man to man. We ought to behold in every fellow-sinner a

brother to be saved. As far as the propitiatory virtue of the

death of Christ extends, extends the obligation of this brotherly-

love : its limit is not the fellow-regenerate, but the fellow-re-

deemed, among men ; that is, it stretches to the whole human
family. For the world, for the world under the slavery of the

cTKOTia and hating Himself, Christ laid down His life ; and we
therefore are bound, after Christ's example, and in His spirit,

to love, with a love which would sacrifice life for those who hate

us, the world which hateth both Him and ourselves (ver. 13).

This, and nothing less than this, is the vast meaning of our

verse. Every other view destroys the parallel between what

Christ has done and what we must do.

And thus we have ample confirmation that it is not the general

and vague notion of brotherly-love which St John treats of in

this section, but the relation of the " sons of God" to those who
are not " sons of God." They have the enmity of the world to

endure ; they must bear that enmity with confident joy, and

recompense it by love which shrinks not from the sacrifice of

life.

It is manifest how important ver. IG was in those times of

persecution, and in all similar times. The death of confessors

is not only an act of faith and persevering profession, but

equally an act of love. The martyr sacrifices his life willingly

and cheerfully, knowing that from the seedtime of blood the

harvest of the world's salvation grows.

Ver, 17. Thus in the surrender of His own life for the

salvation of the world consists the essence of arjairr] ; hut, he

who should be deluded, in the contemplation of this highest and

sublimest exhibition of love, into the imagination that love can

show itself oy\hi in great actions and great sacrifices, and not in

the most trifling matters of life, would altogether mistake the

nature of true love. Such a love as would demonstrate itself

only in great and heroical deeds, would be a proud love, and

therefore no love at all. And it is in times of persecution and

martyrdom that this dangerous error is imminent. Hence, St

John appends to what had just been said in the previous verse,

a warning, and in doing so uses the hk. What had been said



254 CHILDREN OF GOD AND THE ENMITY OF THE \yOELD.

appears now to have relatively the force of a ixev : true, that

the nature of love con'sists in this great sacrifice ; but, how
dwelleth the love of God in him who thinks he may omit the

lesser duty of love ?

The lesser matter which love must by no means omit, con-

sists in the communication of earthli/ bread and the necessities

of life. The greater matter consisted in this, that the children

of God, having (according to vers. 14, 15) eternal life dwelling

in them, seek to lead those who are still in death to the pos-

session of the life— seek to communicate to them the "eternal

life," and that (ver. 16), according to Christ's example, by the

sacrifice of their own (earthly-bodily) life. The opposite to this

heavenly-eternal possession of the ^w?) al(i)VLo<; is now represented

as the /Si09 rod koct/xov. Zco?] is the life as an internal principle,

as the sovereign power or energy
;

^(orj designates that dominant

central-monad which rules, assimilates, reproduces the material

elements : thus it is life as viewed in its sovereign ascendency

and supremacy over macrocosmical matter, life as an internal

principle and developed from itself. Hence this definition rj

f&)?7, in its highest and fullest sense, applies only to the X070?

Tov ©€ov as the source of all life (John i. 3, 4, compare John

V. 26), and only in a derived and relative sense to those who
partake of life from Christ. JB/09, on the other hand, is the

organic bodily life in its conditionality, the life of the body as

a finite and transitory state ; hence the continuance of life as

limitedly conceived. Then, in its derived meaning, it is what

belongs to the prolonging of that life as dependent on external

things, on nourishment. (Sept. Prov. xxxi. 3, 14 ; Cant. viii.

7 ; Mark xii. 44 ; Luke viii. 4o, xv. 12, 30, xxi. 4 ; compare

above on ch. ii. 16.) The ^co^ in that higher sense, the ^corj

alcovLO'i, the Christian has in common with Christ, and from

Christ : the /8to? he has in common with the /cocr/io<?, and from

the /cocr/A09 ; hence St John calls it /3/o9 rou Koafjiov (Les biens

de ce monde. Beza). Accordingly, it is self-evident that the

Genitive tov koct/jlov defines the ^lo'i, not as sinful, but only as

secular, earthly, and, in comparision with the ^corj alcovio^,

worthless.

—

And seeth his brother in need. Sewpetv signifies

here, as everywhere, not the mei*e involuntary seeing, conspicere,

in which the eye is merely passive, but the active beholding, or

looking at. It is he who can see before him his brother (aBeXcfiov)
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as one who suffers distress, needy ('^peia, as in Eph. iv. 28;

Mark ii. 25, and elsewhere), and yet close his heart against

hiin. KXelarj ra aTrXdy^va aurov dir avrou : aTrXdy^va, in the

Old-Testament meaning (D''Om), is equivalent to spirit or heart

;

and hence here is the object of the kXetetv, which figure would

not suit the figure of a7rXdy)(ya. But we must not conceive

the airXdy^va as bearing its original meaning : it is not used

figuratively, but as a metonymy, while Kkeiecv is used figura-

tively. " To shut the heart" is to prevent the impression,

which the beholding of an object of distress produces, from

penetrating to the heart. 'Air avrov is pregnant in its sense :

he closes his heart away from him ; that is, so that he himself,

as a consequence, turns away. (Compare ajr avrov, ch. ii. 28.)

—Ifoio dioelleth the love of God in him ? 'H d'^/dirr} rod Qeov

stands here in a different connection from that of ch. ii. 5 : it

is not connected with TsreXelcoTat ; in the present context the

ar/dirT) is spoken of as a conduct required of ics. By this, there-

fore, as also by the passage ch. iv. 20, we might be misled into

one-sidedly understanding this dydTrrj rou &eov of our love to

God. This, however, would be incorrect. For the words, " how
abideth the love of God in him," are strictly parallel with

" abideth in death," ver. 14, and " hath not eternal life abiding

in him," A'er. 15. And, even in ver. 16 the subject was not

merely love as a deportment which ive on our part are bound

to exhibit, but love according to its substantial being, as sub-

stantively displayed in Christ and Christ's act of love. And
therefore our present words can mean no other than that this

substance of Divine love (having its source in God) cannot re-

main in him who does not practise love in lesser and earthly

things. Such a man drives—that is, by the subtle pride which

(as I'emarked above) is mingled w'ith his love— the nature and

spirit of the love of God out of himself.—The passage ch. iv.

20 does not furnish an argument against this explanation
;

since we have not to explain ch. iii. 17 by ch. iv., but simply to

ask what is meant by the words themselves in ch. iii.

Conclusion of this Part of the Epistle, vers. 18-24.

As St John closed the Second Part of the Epistle by directing,

after the recapitulation addressed to the Trathia (ch. ii. 26, 27),

his final words to all his readers (vers. 28, 29), so now he ends
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our Third Part with a concluding address, whicli begins (after

the analogy of ch. ii. 28) with reKvia.

In ver. 18 he exhibits most prominently the exiiortation

which is the very essence of what has preceded (just as in ch.

ii. 28 the analogous exhortation, " Abide in Him "). In ver. 19

he then recapitulates the general motive, which had been urged

from ver. 7 onwards, that we possess in our conduct, as pleasing

God, the mark that we are of the truth. And it is obvious that

these words, as connected with what had been said from ver. 11

to ver. 17, describe the conduct which pleases God as cv^airav^

tlie manifestation of love.—From the close of the nineteenth

verse to the twenty-second, this motive and reason is developed

in its negative and in its positive side ; and then in the close of

ver. 22 the ajyairav is extended (with a recapitulating return

to the thought of ver. 4 seq., and ver. 7 seq.) to the rrjpelv ra<;

evToXd-i. Finally, in vers. 23, 24 these previous considerations

are in such a manner summed up in one as to present (after

the analogy of ch. ii. 29) the germ-thought of the subsequent

Fourth Part.

Ver. 18. The exhortation runs : /xr) a/yavco/jLev \6<y(p fMrjSe

TTj <y\(t}acrj], aW' iv epy(p ical okTjOela. The correctness of this

reading, as attested by all the old codices, stands unquestion-

ably firm against the Rec, which omits the rf] before fyKoocrcrrj,

and iv before ep'yw. The transition from the mere Dative X07&)

and rfj <y\oiaar] to ev with the Dative is thought by Liicke and

others to be appropriate, inasmuch as the Datives describe the

instruments by which the love produces its effect, while ev, on

the other hand, introduces the elements in which the love moves.

But this is contradicted by the fact that the two clauses are

opj)osed to each other antithetically. Can we suppose St John
to have mxcant to say, " Let us not approve the energy of our

love with the instruments of word and tongue, but let our love

move in the elements of deed and truth?" This would be a

marvellous antithesis ! De Wette perceived more correctly that

the ev with the Dative is here equivalent to the simple Dative by

itself. It is well known that St John often uses the ev in the

Hebraizing sense of 2 instrumentale (most strikingly in Eev.

xiii. 10) ; and thus we have liere nothing more than the Apostle's

not unusual sinking down from the j)ure Greek into a Hebraiz-
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ing phraseology.

—

Ao'yo'^ forms the antithesis to epyov, and, ac-

cordingly, signifies the mere word. TXcacrcra enters in as an

intensification. A man may love with words (without deeds),

yet in such wise that the words are true and sincere ; much
worse is it, wlien the mere tongue chatters without the heart,

and when, therefore, the very words are not sincerely meant.

To this a\i]6eia forms the antithesis.

Ver. 19. Tlie first member of the verse, "Hereby we know
that we are of the truth," is easily understood. It is essentially

the same thouglit which we have seen in ver. 14, viz., that love

is the distinguishing mark of a state of grace. But here the

state of grace, that is, the eV ©eov elvat (comp. ver. 9), is not

viewed, as in ver. 14, according to the category of life an<l

death, but according to that of a\/]6eLa and -»|re{;8o?, truth and

lie (comp. ch. ii. 21); partly, because in ver. 18 the akrjOeta

had just been opposed to the mere jXcocraa, and partly because

the Apostle has it already in his mind to return back, in the

following Part, to the category of the okrjOeLa, and the opposi-

tion between it and the Gnostic lie. TvwaofjieOa is the reading

of A.B.C. against the Rec. <^ww(XKoixev (which seems to have

sprung from the notion of conforming the passage with ver. 24,

ch. ii. 3 and 5, iv. 2 and 13, v. 5). The Future was not occa-

sioned (as Huther thinks) by " the cohortative form of thought,"

as if we must supply, " If we observe this injunction, we shall

thereby be able to know ;" it simply serves to exhibit the

declaration as a universally applicable rule. If <yiv(ii(TKo[jLev

stood in the text, the arjairav would then appear to be taken for

granted as actually present :
" Hereby—by the love which we

are now enabled to exercise—we know ;" it would be an infer-

ence drawn from the abiding continuance of somethino; in the

life. But, it seems the Apostle's purpose not to do that, but to

lay down a general rule applicable to all cases. '£y tovto), scil.

rat dyaTrdv, yvcoa-o/jueda, by our life we shall be able to know
;

the presence or the absence of the love will be ever and in all

cases the distinguishing mark or test to ourselves, Avhether or

not we be of the truth. That the words iv rovrrp in this passage

look hachoards, is plain at the first glance, and is now pretty

generally admitted ; that they cannot refer forward to ver. 20

(as if one of the two otl, or both of them, depended upon the

B
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iv TovT(o), will be very plain from a closer consideration of what

follows.

Vees. 19, 20, may be regarded as a difficult passage, inas-

much as expositors have always been- widely at variance, both

in their views of the whole and in their interpretation of the

individual words, both as to the general meaning and the con-

struction of the sentences. The points in question are these :

(1) Whether koX eixirpoaOev avrov begins a new and indepen-

dent clause, so that the Future irelao/jbev is co-ordinated with the

Future yvcoao/jieOa, or whether TreLaofjuev, like ia/juev, still depends

upon oTt ; and, in the former case, whether ev rovro) is to be

referred merely to ryvcoao/jieda, or also to irelaofiev. (2) Whether

irelOeiv means to convince, and has an object following ; or,

whether it means to persuade, " to persuade into pacification,"

and stands absolutely. (3) Whether on is generally a particle,

and then also idv a conditional particle, the second ort being a

resumption (epanalepsis) of the first ; or whether idv stands for

dv, and o,Tt must be read, in the sense of quodcunque. (4)

Whether God is called fiel^wv because He is more merciful than

our heart, or because He is more rigorous in His judgment upon

us. (5) Whether, in ver. 21, by means of the words idv rj KapSia,

K.T.X., a second supposition is introduced in opposition to that

contained in ver. 20 ; or whether, rather, this idv stands in the

sense of " if then now," and introduces a deduction from what

is said in ver. 20.

Before these questions can be thoroughly examined and

receive their answer, it is of great importance to settle the right

reading. At the close of ver. 19 we must read the singular rr]v

KapSiav, with A. and B. (and Lachmann), against C, Vulg.,

and Kec. ; since the authority of A. and B. is here perfectly

decisive.^ Manifestly, the plural was introduced here as a cor-

rection, the singular by the side of rj/ji(ov not seeming correct.

—

In ver. 20 on is omitted before /jlcl^mv in Cod. A. ; but it is

vouched for by B. and C. The omission is easily accounted for :

the recurrence of on after so short an intervening clause might

appear to be superfluous. We have further to remark, that in

ver. 22 idv is sufficiently authenticated by B. and C, in opposi-

tion to the av of A.

^ In Cod. A. a later hand has inserted the plural.



1 jonN III. 1-24. 259

And now we may simplify the investigation by removing

out of the way certain interpretations which are generally

acknowledged to be wrong. It is clear, at the outset, that

TreLaofiev does not, like ia/nev, depend upon on, but that it is

independent and co-ordinate with the >yvo)a6/jie6a. The only

question that remains is, whether the iv tovto) still throws its

influence upon the Trelaofxev, or whether Kal efxirpocrOev begins

a perfectly independent reflection. Secondly, it may be regarded

as settled that ore before edv cannot mean "for;" 1, because in

that case the following oti would be without an explanation,

since only " that," and not " for," can be epanalectically re-

peated ; and 2, because in that case there would be lacking

some apodosis to edv} Thirdly, it may be considered as a settled

point that we have no right arbitrarily to correct the last otl

(with Stephanus) into eVt, or the otl edv (with Andrea) into ore

dv or orav ; as also, that the latter on must not be taken (Beza)

in the sense of hrfkovon, or (Calvin) in that of certe.

We begin then our investigation by a glance at ver. 21

;

that is, by giving its answer to the fifth of the questions men-

tioned above : it will be seen that this question is in reality in-

dependent, and may be decided with confidence, furnishing at

the same time a firm basis for the explanation of ver. 20.

Huther, like many other expositors, discerns in ver. 20 the

reflection that, if or however much our heart may accuse us, we
may pacify our heart on the ground that God is greater— to

wit, greater in forgiveness and in grace— than our heart. For
the present, we leai^e out of the question the correctness of the

interpretation which, in view of ver. 20, leads to this result.

The main point which concerns us now is only this, that

Huther regards ver. 21 as a deduction from the premises laid

down in ver. 20. It is not that to the one supposition, " that

our heart condemn us," the other, " that it do not condemn
us," is oj)posed ; but the sense in his view is this :

" If then, in

consequence of that ireldeiv, that purification obtained, our

heart no longer condemn us, then (what follows is a necessary

consequence, etc.)." But this explanation is verbally and

^ Unless we agree with De "\Tette to find it in x«( yivuax.ii TrcnuTct,

translating Koti by " also :" " For, if our heart accuse us, because God is

gi-eater than our heart, He also knoweth all things." But this will not

commend itself by its clearness to any one.
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grammatically untenable. Not only should we then expect

fx,rjK6Tt KaraycvaxTKr), but, further, the particle edv could not

possibly serve to introduce an inference from a premiss actually

presupposed as existing and real. This would have required el

with the Indicative. ^Edv expresses the exact contrary ; it

introduces a condition, of which the future must decide whether

it be or be not the case. ^Edv does not mean, " If then, there-

fore ;" but, " putting the case." And therefoi'e we must regard it

as absolutely indubitable, that the words of ver. 21, iav rj KapSia

fjb7j KaraytvuxTKr) ijfxd'i, are set over against the case assumed in

ver. 20, iav KaTajivcocrKr], as the opposite case. In ver. 20 is

expressed what would take place on the supposition that our

heart condemns us; in ver. 21 is expressed what would take

place on the contrary supposition, if our heart condemned us not.

And this leads us immediately to the decision of the third

question. If in iav [xrj Kara'yivwcrKrjj ver. 21, the one supposi-

tion is laid down, iav Kara^yivociaKr} in ver. 20 must lay down the

opposite ; that is, idv must be a conditional particle. Hooge-

veen and Huther would read o,Tt edv in the sense of 6,ti av

(" of whatever our heart may at any time accuse us") ; and

Huther appeals to the fact, that many New-Testament codices

have here and there the unclassical reading edv instead of av,

and that even the union of o(TTL<i with such an edv is not with-

out example ; for Laehmann and Tischendorf read oa-TL<;-edv in

Gal. V. 10, and the latter ?;Ti<? edv in Acts iii. 23, and in Col. iii.

17 the preponderance of testimony is in favour of o,Ti edv. This

sets aside Diisterdieck's appeal to the dictum of Hermann (ad

Vigerum, p. 835), which applies only to classical Greek ; and,

in fact, no one who is thorouglily acquainted with New-Testa-

ment Greek will deny the possibility of the combination ocrrci

edv (and KaTaycvoocrKetv may certainly have the double Accusa-

tive of the person and the thing, though this construction never

occurs in the New Testament, and but seldom in profane

writers). But in this passage the reading o,tl edv, as equivalent

to oTi, dv, is not only very improbable (since immediately in

ver. 22 o edv follows), but it is rendered flatly impossible by

the antithetical relation of the two conditional propositions,

ver. 20 and ver. 21.

Consequently, it is decisively settled that the latter ore in

ver. 20 can be only an epanalepsis of the preceding^
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Now, when St John places in such sharp antithesis to each

other tlie two opposite cases, 1. that of our licarts accusing us,

and 2. that of our hearts not accusing us, we naturally and at

once assume, after the analogy of many such examples of the

Apostle's habit of antithesis (ch. i. 6 and 7, 8 and 9, ii. 4 and 5,

10 and 11, ch. iii. 3 and 4,. 7 and 8), that here also ho is oppos-

i/ig the ungodly deportment of those who are not at all, or are

not truly, of God, to the godly and Christian dej)ortment of

those who are the genuine reKva @eov. That the 1 pers. pi.

7}/ia9 need not embarrass us, is plain from a glance at ch. i.

6-10.

But, in spite of this, Luther, Bengel, ^lorus, Spener,

Olshausen, Diisterdieck, and others, have felt themselves under

the necessity of regarding both sides of the matter as referring

to one and the same class of true Christians, both of them find-

ing their place within the limits of the same sincere Divine

life. (The testing of this view will bring us to a decision con-

cerning the first, second, and fourth of the five questions above-

named.)

Those expositors (as also Huther, who admits generally no

antithesis between ver. 20 and ver. 21) assume at the outset

that iv TouTft; must be referred to ireiaofiev,— in opposition to

Fi'itzsche and others, who regard koI e/xTrpoaOev, k.t.X., as a

perfectly independent and new thought. That reference has

nothing grammatically against it, but nothing positively in its

favour. In themselves, both interpretations are conceivable :

" By this we shall know that we are of the truth, and (by this

shall we) persuade or still our hearts :" and also the other,

" By this shall we know, etc., and we shall persuade our heart,

etc." Even Diisterdieck admits that it is the following train of

thought which renders it necessary to refer eV tovtw also to

TrelaofjLev. We regard this as still an open question, the deci-

sion of which must be given by what immediately follows.

But now we must further ask what the meaning of ireid^iv

is. Of course the word must be acknowledged to bear the two

significations of convince and j^^rsuade. A third interpretation,

that of stilling, pacifying, or placare, has been vindicated by

Diisterdieck, following Luther ; but it may be proved that it

never bears this meaning : in Matt, xxviii. 14, for instance, it

means simply no more than " persuade," the context showing
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to what tlie Jews would persuade the Governor. So also with

1 Sam. xxiv. 8, where the Septuagint has translated the doubt-

ful yOB^, which properly means verbis lacerare, increpare, by

eiretae—not, indeed, to express the idea of pacification, but

simply to show the result, that David had so persuaded his fol-

lowers as that they should do his will. It is conceded also that

the meaning is not different in Joseph., Arch. vi. 5, 6. But

Huther, admitting that in our passage rfreiOeiv means of itself

only to persnade, contends that the context requires the addi-

tional meaning of persuading or stilling to repose. For, ireiOeLv

stands here in an antithetical relation to KarajivcoaKeiv. But,

the question whether this be so or not, must be, after all, de-

cided on other grounds. Considered in itself, one cannot see

why Treideiv should form a contrast with KarayLvooaKetv : the

grammatical construction does not lead that way ; for, TreiOeiv

is the finite verb of the governing proposition, and the words

fiel^cov iarl— Kal jivcoaKec Trdvra rather would form a kind of

antithesis to the KarcuyLvwaiceiv of the conditional member of

the dependent proposition. Thus it must first be demonstrated

that the ireLa-o/xev, in the ruling proposition, is in sense related to

the on fiet^cov, k.t.\. But, far from being demonstrated, this

relation is opposed by the whole construction. That Trelcro/xev

was asserted absolutely and without any object, in a meaning

which the reader only after reading the twentieth verse would

discover, is in itself not very probable. He who read or heard

the word Treiao/jiev, together with the otl which follows it, must

certainly have been disposed— since Treiaoixev has no other

object stated, and since it expresses, as absolutely laid down, no

definite idea at all—to regard the clause with on as the object

of the Trelaofjiev ; and, accordingly, to translate on, hot by
" because" but by " that^'' taking ireiOeiv in the meaning of

convince. Huther, however, declares this explanation to be

untenable ;
" for, the consciousness that God is greater than

our heai't, cannot be regarded as the result of this, that we know
ourselves by our love to be such as are of the truth." But who

does not see that this supposed objection holds good only on the

supposition that the ev tovtw is still refeiTed to the Treiaofxev, or

that between the two propositions, yvccaofieOa and Trelaofxev, a

relation of ground and consequence must be assumed ? The
former, however, is not time ; for we hold it established that iv



1 JOHN III. 1-24. 2C3

TovT(p must be refei'red only to yvtoao/xeOa ; and of the latter

we find no trace in the text. Thus Huther has refuted only

those who translate ireldetv on by " convince that," and then at

the same time would refer iv toutm also to Trelcro/jLev. The other

acceptation, that iv rovrw belongs only to yvcocro/xeda, and that

then 7r€L0eiv ort means " convince that," he leaves entirely unre-

futed. And unrefuted it will remain.

For, not only has Trelaofxev no such meaning as " pacify
;"

not only does the interpretation " persuade," thus without an

object, give no sense ; not only does it require on, /c.t.A.., as its

object, and necessarily therefore bear the meaning of " con-

vince ;"—but the other acceptation is also wrecked on the words

on fjbel^cov, k.t.X. If, with Liicke, we take ireLcroixev in the sense

of pacifying, and then refer fiel^cov to the greater severity of

God, the following ideas rise :
" By our love we know that we

are of the truth, and by this we can pacify our heart, because,

if our heart should accuse us (that is, of the want of love), then

God is a still greater Judge than our heart, that is, an omni-

scient Judge (and therefore would still more condemn us)."

But in what logical relation would this "because" stand to that

which it is supposed to establish? From the fact, that if our

own heart condemn us, the Omniscient would all the more

condemn us, it cannot in fact follow that the consciousness of

practising love it is which serves to pacify our heart. The
matter of the clause with on would stand to the iv tovtw irela-o-

/u-ey, at furthest, in the relation of an explanatory confirmation,

not in that of a causal nexus ; and ought, therefore, to be con-

nected at least with <ydp, but not with the paratactic ort, " for,"

certainly not with the syntactic on, " because."

Hence other expositors, who connect Treiao/xev with iv rovrw,

and take it in the sense of " pacify," have consistently sought

to estabhsh for the words on fiel^aiv, k.t.X., also another and

])erfectly opposite meaning. God is called /xel^cov, inasmuch as

His forgiving grace is exalted above the fear of our self-con-

demning heart, and inasmuch as with Ilim there is the possibility

of absolving us, even when to us there is no possibility of ab-

solving ourselves. Nossclt has very ingeniously placed this in

connection with the ayaTrdv tov dBe\(f)6v.

By this, that we practise love, we know that we are of the

truth ; by this we can pacify ourselves, and that on this ground,
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because if our heart (loving our neighbour, and consequently

forgiving his trespasses) should accuse ourselves of any fault,

God is still greater than our heart,—that is, will much more

certainly forgive our sin than we could ever forgive our neigh-

bour's sin. But however ingenious this may sound, the words

of our passage cannot be made conformable to such an inter-

pretation. The strength of such an interpretation is in what

must be supplied. The element of the forgiveness of our neigh-

bour, which of course is, in the nature of the case, contained in

brotherly-love, had not been expressed in any form in the con-

text : the idea of forgiveness must be forced upon the text, and

that twice, first with regard to ourselves, and then afterwards

with regard to God. If St John had had this idea in his mind,

he would have written thus : on, el ^^/xeU rw aSeX</)w a^iefxev

TO, TrapaTTTCofiaTa avTOv, iroao) fxaXKov 6 &eo<; d(f)i](Tet i)fuv ra

TrapaTnoiiiara rj/jbcov. But the main objection to this and every

similar interpretation lies in the words koI yivcocrKec iravra. It

is hard to see what the omniscience of God would have to do

with the vTrepireptaaeveLv of His grace. It must then be as-

sumed that God, as knowing all things, might discover some

excellencies in us which were concealed from our own modesty,

and on account of those latent virtues would forgive our sin I

Or, that He were better acquainted with our weakness than

ourselves are, and therefore would not so severely reckon with

our guilt (as if we were not of ourselves only too much inclined

to excuse ourselves on these and other grounds !). We need

not stay to demonstrate that both these acceptations are flatly

opposed to scriptural teaching ; that God does not forgive our

sin because of our excellencies, or excuse it because of our

weakness. The omniscience of God can therefore be no reason

why He should be supposed to judge us more gently than we
judge ourselves. But since the "knowing all things" is laid

down in strictest connection with " is greater," the latter cannot

intend the greater nuldness of God.^

But neither can it signify this, viewed in itself. "^AHien God
is called " greater," in comparison with our self-accusing heart,

the heart which accuses us is called " less." This notion of

' Hutlier substitutes for " mildness" tlie vague idea of " glory ;" but this

is only disguising the matter. For this also really refers " is greater" to

"forgiving love."
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littleness cannot here be meant in any laudatory sense, since in

that case some kind of disparagement -would fall upon God's

being greater. But it is manifest that our heart can be opposed

to the '' greater " God only in the sense either of positive blame,

or at least of deficiency. But, according to this explanation,

our heart can be the less, only as far as it accuses ns. But it is

quite incomprehensible how the self-accusation and self-con-

demnation could be represented as a defect, where there is no

guilt. If indeed the thing intended were, that our heart in

littleness of faith failed to apprehend aright the consolation of

the forgiveness of sins, the matter would be quite different. In

that sense, it might be said that God is greater than our heart

;

that is, that the superabundance of His grace covers the de-

ficiency of our faith. But it is an exegetical violence to sub-

stitute this idea for the plain words, Karay^vaxTKr} rj/xd<;. We
have not in the text of vers. 20 and 21 the antithesis between

timorous littleness of faith and its joyful confidence, as if in

both cases the heart were conscious of guilt,— in the one, how-

ever, appropriating forgiveness, and in the other not venturing

to do so ; but we have in ver. 20 the supposition that our heart

condemns us, and in ver. 21 the supposition that our heart does

not condemn us. This self-accusation of the heart can in no

case be put to the account of its being little or less ; any more

than ^le forgiving fulness of God's grace can have its ground

in the fact of His " knowing all things."

Thus we think we have shown that this entire view is at all

points untenable ; and shall now go on to set over against it

that interj)retation which alone we regard as correct and capable

of perfect vindication.

After what has been already said, it must be assumed that

the particle idv, in the words ort edv, is a conditional particle

;

that the two clauses, ver. 20, iav KaraycvuxTKr], k.t.X., and,

ver. 31, iav fir) KaTor/ivcocrKr}, serve the purpose of setting over

against each other two opposite suppositions ; that Trelaoficv

means "to co)ivi7ice ;" and that ort introduces, Avitli the signi-

fication " that," the objective proposition belonging to Trelaofiev.

—By no means, therefore, can we lower the reference of eV

Tovro) down to the Treiao/xev ; first, because this could be done

only by means of a zeugma, for the assumption of which there

is no occasion here ; and, secondly, because, as we have already
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seen, a very inapposite thought would arise out of it. We
regard, therefore, koX e/xTrpoaOev as the beginning of a new and

perfectly independent clause.

St John has already said, in the preceding words, that we

may always discern by our " loving" or " not loving" whether

we are or are not of the truth. He now passes over to another

and new reflection. "And before Him—VJSp, before God's

face— shall we convince our hearts of this, that if our heart

already condemns us, God is greater and knoweth all things."

How far and in what sense God is gi'eater, the words " and

knoweth all things" declare. He penetrates by His knowledge

all things. Now, if our heart, so inclined to self-deception and

self-vindication (and therefore "little"), accuses us (that is, of

not exercising love), God, the Omniscient, is greater than our

heart ; and we can therefore all the less stand before Him, all

the less have the irapprjaui. If we take /jbel^wv in this sense

(with Bullinger, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, a Lapide, Liicke,

Neander, and many others), then the words " is greater," etc.,

form the purest, sharpest antithesis to the words " have con-

fidence towards God," ver. 21, and all the details become per-

fectly clear. Then it becomes perfectly intelligible why St

eTohn writes e/j,7rpoa6ev avrov Treto-ofiev. "And before God^s

face shall we convince ourselves," he says, in order by anticipa-

tion to remind us that we have not to do with ourselves ami our

own hearts alone, but that we stand before the all-searching

eye of God ; and, therefore, that it is not left to our own option

whether we will or will not believe what is stated in the propo-

sition with on. And certainly the efjurpoadev avrov must not

be referred forward to the distant judgment—"when we one

day stand before Him in judgment, we shall," etc. Ueiao^iev

rrjv Kaphlav rjjxoiv is not a simple paraphrase for ireiaofiev T)/j.d<i

avTov<; : St John intends to lay the emphasis upon this, that

the question is not of a mere conviction of the understanding,

but that our heart, spirit, and conscience must be convinced of

the truth that we can less escape God than we can ourselves.

He uses the Future here, not to express by it a rule holding

good for all supposed cases, but in order simply to express his

own expectation of the truth of what is said. We cannot, in

fact, see what form other than the Future he could have used

here. An Imperative would have been too absolute ; an in-
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sinuating Conjunctive, as a mere friendly injunction or chal-

lenge ("Let us, however, be convinced"), would have been

insipid. He would neither command nor entreat : he would

exhibit it as something Avhich he decidedly expects, and which

so necessarily and inevitably follows from the nature of the

case itself, that he may expect it ; therefore this precise and

definite " before God's presence will we convince our hearts,

that," etc. The words iav KaraytvcocrKrf, k.t.X., derive their

fixed definiteness from the context. The question, whether we
practise an active love or not, had preceded : in regard to this

matter, our hearts can either accuse or acquit us. God is called

"greater," as has been said, because He cannot be deceived;

on the contrary, our hearts are " less," because we may suppose

them liable to self-deception.

The whole thought, consequently, is closely bound up with

the proposition laid down in the beginning of ver. 19. In the

words ev rourcp yvcoa-ofieda there was contained implicitly a

challenge to self-examination. And the two opposite supposi-

tions which ai'e evolved by such a self-examination are more

expressly referred to and described in vers. 20, 21. Of this we
must be convinced in our heart and conscience, before God's

presence, that, if the former of these suppositions be the true

one with regard to us— if our own hearts condemn us in self-

examination— assuredly we can stand before God with still less

confidence than before our own hearts. That is, we shall then

subjectively be able to attain to no Trapprjala, and objectively

shall not be acknowledged by Him as TeKva, or as e/c t?}<? cCkr)-

6eLa<i 6vr€<i. For how could He, who knoweth all things, ac-

knowledge us " to be of Him," when om* own hearts convict us

of a lie %

The second supposed case is unfolded in VERS. 21, 22.

AVhat St John had to say touching the former part of the

alternative he had introduced by the solemn appeal, "Before

God's face shall we convince our heart, that;" but now he

introduces what he has to say touching the second case l)y the

graciously-confident address, "Beloved" (as in ch. ii. 7, iii. 2).

He now takes for granted the existence of such a condition of

things in regard to his readers ; therefore he names them " his

beloved,"— as they would present themselves to his mind, on
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the latter part of the alternative,—upon whom his glance may
rest for a time with joyful love.

The conditional clause iav, k.t.\., has already received its

explanation.^ When the case occurs, that our heart sustains

the application of the test prescribed in ver. 19, and does not

accuse us, we discern that we "are of the truth," and "of

God," and "children of God." This again resolves itself into

a twofold consequence. First, Trapprjcriav e-^ofiev 7rpo9 rov ©eov

(Cod. B. reads e^et instead of e^o/iey, -which is without any

critical significance). Those who translate irelao^ev by "pacify"

are now at great pains to establish a distinction between Trelcrofjiev

and Trappi)(j lav e^o/jiev. To us the irapprjalav e-^o/xev seems to

form the pure and simple antithesis to the idea contained in

OTL pbei^fov, K.T.X. We discern ourselves to be God's children
;

and therefore have that joy and coufidence in our hearts which

the children feel towards their father. The second point is Kal

o eav alrSifJiev, Xafi^dvofiev Trap avrov— the answer to prayer,

of which the cliild of God (according to John xv. 7, etc.) ma,y

be fully assured. It is obvious, however, that here the child of

God is siipposed to pray as such—that is, "in the name of

Jesus." And this includes everything : lie asks in the spirit of

Jesus, according to the pattern of our Lord's Prayer, in which

there is one petition for daily bread, and all the rest supplicate

heavenly blessings,—none being put up for earthly honour, or

things too high for us ; moreover, he asks in humility like that

of which Jesus gave us an example in Gethsemane, in suppli-

cation far removed from the carnal presumption which would

intrude into the secrets of the Divine government, and dictate

what only the providence of the Almighty and All-wise can

determine for the world's good and the good of each. But

within these limits there is boundless room for the exercise of

confidence in prayer; within these limits, even particular re-

quests are permissible, and special petitions are granted, as the

experience of every devout Christian can confirm by many
examples.

The clause on ra^ ivTo\a<; avrov r'tjpovfxei', Kai, ra apeara

' As it regards the reading, the first i^u,Zu is wanting in A., the second

is wanting in C, and in B. both are wanting. Probably both are genuine

— th3 one or the other having been omitted simply for the sake of the

Bound.
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ivcoTTiov avrov Troiov/xev, floes not give tlie reason irJii/ God can

hear our prayers, for then it must have been said, on ra avroj

dpeara alTovfiev) ; nor does it belong only to the second clause,

Kal iav, k.t.X., as if it specified the reason why God may
grant our petitions (on account of our obedience) ; but it be-

longs to the whole sentence. We must not translate the on
by " because," but rather by " for." We have confidence, anil

find hearing for our prayers ; for we keep His commandments,

and thereby approve ourselves to be His children. That this

mediating thought must be supplied, and that our prayers must

not be interpreted as causa meritoria, has been observed by most

expositors. This is rendered indubitable by the previous chain

of thought (comp. vers. 9, 14, 19) ; and the words in question

are nothing but a recapitulation of that which had been more

freely expanded above.^ In fact, what had been expressed by

"if our heart condemn us not" is now resolved into positive

elements by the clause with oti ; and, indeed, in such a way as

to refer the thought not to brotherly-love alone, but to the more

general scope of the seventh verse. The antithesis of the iroielv

T)]v avofxiav, ver. 4, and the Troteiv t)]v SLKaiocnjvrjv, ver. 7, con-

sists in the keeping of the commandments of God, and co7ise-

queyitly in the doing what is in accordance with the Divine will

and well-pleasino; to the Divine Beino;,

Yers. 23, 24. But from this most general statement and

view St John once more returns— again recapitulating—back

to the specific mention of the a'^uTrr}. But he inserts here an

intermediate thought which had not occurred in the Third Part.

" And this is His commandment, that we believe in the name
of His Son Jesus Christ, and love one another." First and

foremost, St John sums up the multitude of the ivToXal in the

unity of the one ivroXij. Of tlie legalist character stamped upon

the Romish theology and Church he knows nothing. E^'en the

" believing in Christ" and " loving one another" are not to him

two commandments, but only one ; because, where there is

genuine and living faith there must be also love, as certainly as

with the sun there must be light. God does not give us u

* It is obviously erroneous to separate, as the Romish expositors do, t'Jio

dptard votih from the Tnpuv rocs ti/Toh*;, understanding the former of the

consilia ^vangdkcu
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multitude of injunctions ; but tliis one thing is His will, that

we believe in Christ, and consequerdly love one another. It is

by express design that St John here comprehends all piety in

faith ; that no man may pervert or misunderstand what he had

said in cli. iii. But, at the same time, this mention of ttIo-tl^

gives expression to a thought which paves the way for the next

division of the Epistle. For he has it in view to return back

once more to the contrast between the faith in Christ and the

Gnostic false doctrine. Here he writes TnaTeveiv rw ovofxari ;

elsewhere (ch. v. 13 ; John i. 12, ii. 23, iii. 18) et? to ovofia.

Diisterdieck thinks that the et? specifies the name of Jesus

simply as the object of the faith, while the Dative case specifies

the Person Himself with whom faith brings us into relation.

But the converse is nearer the truth. TIca-Tevetv eU rt means

to repose confidence in anything ; Tna-revecv rivl, to repose faith

in an assurance. Hence, the construction with the Dative gives

j)rominence rather to the tlieoretical aspect, the construction

with eh rather to the experimental aspect, of faitli.

The 24tli verse is so entirely a recapitulation, that it needs

no further explanation. Once more St John lays down the pro-

position : he that keepeth His commandinents, dwelleth in God
and God in him (comp. ch. ii. 24, John xv. 4, etc.) ; once more

he adds the more definite intimation, that the keepinrj of the

commandments is not the efficient cause, hut the mark of the

fieveiv of God in us. Only the concluding words, e'/c tov

irvevixara ov rjfuv eBcoKev, are new. As it respects their gram-

matical arrangement and position, they form a free apposition

to that which is contained in eV touto), so that we have to

supply in thought fyLvcoa-Ko/xev again ; but iv tovtw refers back.

" By this (the keeping of the commandments) we know that

He abideth in us—by the Spirit (we know it) whom^ He hath

given us." (To refer iv tovtco forward to etc tov irvev^ara is

incompatible Mdth the distinction between ev and e/c.) The
Spirit given us by God is not specified as a second mark, simply

distinguished from the keeping of the commandments (that

would have required koX e'/c rod 7rvevfxaTo<i) ; but it is that one

and the selfsame mark, which is here viewed and exhibited

under another aspect. Moreover, it is self-evident, since a

^ Ov stands here by attraction, and is not the genitUms partUlvns.
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mark is the matter in question, that the Trvevfxa here is not the

power within which works obedience, but that it is regarded

as a spirit manifesting its influence before men in an external

holy life. This is made perfectly plain by reference to ch. iv. 1.

St John shows throughout the whole of the next section how
the true and genuine Trveu/xa, oj^posed to the false Trvevfxa of

gnosis, is internally one with obedience and love (and, there-

fore, how dogmatic lie and moral error are closely connected).

He prepares the way for this course of thought, when he

places the possession of the true irvevixa in such direct apposi-

tion with the keeping of the evroXal.—And this gives these

concluding words the character, as it were, of an announcement

of a new theme. The mention of TrtcrTi? in ver. 23 had paved

the way for the chain of thought now commenced ; and here,

in the concluding words of ver. 4, St John makes a formal

transition to it. And thus this verse contains (by means of the

appositional juxtaposition of the irvev^a and the TTjpeiv ras

ivToXdsi) the germ of the subjects unfolded in Part the Fourth
;

just as ch. ii. 29 had contained the germ of that of the Third.



PART THE FOUETH.

THE SPIRIT FROM GOD IS A SPIRIT OF TRUTH AND OF LOVE.

Ch. iv. 1-ch. V. 3.

When we glance over the fourth chapter as a whole, we are

involuntarily reminded of the two concluding verses of the

thu'd chapter. The Apostle has mentioned two kinds of God's

commandment, by the fulfilment of which we may attain to

know whether we dwell in God, and God in us : 1, that we

believe in the name of Jesus ; and, 2, that we love one another.

Both these he then sums up, ver. 24, under the idea of the

Spirit of God.

With this " Spirit from GocC^ he begins at once the fourth

chapter ; that is, with the injunction to test the spirits, and to

distinguish the Spirit of God from the spirit of 'rfKavrj. Now
the first mark which he sets forth (vers. 2-6) is of a dogmatic

nature ; it is the confession that Jesus is come in the flesh.

But then, in ver. 7, he springs as it were without any mediating

thought to the exhortation, " Let us love one another," as being

the second sign that we are of God. These are manifestly the

two marks which were mentioned in ch. iii. 23, and which here are

further developed. The second is unfolded in vers. 7-12. And
then, in ver. 13, there is a recapitulation :

" Hereby we know
that we dwell in Him, and He in us, that is, by the Spirit

which He hath given to us." Thus here also both sides are

viewed together, and embraced under the one uniting idea of

the Spirit of God.

But these are not to be externally distributed simply under

one common head. St John will show the unity of the nature of

the " Spirit from God," and demonstrate how those two aspects
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of It—sound faith and living love— are organically united in

that one common nature, and in this sense one with each other.

This has been already prepared for by the manner in which he

had spoken, vers. 2-6 and vers. 7-1 2, of both elements ; and

now in vers. 14-16 the subject finds its full and express state-

ment. In vers. 2-6, the coming of Jesus Christ into the flesh

was exhibited as the object of true faith, in opposition to the

irXavt] of the Gnostics. In vers. 7-12 (specially vers. 9, 10),

the same coming of Jesus Christ into the flesh, as the act of

Divine love which precedes our love, was exhibited as the

ground and root of all our love. And therefore St John can

now, vers. 14-16, define the one and undivided nature of the

" Spirit from God" as faith in that love of God which was mani-

fested in the sending of His o7ili/-begotten Son, and from Avhich

it follows of itself that we, in order to abide in God, must abide

in love.

These three explanatory groups of thoughts are now followed

by a further and more hortatory expansion. It is now shown

that, and in what manner, the presence of the Spirit of God
may be known by these fundamental marks. Love is not

simply an external mark of sonship ; but it is itself made per-

fect in confidence towards God, since it has its root in the love of

God to us (vers. 17-19) :—thus it is itself irapprjo-la in its own
nature. To this is attached the reflection, that he who hateth

his brother, loveth not God. The same love which was, in its

essence, a confidence in the previous love of God to us, assumes,

by an internal necessity, the form of love to the brethren.

Consequently, vers. 17-19 is parallel with the dogmatic view of

the subject, vers. 2-6 ; but vers. 20, 21, Avith the ethical, vers.

7-12. And thus in ch. iv. 20-v. 2, the two sides—the faith

that Jesus is tlie Christ, and the love to the brethren— are ex-

hibited in their mutual inseparable dependence and connection
;

so that these two elements, faith and love, are shown to be, not

only each in itself an evidence of the Spirit of God, but also

mutually each as a mark of the other (ch. iv. 20, and v. 2). In

ch. V. 3 a reflection is appended to this, which forms the transi-

tion to the final main section (concerning the world-overcoming

power of faith).

This analysis of the scope of the section so entirely justifies

itself (as seen by its reference to ch. iii. 23, and by the re-

8
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curring collocation of the two leading topics in eh. iv. 13 and

ch. V. 1), and it is so clear that the idea of the irvevfia e/c

©eov (to which ch. iii, 24 formed the transition, which has its

climax in ch. iv. 1, and recurs in ver. 13 as the uniting founda-

tion of the two elements) is the predominant idea of this section,

that it seems needless to refute the view of those who refer

ch. iv. 1-6 to the preceding section, or of those who find here

no organization at all, and refer back ch. iv. 1 to ch. ii. 29.

In VER. 1 the fundamental position of the section is laid

down in the form of an injunction :
" Tty the various spirits,

whether they he of God" The exhibition of the marks by

which the " Spirit from God" may be known—the dogmatic

confession of the coming of Jesus into the flesh, and brotherly-

love—forms the subject of the whole section.

On the address dyaTrrjTot, which serves to mark either a

main or a subordinate section (here the former), compare above

on ch. ii. 7, iii. 2 and 21.

—

Mr) iravri irvev^arL TrLcrrevere.

Here there is presupposed a multiplicity of spirits : not merely

a duality (the Spirit of God and the spirit of the lie), but many
various spirits under each of the two heads. This is abundantly

clear from the following words :
" Try the spirits, whether they

be of God ;" which assumes that they may be demonstrated by

the test to be spirits in their plurality coming from God. And
so it is exhibited in ver. 2, " Every spirit that confesseth, etc.

;"

where again a plurality of spirits is referred to, each of which

confesses Jesus. Hence, many expositors (Lyra, Calvin, Beza,

Piscator, and others) have agreed that we must understand by

TTvev/jua simply, and without qualification, the spirits of indi-

vidual persons, that is, their personalities : the sense would then

be—Prove the individual persons, the several teachers, who
bring with them or represent any particular spirit. But we do

not find in Holy Scripture irvev^ara used for the designation

of men q\ia spiritual natures ; nor could such a metonomy as

would make "spirits" stand for the "bearers, or rejDresenta-

tives, or instruments of a definite spirit," be justified. Others,

on the contrary (a Lapide, Zwingli, Carpzov, Episcopius), take

TTvevfiara conversely, in its pm'ely objective meaning, for doc-

trincB, dogmata—which, however, is an equally indefensible in-
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terpretation of tlie phraseology. Dusterdieck, however, is not

right when lie reduces the Biblical idea of the Trvev/xa to the

philosophical idea of "the superhuman principle which possesses

the man ;"^ not right, even if he had spoken of a superhuman

power or inspiration, instead of a superhuman principle. For
this would be, among the children of the truth, no other than

the power of God, that is, the Holy Spirit Himself ; but this

would be inconsistent with the representation of a multiplicity

of the irvevixaTa. Therefore, we must agree with Huther, so

far as he does not understand by the irveOfxa here any spirit

higher than and distinguished from the human spirit. But he,

on the other hand, is wrong Avhen he takes the irveDfia to mean
the human spirit itself qua the organ of a higher spirit. Bul-

linger discerned the true meaning (essentially, at least, though

he wavers in the exhibition of it) when, appealing to 1 Cor.

xiv. 32, he explained Trvevfia as the mem and the sen§us which

came into existence or took effect through the influence a'iid

operation of a higher (Divine or ungodly) power in men." It

is not the function of the spirit, or the subjective spirit of man,

as it stands in the relation of a receptive organ to higher influ-

ences, which is here spoken of ; but the objective stamp or

characteristic of spirit which obtains in man, the objective

spirit which rules in him and assumes the character towards

other men of a power of doctrine : spoken of, however, in such

a way that every such spirit in the objective sense appears as

produced and inspired by a higher Spirit; which, indeed, is plain

from the very expression, yjrevSoTrpocjii^Tai, as also from ver. 2.

(To make this clear by examples : The spirits to be tested by

us would not be the spirit of the individual Gains, or that of

the individual Titus, and so forth ; but the spirits of Gnos-

ticism, the spirit of Cerinthianism, of Valentinianism, and, on

the other hand, the spirit of Paulinism, that of Petrinism, or,

in later ages, the spirit of Augustinianism and Pelagianism, of

Protestantism and Popery, of Pietism and Rationalism, and so

forth.)

' Similarly Olshausen :
" Here it is a pretended higher spirit which is

spoken of, the representative of which gives himself out as a prophet."

* So, essentially, also Gi'otius :
" Spiritum vocat prophetiam. I'ro-

phctia ejus, qui in ipsa prophetia Jesum non pro Christo aguoscit, non est
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"Believe not eveiy spirit :" tliat is, Believe not eveiy formal

exhibition of a higher spiritual influence and working, as soon

as it appears before you in a compact and authoritative form,

holding men by its power ;
" but prove the spirits, whether they

be of God." Wherein the BoKCfjidl^€i,v consists (comp. 1 Thess. v.

21), how and by what tests, and in what respects, they are to be

tried, ^^dll be unfolded in the following verses. But the reason

whi/ a hoKifidteiv is necessary, lies in the fact that " many false

prophets have gone out into the world." 'E^ep'^eaOai, eh rov

Koa-fjbov does not mean that they go forth from a place without

or beyond the world,^ and enter into the world ; for, it is not

evil spirits which are spoken of here, but human individuals,

the false prophets themselves. We must simply connect with

the going forth the additional phrase, " from their abodes."

They went out in the absolute sense : they set forth to go up

and down, in publicum prodierunt ; and thus they went eh rov

Kocrixov,—which is not used here in opposition to heaven or hell,

nor indeed in opposition to the kingdom of God, but simply

denotes the world inhabited by men, the mass of mankind (not

excluding the children of God, since they must be on their

guard against the seduction of the false prophets).

When the Apostle thus urges his injunction to BoKCfxd^etv

upon all the " beloved," he takes away the very ground from

under the Romish assumption, that the Papal See alone can

finally decide what is true and what is heretical doctrine. The
very irvevixa itself of that See must be solemnly tried by every

Christian.

Vers. 2, 3. St John indicates how the (first) sign by which

the Spirit from God may be known. ^Ev tovtw points for-

ward, as is self-evident, to what is coming. TivuxTKere is the

best-authenticated reading ; that of 'yivcoo-KeTai (^linusc, Syr.,

Vulg.) has arisen from inadvertence. To irvevfia tov ©eov

stands in the singialar and with the definite article : it is not,

therefore, one and the same with irdv Trvevfia o 6f/,o\oyec ; it

does not mark out the spu'it of any one particular tendency or

doctrine (well-pleasing to God), existing in some men, and

through them exerting its influence upon others ;—but that

^ So Olshausen :
" They go forth as sent apostles from the father of

lies."
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personal Spirit of God who approves Himself present in all the

collective itve.vy.acn a ofxoKo'yei, k.t.X.—the //o/y Spirit. The
meaning is this :

" Hereby ye know in which among the Tryeu-

fiaai, mentioned in ver. 1, the Spirit of God Avorks ; that is,

which among these spirits are spirits (spirits from the Spirit of

God) from God." Every spirit that confesseth Jesus Christ as

having come in the flesh, is from God. ^Ev aapKc cannot (as

l^iscator affirms) be simply and of itself equivalent to el<; crapKa.

The Hebrew 3 and 7 are rigorously distinguished ; and therefore

the author was not led, by involuntarily thinking in Hebrew, to

the substitution of iv for eh. The assmnption of a prolepsis

—

the resulting elvai iv being already conceived in connection with

the 'ip-^eaOai et?—the sense of which would be the same as if it

had been said, et? crdpKa eKifkyOora, is not at all more tolerable.

It is true that verbs of rest occur with eh (as, for example,

Mark ii. 1, Acts viii. 40, John i. 18, where the verb of rest,

" be," involves the idea of movement effected, " having gone")

;

and, conversely, verbs which express movement are connected

with eV, in as far as the verb of motion involves the result of

the motion (as in Matt. x. 16 ; John iii. 35, v. 4 ; Rom. v. 5).

But we cannot assume this in the case of such dogmatically-

important distinctions of idea as that between ep-^eadac eh

adp/ca and ep^eaOac ev aapKi, more especially as St John else-

where (for example, ch. v. 6) connects with the ep'^eadai an

altogether specific notion ; and, generally, such a solution would

be allowable only if the literal interpretation of the words

afforded no appropriate sense. But the literal interpretation

here gives a much more appropriate sense than the other. (So

Olshausen.) The Ccrinthic gnosis did not deny absolutely

and simply that the ^on Christ had come " into the flesli
;"

he was thought to have entered into the man Jesus at his bap-

tism, and to have remained with him until the commencement
of his sufferings ;—but Cerinthus denied that Jesus Christ

came in the flesh. When we take iv aapKi literally, it does not

denote the terminus ad quern of the coming, but the quality and

condition of the state of Jesus as He came into the world ; the

eX7)\vdco<i stands as an absolute idea, and bears the meaning,
" having come into the world, and unto men." (The Perfect

of itself shows that we cannot, with Socinus, interpret the

ep^eaOai in the sense of coming forward as a teacliei', as in
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ver. 1, 2 John 10, etc.) Thus St John rigorously opposes to

the Cerinthian doctrine—that Jesus was a mere man, dwelHng

upon earth ; that Christ had entered into this man, but not as

having come in the flesh to the earth—the truth that the Per-

son, Jesus Christ (one and undivided), had come, and that in

the flesh— eV aapKi, being found and being manifested in the

condition of crdp^. Xdp^ naturally does not signify here, as in

John i. 14, sinful human natui'e in its opposition to God, but it

is used in that more primitive sense according to which "ib'l or

DTi ")b*3 denotes material, A-isible nature, in its distinction from

God, and especially human nature as such (Gen. vii. 15 seq.,

viii. 17; Ps. Ivi. 5; Jer. xvii. 5; 1 Tim. iii. 16; comp. Ps.

Ixv. 3, cxlv. 21 ; Isa. Ixvi. 24 ; Joel ii. 28 ; Luke iii. 6 ; also

Matt. xvi. 17 ; Gal. i. 16). The words therefore contain a

twofold antithesis to the Cerinthian gnosis : first, that Jesus

Christ is exhibited as one and the same person ; and secondly,

that He is acknowledged to have come " in the flesh," that is,

in the form of existence of humanity upon earth. But, as it

respects the construction, the words ofxaXoyel ^Irjaovv Xptarov iv

crapKl iXjfKvdoTa have not a force equivalent to ofioXoyel, ^Itjctovv

Xptarov ev crapKl eKrfkuOevai ; nevertheless, those expositors are

in error who say that iXrjXvOora is not of the nature of a predi-

cate, but simply attributive in its character. " To confess Christ

manifested in the flesh,'' would require in Greek, 6/j,o\oyetv

^Irjaovv Xpicrrov rov ev crapKl ekrjkvOoTa ; as the words stand,

they signify, " to confess Jesus Christ as one who was mani-

fested in the flesh :" eKifKvdoTa without the article is not a

mere attributive, but an aj)position ; and this apposition, re-

ferred to 6/jboXoyet, involves the predicative idea. (So in 1 Cor.

i. 23 ; 2 Cor. iv. 5). Hence, again, those are right who make
^l7](Tovv Xpiarov one and inseparable as the objective idea, not

suffering Xpiarov to be an attribute, or in apposition. We must

not translate, " He that confesseth Jesus, the Christ, come in

the flesh ;" but, " He that confesseth Jesus Christ as One come
in the flesh." There is an antithesis to the Cerinthian rendin^j

asunder of Jesus and Christ in the whole clause ; but the simple

point of it is, that St John so strictly and unconditionally makes

*l7](Tovv Xpcarov one name.

In ver. 3 follows the negati^^e member. Kal irdv irvevfxa o

fir] op.oXoyei rov ^Irjaovvy e'/c rov ©eov ovk iariv : thus read A.
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and B. ; Codex H. adds to the ^Irjcrovv the words ev crapKl

iXrjXvOora ; later authorities further add Xpiarov ; but it is

clear (Griesbach, Liicke) that these variations owe their origin

to an anxiety to conform ver. 3 to ver. 2. In ch. iii. 6 and 14,

and ch. ii. 23, St John had, in an analogous way, repeated the

idea to be repeated in a compressed form ; and had taken for

granted, just as here, that the readers would be able to explain

the abbreviated form by the previous more expanded form.

Never, on the contrary, does an instance occur in which St John,

in the construction of these parallel members, had set literally

or " symmetrically " the negative over against the positive.

(Compare, on the contrary, ch. i. 6 and 7, 7 and 8, ii. 4 and 5

;

also below, ch. iv. 7, 8.) Another reading, Trdv irvev^ia o Xvet

Tov ^Irjcrovv airo Qeov ovk ecmv, has certainly neither external

authentication (since it occurs only in the Vulgate, and the

Fathers of the fourth century ; but is not found in a single

manuscript) nor internal, being evidently only an interpreter's

scholimu.

The meaning of the words is explained by what was re-

marked u})on ver. 2. It follows now : Kal tovto ecrri to tov

avTi'^iaTov, o aKrjKoaTe otl ep^eTai, kol vvv ev tw koctixw iaTlv

ijSi]. Tovto, scil. to irvevfia. This tovto naturally points back-

wards to the Trav Trvev/xa o firj, k.t.X.
;
yet in such a way that

St John mentions, instead of this plurality of spirits which

exert their influence among men, that one spirit who demon-

strates his power and energy in those many spirits. " And this

spirit (working in these spirits) is that of Antichrist." Thus
this tovto (to TTvevfia) is parallel with the irvev/xa tov Qeov,

ver. 2, and forms the antithesis to it. As the direct antithesis,

however, one might indeed have expected 7rvev/j.a tov BtafioXov ;

and certainly no other is meant by the " spirit of Antichrist

"

than the spirit of the prince of darkness. But, St John describes

him in the specific form which he assumes in opposition to the

kingdom of Christ— as the spirit of opposition to Christ, Anti-

christ. But, it is the sjrlnt, not the person, of Antichrist that

is spoken of. Concerning the spirit of Antichrist, which, inde-

pendently of the person of Antichrist to be expected in the

future, and before his manifestation, urges his work and career,

St John says that his readei"s have heard from himself, that he

would come into the world in the future, but was also already in
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the world. ^ This is made very plain by a comparison of all the

other New-Testament prophecies concerning Antichrist. One
day, in the future, that spirit was to come in concentrated form,

exhibited emphatically in the person of Antichrist; but now
already it is present, and manifests itself in the antichristian

nature, demonstrating his energy in a multiplicity of irvevixara.

Thus our passage serves perfectly to confirm what was said

upon ch. ii. 18.

Let us now once more glance over the general meaning of

vers. 2 and 3. St John has primarily to do with the false

teachers of his time : in ojjposition to them, he lays down the

criterion of ver. 2, in the form of this specific formula of con-

fession. Hence they do wrong who, on the one hand with a

latitudinarian bias, declare all dogmatic errors to be unimportant

which do not absolutely deny that Jesus Christ came in the

flesh ; as they do also, on the other, who take great pains to

reduce all possible errors of another kind into the denial of the

great point contained in ver. 2. True it is that the doctrines

of the Christian faith are one organic whole ; it may, indeed, be

demonstrated that all those things, which in other passages of

Scripture are stamped as errors in doctrine, do directly or in-

directly offend against one or other of the points contained in

the words ^Irjaovv Xpiarbv iv (rapicl ek'qkvdoTa
;
yea, it may

be admitted that St John here lays down the central-point or

the foundation of all Christian faith, and so expresses it that

" the testimony he bears, or the confession he requires, is broad

enough to embi'ace all those who have in truth apprehended

Christ by faith, and at the same time narrow enough to ex-

clude all those who make any other than Christ the source of

their life " (Diisterdieck). But, we must, on the other hand,

admit that this mark, in the formula expressed in ver. 2, is not

enough, and is not intended for the testing of all possible his-

torically-manifested doctrine and false doctrine. For, it would

be simply to open the door for all the most fearful abuses, if all

imaginable controversies were to be brought to the decision of

this passage of Scripture. Hence the Romish theologian Estius

is quite right when he deems this present passage insufficient

^ Grammatically, x.ot,l vvv iariv does not depend upon ct!c/i>c6o(,re on, but

only upon o. " Of whom ye liave heard that he is in the future ; and who
is already in the world."
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for the decision of all tlie various points of dogmatic controversy

(thougli wrong in substituting the Pope, and tlie dogma of the

Mass ; instead of the word of God). God has given us not

only the passage 1 John iv. 2, 3, but also His entire word of

revelation ; and by it and in it, the entire word of God, we
must learn and test what is dogmatic truth, and wdiat is error

of doctrine. When, on the other hand, the question is not

that of the definitive settlement of controversial points, but of

the distinguishing between the Spirit of God and the spirit of

Antichrist, our passage is for all ages the right criterion ; and,

the more plainly the Spirit of antichristianity and the antichris-

tian kingdom unfolds itself in the world, the more manifestly

does it exhibit itself as a spirit \^hich denies the incarnation of

the Son of God. For our own time, the passage teaches us

that the spirits of those systems which exhibit as a redeemer,

either a mere man Jesus who is not Christ and the Son of God,

or a Christ-idea without any historical Christ, bear on them-

selves the essential signature of anh'-Christianity, of open apos-

tasy and unbelief.

Vers. 4-6. After St John had laid do^\^l a first criterion

by which the spirits which are of God are to be distinguished

from the antichristian spirits, he declares concerning his readers

—not only his " affectionate supposition" (Diisterdieck)— but

his full assurance of the fact, that they possessed the spirit which

was of God. After he had specified by ichat and in what re-

spects the spirits sliould be tried, he adds that his readers are

in a condition to sustain this test, and to discern and overcome

the spirit of Anticln-ist. For, only he who bears in himself the

irvevfia Qeov, and therefore " is of God " (bom of God), is

able to test the two kinds of spirits, and know them, and dis-

tinguish them. The absolute " freedom from prepossession,"

or " impartiality," which should take its stand apart from and

independent of the spirits both good and evil, and so be in a

condition to test both,— is utterly unknown to the Apostle.

There is no such position of neutrality and absolute hidifference
;

no third position between the Christian and the not-Christian

state of mind. " Ye are of God," e'/c Qeov, is in itself a very

comprehensive expression, which includes in itself the *•' having

fellowship with God" (ch. i. 3 and 6), as well as the "having
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the love of God in liim" (ch. ii. 15), and preeminently the being

" a child of God," or " being born of God " (ch. iii. 1 and 9) ;

but liere it points back primarily to ver. 2, and is to be explained

by the " having the Spirit which is of God,"—which however,

in its essence, is obvionsly coincident with the " being born of

God."—On re/cy/a, little children, compare what was said ch. ii.

1, 12, 11, 18, 28, and ch. iii. 18.—" And have overcome them :"

these words have been understood in two ways. As it regards

the avTov^, indeed—that it does not refer to the person of Anti-

christ (Erasmus), but only to those contemporary men in whom
the " spirit of Antichrist " already manifested itself in pseudo-

prophetic " spirits," therefore to the " false prophets " of ver. 1

^— is not open to much question, since ver. 5 sheds so clear a

light upon it. On the other hand, the Perfect vevLKrjKare has

always divided the commentators. According to Bullinger and

Calvin, St John's purpose is to invigorate his readers to the

conflict by pointing to the fact that the victory, although not

really gained, is nevertheless idealli/ certain. In harmony with

this, Episcopius says that " the Perfect is used propter futuri-

iionis certitudinem ;" Neander, that " the victoiy of Christian

truth, which will be seen in its actual process in time, is already

taken for granted as ah'eady accomplished : Faith hastens on to

the end of the great course of events ;" Diisterdieck, that " in

the midst of the hot conflict, the children of God know that the

victory is already won." So also Lange, Eosenmiiller, and

many others, appealing to the Lord's declaration, John xvi. 33.

— Others, on the contrary, as Zwingli, Grotius, Beausobre, and

Huther, take the Perfect in an absolute and real sense :
" St

John might say ' Ye have overcome ' to his readers, not onh^ as

far as His power was mighty in them who had said, ' Be of good

courage, I have overcome the world,' but also inasmuch as their

opponents, with all their seductive arts, had ah'eady been put to

shame by the Christians' fidelity, and had been obliged to yield"

(Huther). This latter view we regard as most decisively correct.

For, in ch. ii. 13, 14 this had been declared as a simple fact,

concerning the young men, that they had overcome the wicked

one ; while in ver. 18 seq. the little children (of a coming

generation) are armed for a future conflict. But it is there said

also, in ver. 19, that " they went out from us ;" by which Ave

mark that a first stage of the conflict was already closed and
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completed in the past : the church as a xchole had withstood the

Gnostics, and these had found themselves ohlifjed to depart and.

constitute themselves a j>articidar sect. In cli. iv. 2, 3, the Apostle

exhorts his people foi* the future also to prove the spirits (this is

generally parallel with the exhortation of eh. ii. 18 seq.) ; but

this very exhortation he grounds upon ivhat had heen already

accompUslied (vers. 4-6). His readers have ability for the appli-

cation of that test, in the fact that they " are of God," and as

such have maintained their place above the " false prophets

"

in a victory already achieved.

Wherein the power for this already-achieved victory, as of

all other analogous victories, lies, is declared by the words on
fjbei^wv earl a ev v/xtv rj o iv tm Koafio). O ev vfxiv is o ©ec?

(not o XpL(jr6<ij as Augustin and Grotius explain : comp. e'/c

Toi) Qeov iare, and in vers. 2 and 3 the contrasted to Trvevfia

Tov 0eov and to tov uvTiypiaTov). O ev tu> Koa/xo) is the

prince of this world ; he from whom the irvevfia tov avTi'^plaTov

proceeds. Thus, as St John in ch. ii. had gone forwards from

the notion of the not-Christian and unchristian loorld (ch. ii.

15-17) to the notion of the specifically o«^j-Christian nature

(ver. 18 seq.), so here, conversely, he goes backw^ards from the

specific TTvevfia tov dvTi-^plaTov (iv. 3) to the more general

notion of the k6(t[xo<^. In both cases there is the same funda-

mental fact at bottom, that the nature of the t«7i-Christian

" world " advances into a?iri-Christianity ; and, consequently,

that the worldly mind and opposition to Christianity are most

internally related to each other. Only he who overcomes the

worldly mind can withstand the antichristian spirit (ch. ii. 15

seq.) ; only he who inwardly belongs to the world is in danger

of being blended and taken captive by the pseudo-prophecy of

antichristianity (ch. iv. 5); he who has God dwelling in himself

is essentially above it (ch. iv. 4, "because," etc.).

Ver. 5 has received its explanation in what has just been

said. Those pseudo-prophets are e/c tov Koa/xov, that is, children

of the world, born of the world, and filled with its 7rvevfj.a ;

what they bear in themselves is derived from the sinful, unre-

generate Avorld, unaffected by Christ. They are nnrcgcnerated

in their inmost nature : although they give themselves out to

be Christians, yea, that they are the Christians who have first

penetrated into the true 'yvcoat'i, still they are in truth only " of
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the world." (So in the present clay the false prophets, who rend

asunder the historical Jesus and the Christ, lay claim to the

Christian name ; but in the present day also holds good the

apostolical verdict, e'/c tov Koafiov elatv.) And therefore they

speak eK rov Koa^ov, they speak from out of the worldly nature;

they speak not the word concerning repentance which judges

and condemns, and brings sin to the light, but their doctrine

is conversely framed so as to cloke sin, and to excuse it as not

being from the will, but as an unavoidable consequence of

matter, or as a necessary element in the development of the

absolute spirit, or whatever other form these subtle evasions may
assume. The essence of their teaching is always, instead of

penitence, carelessness ; instead of humility, pride ; instead of

love, iTndvfiia twv ocpOaXfxoJv ; instead of renunciation of the

world, aXa^oveia tov /3cov ; instead of the crucifixion of the flesh,

iTrcOvfXM T^9 aapK6<i. And therefore, because the essence of

their teaching is, in spite of all its Christian masks, so entirely

and throughout " of the Avorld," therefore ^^ the icorld heareth

them ;" the world swallows these theories of wisdom as sweet

morsels, and rejoices in being able to retain its worldly nature

while it is secure at the same time of the double honour, first

of the Christian name, and then of the highest Christian yvwa-t^

over and above. But, indeed, it is only the world which can

be deceived by such fanatics.

Ver. 6. " We are of God : he that knoweth God heareth

us ; he that is not of God heareth not us." The meaning of the

words is perfectly plain, after what has gone before. St John

writes, rj/xetf; e'/c rov ©eoO ia-fxev, unconcerned about the probabi-

lity that the y^revhoirpo^rirai, with their dependents, may charge

him on account of it with spiritual pride, as arrogating to him-

self alone the entire of true Christianity. There is a genuine

spirit of opposition, in which tlie Christian not only has the

right, but is under an obligation, to cry with the utmost deci-

sion, " We are of God, and ye are not of God."

—

'H/ii€t<i does

not indicate, like the v/x€l<; of ver. 4, the churches (Liicke),

but the Apostle and teachers likeminded with himself (a

Lapide, Calvin, etc.) ; for in the words uKovei rnxoiv the "we"
of the " speakers" is presupposed. But we must not connect

this at once with an exclusive order of teachers, which did not

yet exist ; but all are meant who individually were called by
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position and opportunity to bear witness of their faith (Calvin,

Spener).—"He that is of God, heareth our doctrine; he that

is not of God, heareth not us :" here all that was said in

vers. 2-5 is concentrated into a practical available sign. In

the place of the dogmatic definition of ver. 2, we have now
"our doctrine"— the apostolical or Johannaian words, in op-

position to the doctrine or words of Cerinthus. He who hears

it and receives it, approves himself thereby as e'/c rov Qeov wv

(not, that is, according to the weakening interpretation of Liicke

and Neander, " as being endowed with an internal bias, drawing

the heart to God ;" but, as a child of God, as born of God,

partaker of God's Spirit) : he Avho rejects it, approves himself

as yui) e'/c tov ©eov cov. And thus St John closes the section :

By this, iv tovto), we know the spirit of truth and the spirit

of error." 'Ev tovto) refers back to the preceding words of

our sixth verse (a Lapide, Calvin), and not to ver. 2 (Bengel,

Liicke), which would rob the chain of thought of its appropriate

climax and point. For that point lies in this, that the mark by

w-hich we may know (yivcoa-KOfiev is to be referred generally to

St John and his readers) who is of God and who is of the

world, is exhibited as being the receiving of the doctrine laid

down by St John and his disciples and his adherents.

The predestinai'ian question which Calvin and Diisterdieck

force upon our text has really nothing to do with it. The
distinction between " being of God " and " not being of God "

is not a distinction of cause, but of result. Who co-operates to

the end that a man becomes one e/c rod Qeov wy, or who is in

fault that a man remains one fir] e'/c rov Geov mv,— is not in the

most distant way the subject ; it only and merely lays down the

acceptance or rejection of the apostolical doctrine concerning

the incarnation of Jesus as a mark by which it may be known
whether a man is—in the then disposition of his heart—a re-

generate child of God or a child of the world.

But with this the Apostle has passed over from the testing

of the TTvev/jtara, mentioned in ver. 1, to another and more ge-

neral testing, to wit, the proving of the state of heart of every

individual. Both tests are internally one, since for both the

same criterion is applied. In ver. 1 the question is that of

proving the spirits which come forward in doctrinal systems,

and thus knowing whether they be of God ; in ver. 6 the ques-
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tion is that of testing persons, whether they be children of God
or children of the world. But that the two are not independent

of each other is shown in vers. 4, 5. Only he who internally,

in the posture of his heart, belongs to the world, can suffer

himself to be taken captive by the spirits of antichristianity ; he

who is regenerate, rises superior to the temptation.— Conse-

quently, the Spirit of God appears, from ver. 6 onw^ards, imder

another and new aspect of His self-demonstration. How the

Spirit of God might be known, as ruling in doctrinal systems

and tendencies, was shown, vers. 2, 3 ; ver. 6 speaks of the way
in which He may be known as ruling in the individuals.

But here that first mark—the acceptance of the true doctrine,

w^hich evidences the irvevfia t?}? dXr}6eia^— is followed by a

second mark. And of this the Apostle treats in the subsequent

verses.

Vers. 7-12. He places this second mark at once, and with-

out any medium of tfansition, by the side of the first,— indeed,

in so unconnected a manner, that he seems as it were abruptly

to pass at once, with a new address, " Beloved," to the require-

ment, ." Let us love one another ;" after that appending, in the

words " for love is of God, and every one that loveth is born of

God," the reflection that this love also is a mark of the elvai e.K

Tov Geov. But even in this is seen the internal unity of thought

which pervades the two groups, vers. 1-6 and vers. 7-12. The
idea of the marks by which the Trvevfia &eov may be known lies

at the foundation of both; and in vers. 13-16 both marks are

expressly combined in one, and exhibited in their internal con-

nection and interchangeable character. To say, therefore (as

De Wette and Neander do), that St John returns in ver. 7

" back to his earlier theme"— as if he had lost himself in a

digression, from ver. 1 to ver. 6— is altogether to misunderstand

as well the external construction as the internal organic con-

nection of this entire section. De Wette finishes this unskilful

exposition by declaring vers. 13, 14 afterwards to be " a short

digression from, the subject." Bengel and Diisterdieck see, at

least approximately, the true organic connection; though the

latter will have ver. 7 seq. to refer again to his imaginary " main

proposition" of ch. ii. 29. It is not the general notion of the

" being born of God " which rules our present section (ch. iv.);
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but tlie specific notion of tlie marks by which the Trvev/ma Geov

(to which in ver. 13 the love is as certainly referred as the true

faith is in ver. 2 seq.) is to be distinguished from the spirit of

darkness.

In the injunction, " Let us love 07ie another'" it is obvious

that only the love of Christians towards each other is first of all

meant
;
yet we see at once by the general reason given, in the

great truth that God is love (ver. 8), and sent His Son ek

Tov Koafjbov (ver. 9), that the universal love of all mankind

is no more to be excluded here than it Avas excluded in ch. iii.

13 seq.

Love is e/c tov @eov, and that does not mean w^ell-pleasing

to God (Grotius, liosenmiiller), nor a Deo infusa (Lyra) ; for

the question is not here to be answered, whence the power to

love may be gained by man : but this " of God" is strictly ana-

logous, on the one hand, with " of God," ver. 2, and, on the

other, with " of the world," ver. 5. Love as certainly springs

from the nature of God, as the spirit wdiich confesseth Jesus

Christ to have appeared in the flesh springs from the nature of

God; and as, on the other hand, the denial of the incarnation,

as also hatred, and, according to ch. ii. 12, the lust of the flesh

and the pride of life, spring from the nature of the K6afx,o<;.

That God's nature is ar/aTrr], and therefore that love also in us

is a qualitative conduct derived from the nature of God,

—

this

is the subject with which these words deal.

And on that very account the presence of love in a man is

a token that he is born of God,—thus that he is born again.

It is obvious that by aydirr) here is meant true, self-consecrating,

self-devoting, self-sacrificing love, and not that natural pseudo-

love which has its roots in the flesh, in self-seeking and subtle

self-satisfaction, and which either puffs itself up with senti-

mentality, or strives to earn its approbation. And knoiceth

God : how the jivooaKeiv tov Qeov is connected with the yewTj-

6r)vaL €K TOV Qeov, may be seen in ch. i. 5, ii. 3 {I'^vwKaixev

avTov), and the remarks upon those passages. (Diisterdieck

refers incorrectly to ch. ii. 19 also, where an altogether different

jivooaKeiv is introduced.)

In ver. 8 follows the negative side ; but here, as always, in

a formal inversion (comp. the remark above on ver. 3). Instead

of the Pres. ov yivcoaKet stands the Aor. ovk eypo) (after the
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analogy of cli. iii. 1), because the Apostle Avill stamp the fact

that such a man hath not yet known God, and still stands with-

out the circle of the regenerate (not merely that he is not in a

position to know God). And instead of the reason, " for love

is of God," there follows here the more deeply penetrating,

"for God is love."^ Love is, as we have seen, therefore of

God, because God's nature itself is love ; and this last funda-

mental reason is now expressly uttered—God is love. But

that does not mean that He is benevolent (Socinus, Grotius,

Rosenmliller) ; nor is it said merely Kar av^rjcnv that God is

love, "sicut hominem prostitute impudentijB appellamus im-

pudentiam" (Bullinger) ; but (as Calvin rightly explains) it is

Dei natura to love. This action of the loving self-communica-

tion of His nature is as essential to Him as that outbeamincp ofo
Himself in virtue of which He is called, ch. i.- 5, <^W9 ; and in

that passage we have seen how with the (/)f09 as well the akrjdeLa

as the ar^d'jrrj is internally connected. We must not, therefore,

think merely of the love of God to the creature, but also of the

inner-Di\ane Trinitarian love in God.^

In vers. 9, 10, the Apostle unfolds a thought which does

not merely serve the purpose of exhortation to love, and quicken-

ing us in its exercise, but which at the same time is designed to

set in a clear light the internal connection between the second

mark, named in vers. 7, 8, of the irvevfia rov Qeov, that of love,

^ That or/ here again introduces a reason, and must not merely be trans-

lated by " that," and made dependent upon 'iyve.), is evident from the paral-

lelism with ver. 7, and from the repetition of the words 6 Qi6?.

^ From the circumstance that Luther says, " Deus nihil est quam mera

caritas," while Calvin says, " Dei natura est homines diligere," Diisterdieck

takes occasion to make the remark that "the Refoi-med expositors, in

contradistinction to the Lutheran," acknowledged no nature of love, but

only proofs of love, in God, and consequently stood in the middle between

the Lutherans and the Socinians. But every unbiassed reader will see that

the restricted object homines is in Calvin accidental, and that all the em-
phasis lies upon the " natura," by which the act of loving is exhibiting as

constituting the nature of God. Calvin is there defending the truth only

against a false " philosoi^hia," which pantheisticaUy inferred from this pas-

sage that God's nature went forth in an obsure influence of love pervading

the world, as if in these words the essentia Divina was defined on all sides,

80 that the attribute of self-conscious will and knoivledge might be denied of

God. Against this Calvin's words were directed, and by this his expressions

must be understood.
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and the first mark, named in vers. 2, 3, tliat of the confession

of Christ's having come in the flesh. Certainly, a new exhorta-

tion to love is deduced in ver. 11 from what is said in vers. 9,

10 ; but for that alone the statement of ver. 9 would have been

sufficient. The tenth verse goes beyond the design of giving a

reason for ver. 11, and lays stress upon a point which was

already contained in ver. 9,— in such a manner, too, as plainly

to show that the Apostle already here purposes to prepare the

way for the subsequent internal union and combination of the

two marks in vers. 13-16.

'Ev TovTw i(})av€pco9i} rj a'^dtrr] tov ©eov ev i)ixlv : the first

question here is, whether ev rjiuv belongs to icpavepcodr) or to 17

ayaTTr}. The latter is the view of Luther, Beza, Spener,

Socinus, Episcopius, Grotius, Piscator, Beausobre, Bengel,

Rosenmiiller, Huther; this, however, is not only (in spite of

the assurance of Huther) most certainly incorrect in grammar,

since the article must have been repeated before ev rjfiiv, but it

is refuted by the simple fact that the words rj ayaTrr} tov Oeou

iv rjfilv of themselves yield no clear idea. It is now generally

admitted that ev rj/j,iv cannot stand for ei? r)/jid<i. Bengel ex-

plains the expression by a prcegnantia, " amor Dei, qui nunc in

nobis est;" but contradicting the context, which speaks, not of

love as working in us, but of love as objectively revealed in

Christ. Huther gives to ev rjfuv the sigmfication "to us;"

accordingly, 77 ar^airr\ tov ©eov ev rj/xiv would be the love mani-

festing itself in us :
" it is not," he says, " the direction towards

the end, but the tarrying in the end, which is made prominent,

as in ver. 16." But in ver. 16 it is not the love of God, objec-

tively manifested in the sending of Christ, which is alone spoken

of, but also the fiiveiv of God in us ; and therefore iv is there

not to, but in. "Love of God to any one" is an expression

which in itself cannot be used.—Hence we must refer (with

Winer and others) the ev rjfuv to the verb e<^avepoidr). But, thus

connected, the ev tj/jlIv must be translated to us—a translation

which now becomes possible ; for, though we cannot speak sub-

stantively of the " love of God to any one," we may speak of

God's manifesting His love to any one. Nor can we see any

force in the objection of Huther, that the following clause with

on introduces a difficulty. In this, that God hath sent His Son
into the world, that we might live, His love hath been manifested

T
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to us. But as this translation of iv by to is possible, so also it

is necessary ; for the signification in is not suitable, as the sub-

ject here is not the manifestation of the love of God in our

inward nature.

'JEv TovT(p points forward to the words on tov vlhv avTov,

k.tJX. The Apostle describes Him as the Only-begotten, that

is, the Only (compare John i. 14 and 18, iii. 18), in order to

make emphatic the greatness and the depth of the love of God,

which gave up not only His own Son, but, over and above that.

His only Son (only in number and in essence), in order to save

us from death. On " sending into the world," compare John
iii. 17 and 36, and xvii. 4 and 5 : the expression of itself involves

the doctrine of Christ's pre-existence and divinity. " That we
might live through Him :"

—

^-Tjv is the comprehensive opposite of

that OdvaTo<; into which mankind had fallen through sin : com-

pare ch. iii. 14 above, and our remarks. The first person points

certainly to Christians, to believers ; but the opposition to un-

believers is not emphasized; and the predestinarian doctrine, that

Christ came into the world finaliter only for the elect, has no

support in this passage. The stress rests only upon the " might

liver

In ver. 10 St John lays the emphasis upon the truth that

love consists in this—not that we have loved God, but that He
loved us. First, we have to inquire, what the words mean, and

how they are to be construed ; then, what force they bear in

this place. 'H a^airr] is spoken of here in the widest generality

;

and it is quite wrong and illogical to explain it here by " the

love of God to us" (with Zwingli, Bullinger, Calvin, Grotius,

Liicke, De Wette, and others). For the expression, " The love

of God to us, consists not in our love to God, but in His love

to us," would have been no better than an unmeaning truism.

To what end could the Apostle have so formally stated what

was so plainly self-understood % No, he speaks quite generally

of tlie nature of love universally ; and expresses a thought of

much importance in itself, and of much moment for what fol-

lows, viz., that all loving (by which, according to the context,

we are to understand, as was shown upon ver. 7, only the true

and perfectly unselfish loving) consists—that is, has its root

—

in this, not that we have loved God, but in this, that He hath

loved us. Love, according to its essence, has its source in GocVs
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love to lis, not in our love to God : tliat is the Apostle's thought.

It is, in its nature, not a striving upward towards God which

jn'oceeds from vum, but a flame which proceeds from God, and

thereby enkindles men ; in its nature, therefore, it is divine,

and flows from the essence of God. " Our love is nothing but

the production and copy of the perfect love of God" (Diister-

dieck) ; and, indeed, of that love which lie hath manifested in

the sending of His Son. The words iv Toincp ecrriv are there-

fore already explained in this : " Love is therein, that, etc.,"

means, that " love has its essential existence (and also the

source and root of its being) in this, that, etc." Ou^ on does

not stand instead of otl ov'^ (Grotius, Lange) ; that would rob

the passage of its sense and meaning, as if love should consist

in this, that we have not loved God. And the antithesis, aX>C

oTt, shows of itself that ov-^ cannot belong to riyaTrijcrafxev, but

that the former on depends upon ou^. It is a still greater per-

version to take (with v. Meyer and others) ov-^ on—rov Oeov

as a little clause by itself, which depends upon the aXX' on,

being placed first only for the sake of emphasis ; in which case

we should have to construe :
" Herein is love, on— otc ou^

rjixei'^ Tj'yaTDjaajjiev top ©eov— avro<i r^'yainiaev i]iJLa<i (that is,

because, while we loved not God, He nevertheless loved us)."

But what then is the meaning of the aXKa^. The sentence

may, however, be construed without the least difficulty by sup-

plying after ou^ an eV rovTw, on which the first otl may depend

;

and, after aXkd, a second ev TovTfo, on which the second on may
depend. After the Apostle had begun to declare in what love

positively consists, he breaks off, and says previously in what it

does not consist. " Plerein is love—not (in this) that we loved

God, but (in this) that Pie loved us, and gave His Son to be the

propitiation for our sins." 'lXacryu-09 is not " atonement," but

" propitiation :" atonement, reconciliaiio, is KaraXXcry^ ; while

i\aafji6<; is, on the other hand, exjnatio— that by means of which

it is rendered possible that God, who must manifest His 0/377;

against unexpiated sin, should put an end to this 0/0777, and

exhibit Himself as TXeca? towards men. Compare the excursus

above on ch. i. 9, and the remarks on ch. ii. 2.

And now it is easy to discern \Anth what object and purpose

St John has expanded and emphasized this thought in vcr. 10

;
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to ^A^t, that love, according to its essential being, lias its root, not

in our love to God, but in God's love to us. This serves to lay

the foundation, and prepare the way, for the demonstration to

be given in vers. 13-1 6, how the two distinguishing marks of

the iTvev/jLa Seov—the acknowledgment of the incarnation of

Jesus Christ, and love—are internally and organically con-

nected. Love is not something simply different from that con-

fession, and which may be separated from it ; love is, in its very

nature, not something which has its root in the act, and con-

duct, and will of man in himself,—not something merely ethical

which may be sundered from the religious element : it is rather

in its nature an act of God, an outflowing of the essence of

God, who in His nature is love (ver. 8) ; all (true) love has its

root in the love of God to us ; and this love of God to us, again,

is not anything bodiless and vague, but has become incorpo-

rate, and concentrated, and manifested, in the sending of His

only-begotten Son to be our propitiation. He who has not yet

known and experienced tliis central-act of the love of God to

us, has not yet known and experienced the love of God to us, and

is not yet enkindled by it. And he who is not enkindled by the

flame of this love of God to us, has, generally, no share in the

nature of love ; for, to desire to love from self is a false and

spurious love,— a love which has not its source in the love and

act of the God of love, is not love at all. Thus has St John

here already shown that true ar^airav cannot at all exist without

faith in the incarnation of Jesus Christ, and that he who denies

this can have no share in ar^aivr) : that is, in other words, that

both those distinguishing marks do really most organicallr/ coin-

cide ; and that the latter of them, love, cannot possihly exist ivhen

the fo7'mer is loanting.

But, that the first also— faith in the love of God, as sending

Jesus Christ—cannot exist without the second, he shows in vers.

11, 12 ; only that he here (conformably with the nature of the

case) utters the theoretical demonstration of that in the form

of an ohligation (similarly as, in ver. 7, the introduction of the

second mark had begun in the form of an ea;hortation). Hence

also the affectionate address, uyaTrrjroi, is repeated; which accord-

ingly serves not for the introduction of a new section (for ver. 1

1

is logically connected with ver. 9), but only of a new member of

the train of thought.
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Ver. 11 has the form of a logical inference. "If God hath

loved us so much, we are bound to love one another." The
middle-term between the premiss and the conclusion is omitted

;

not, however, that the reader may arbitrarily supply it, but be-

cause St John purposes to introduce it afterwards in ver. 12.

But this verse has been variously viewed. According to

the opinion of Zwingli, Bullinger, a Lapide, Diisterdieck, and

Huther, the words Qeov ouSeU ircoTroTe redearaL (in which reOe-

UTac cannot mean the spiritual seeing or knowing, contrary to

ver. 7, but only the bodily ; so that only the invisibility of God
is here expressed, and not that God cannot be known) occupy

the place, and have the force, of a concessive clause. " It is

true that God is invisible ; but, if we love one another. He is

not the less on that account in us." This logical relation of

concession, however, would yield a good meaning only if it were

easier, considered in itself, for a visible nature to dwell in us

than for an invisible. Hence, we must decidedly give the pre-

ference to another view (that of Calvin and Liicke). St John
will illustrate how, and to Avhat extent, the love of God to us

leads to our obligation of brotherly-love. God Himself in His

own person is not visible to us, so that we might in act make
known and demonstrate our love and gratitude to Him imme-

diately : on that account, we have no other opportunity of de-

monstrating our love to Him than by exhibiting that love to

those in whom God invisibly dwells ; but in those He invisibly

dwells, in whom His nature (and that is love) dwelleth. This

then is the sentiment of our verse : Because (not although j but

because) God is invisible. His abiding in us can be demonsti*ated

only (not by a visible manifestation of God in us, but) by

His nature (that natiu'e which He manifested to us in the

sacrifice of His Only-begotten) being exhibited in us, and our

acts and dispositions— that is, by our showing forth this same

self-sacriHcing love. And thus is explained why (in ver. 10),

from the love of God to us, the obligation follows that we should

love one another : we can approve our return of love towards the

Invisible, only by our manifesting (in the visible relation in

which we stand, thus in relation to men) the reflection of that

nature of God, or rather our being penetrated and pervaded by

that nature. Kal rj aydirr} ainov iv rj/xiv rereXeLcofxevri ecniv is

the reading of Cod. A., Vulg., and others ; on the other hand,
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Cod. B. places the words ev oj/xlv before ia-Tiv. The sense re-

mains the same. The expression is to be explained as in ch.

ii. 5. 'H djaTrr) avrov is not, 1, the love of God to us, onesidedly

viewed. For, tliat love cannot in itself be perfected hi/ this

means, that we love one another ; nor is it perfected under the

condition that we love one another ; for, according to ver. 10, the

perfected love of God precedes all our love, for ever in itself

imperfect, and lies at the foundation of it. Nor can, 2, the

a'ydiTT] avTov be our love to God, again onesidedly viewed. For,

in this case, the iv rj/jiiv would be superfluous, as it was in the

former case unsuitable. But, 3, r) dydirr] avTov here, as in ch.

ii. 5, defines the mutual relation of love between God and us.

(Zwingli : Est itaqxie certissimum amicitice foederis et conjunc-

tionis Dei signum dilectio et caritas Christiana mutua. Bullin-

ger : Proinde spiritus ille caritatis utrumque conjunxit, homini

Deum et Deo hominem ; caritas itaque Christiana certissimum

signum est gratiw divinoe, amicitice et conjunctionis?) And now
the ev rj/jciv has its own most important place. This relation of

love between us and God is on the part of God perfected at

the outset ; but it will be and is perfected also in us, if we love

one another. (Quite analogous with the sentiment of ch. ii. 5.)

In VERS. 13-16 the two marks—the confession of Jesus

Christ appearing in the flesh, vers. 2, 3, and the love, ver. 7

seq.— are embraced together in their organic unity. 'Ev tovtm,

ver. 13, does not point back— as the construction of the clauses

itself shows—to what was said in vers. 11, 12, to love (in which

case ver. 13 would be, moreover, a mere tautological repetition

of ver. 12) ; but it points forward to the clause, otl m rod

7rvevfiaT0<i avrov SeScoKev rjfiiv. By this, that God hath given to

tis of His Spirit, we know that ive abide in Him. and He in us.

Here we perceive that the mark just mentioned, " if we love

one another," is substituted by another, ore e'/c rev irvevfiaro^,

K.r.X. ; and it is thus indicated that the standing in love, or the

exercise of reciprocal love, is a result, and consequently itself

again a mark, of the 'jrvevfia ©eov. And thus the second distin-

guishing mark, love, is declared to be as much a mark of the rrvev/xa

@eov as in the first paragraph, \ers. 1-6, the confession of the in-

carnation had been declared to be. Only, as St John has thus

placed the 7rv€vfj,a Qeov in connection with both marks—now
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with the second, as before with the first—he passes over at once,

in ver. 14, to exhibit the two marks in their relation to each other,

and in their combined orga7iic groivth. For this important point

lie had ah-eady, in vers. 9, 10, preparatorily laid the foundation.

In vers. 14, 15, he testifies that he had seen that the Father

sent the Son as a Redeemer into the world ; and repeats the

statement of vers. 2, 3, that the confession that Jesus is the Son
of God is the mark or sign of abiding in God (which, according

to ver. 13, is identical with the mark of the possession of the

irvevjjia Qeov). But immediately, in vers. 16, 17, he places this

in internal relation to love. In this dwelling of God in those

who acknowledge Christ, we have known and believed the love

of God working in us ; we have known that God is love, and

thence it follows immediately that the abiding in love is a mark
of abiding in God.

" And we," ver. 14, signifies, as the subject to " have seen

and bear witness," the Apostle and his fellow-witnesses of the

manifestation of Jesus Christ in the flesh, ©edadai denotes,

as in ver. 12, physical seeing; without, however, involving a

designed reference back to ver. 12. On fiaprvpovfjiev compare

the observations upon ch. ii. 1. The clause with ore is clear

:

it is a condensed repetition of the thought of ver. 9. Movoyevrj

is not reproduced here ; and the clause, " that we might live

through Him," is summed up and included in the apposition,

" the Saviour of the world." The Koafio^ is mentioned as the

object of the aa^eiv (as in ver. 9), because the humanity which

is to be saved, to be redeemed, is simply the not-yet-7'edeemed man-
kind, which still lies under the ban of sin and death; and there-

fore that which in the New Testament, and specifically in St

John, is denoted by o Koa/xo-i. When the subject treated of is

the general scope and design of the incarnation of Christ, and

therefore redemption generally, the object to be redeemed must

be simply exhibited as only the unsaved world. In other words,

we cannot say with any propriety that Christ is the " Redeemer
of the redeemed ;" for, those who are noiv redeemed stood in

need of a Redeemer as they were previously unredeemed, and

therefore the Koajjua. The question, whether Christ came with

tlie design to save all the individuals of this unredeemed world,

or only a portion of them, does not in the most distant way
enter into the text.
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In ver. 15 the confession of vers. 2, 3 is recapitulated in a

more compendious and concise form : ort ^Irjaov<i icniv 6 vio<i rod

&€ov. However, in this concise form the contrast and opposi-

tion to the Corinthian gnosis comes out into more rigid expres-

sion. According to Cerinthus, neither was the man Jesus

identical with the ^on Christ, nor was the ^on Christ ac-

knowledged as the Son of God. Moreover, this briefer formula

of the 6/jio\o<yla is of great importance for our own time. We
have in it an authentic interpretation of the method of formula

in vers. 2, 3 : it goes, in the expression vio<; rod Seov (which was

prepared for by vers. 9 and 14), beyond the statement of vers.

2, 3; and we therefore see that those are deeply in error who,

instead of interpreting vers, 2, 3 in the sense of ver. 15, first

reduce the declaration of vers. 2, 3 to their own un-Johannaean

meaning, and then deduce from those words the inference that

it is by no means necessary to confess the Divinity of Jesus

Christ, but that whosoever only confesses that Jesus Christ

appeared as man for the salvation of the world, nmst be ac-

knowledoed to be a true Christian. Accordincj to St John,

verily not so !

Ver. 16 is most strictly connected with ver. 15. It is

wrong therefore, with Huther and others, to assert that the koX

^fiei<; is perfectly parallel with the koI rjneh of ver. 14, and

therefore includes only the Apostles. St John in ver. 14 by

no means intended to set up any wall of partition between eye-

witnesses and those who were not eyewitnesses of the life of

Jesus ; but all the emphasis lay upon the predicative idea, " loe

have seen and bear icifness." The certainty of the truths of

salvation is what he makes prominent (" we have seen and

testifi/^'), and not any distinction between the teachers and the

taught (we have seen and bear witness : ye have not seen it

yourselves, but must receive it on our testimony"). It appears

as it were only involuntarily in ver. 14, from the (solely em-

phasized) predicative idea, that the subject "we" must be undez'-

stood, as the nature of the case required, of the witnesses of

the life of Jesus. Now, if St John introduced in ver. 4 no

distinction between the teachers and the hearers, we cannot

assume any such distinction down to ver. 16 ; else the ?;yL6et9 of

ver. 17 also must be understood of the eyewitnesses alone !

Kather does our kuI 7)fiei<i derive its precision and meaning
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from the reference to o? dv, ver. 15. It is quite analogous to

the vfjbel<i, ver. 4, Avliieh follows the ttuv vrvevfxa 6, ver. 2 and

ver. 3. After the Apostle had in ver. 15 laid down the general

proposition, that if any man confess Jesus, God ahideth in him,

so now he makes the declaration that with " us," that is, hirn

and his readers, this was the case.

Thus this twofold truth, that "we acknowledge Jesus Chris^t

as the Son of God, and that accordingly God dwelleth in us,"

has its reality in the " r}fiel<;J" But the Apostle expresses this

twofold fact, ver. 16, in an altered form ; that is, in the words,

" We have known and believed the Ioac which God hath ev

rjiMv^ It is here most weighty and significant, that that con-

fession of the Divinity of Christ which involves or includes in

itself the indwelling of God, now appears as the having known

the love ivliich God hath in us. Thus these two marks, the ojxo-

Xoyia, vers. 2, 3, and the ajaTTT), ver. 7 seq., appear in their

perfect identity and organic penetration. That confession of

Jesus the Son of God is, according to vers. 1-6, and according

to vers. 14, 15, not any theoretical doginatizing, but altogether

the result and the manifestation of the beino- and rulinij of

God in us. That confession, namely, presupposes, according

to vers. 9, 10, and vers. 14, 15, our having vitally known the

love of God manifested in the sending of Christ ; but it is a

living and real knowledge, that is, the being seized, and pos-

sessed, and kindled by that love. (Thus it is explained how,

and how far, in ver. 15 that confession may be identified with

the abiding of God in us.) Thus, the standing in that confes-

sion (that is, therefore, the having known the love of God, and

the being enkindled by it, and consequently the being essen-

tially penetrated by God abiding in us) is no other than (ver. 1 6)

the " having known the love of God ;^ not merely the love which

He objectively manifested, as a love to us, in the sending of

Christ, but at the same time that love with which He hath

enkindled ourselves, which He hath kindled in iis, and by

means of which, as being PI is own nature. He worketh in ns.

Therefore St John writes, " The love which God hath ev rj^lvP

To interpret ev by to is, as we have seen, impracticable. In

ver. 9 it was dependent upon i<f>avepa)67}, and might be so trans-

lated ; but here it depends upon ep^ety, and cannot bear that

sense. 'Ev ijfxlv cannot, furthermore, have the meaning which
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would make the r^fjueh the object of the love of God (Luther,

Calvin, Beza, Calovius, Grotius, etc.). St John had a good

reason for choosing specifically this expression, and writing ev

rjfuv. It is not his manner to arrange the individual links of

his chain of thought in dialectic continuity, and thus logically

to unfold his meaning ; on the contrary, he selects his expres-

sions so profoundly, and uses them with such plastic power, that

i]i one single expression a whole series of preceding intuitions

are as it were summed up and reflected. Thus, as we have

shown above at length, the entire series of the intuitions de-

veloped, vers. 2, 3, vers. 9, 10, vers. 14, 15, are concentred and

summed up in our expression, iyvooKa/xev /cat ireTnaTevKafiev rr]v

ayaTrrjv rjv e^et o ©eo? iv rj/xlv. In our knowing and ha^dng

believed in Christ, the incarnate Son of God, we have known
and believed the love of God; but, since this knowing and

believing is no subjective theoretical action of ours, but an

essential manifestation of God's nature in us—His working,

ruling, and being in us,—we have known not merely, as it were,

the love which God hath to us, but His loving ivhich He dis-

plays in us. 'H ar/aTrr] rjv e'^et 6 0eo9 iv rj/uv is no other than

an exposition of the idea of the relation of love between God
and us, with which we were met in ch. ii. 5, and again in

ch. iv. 12. That is, this love-relation between God and us does

not consist (as it would in the case of two men) in this, that

God loveth man, and man again loveth God, both being reci-

procally loving, and standing as it were independently ; but in

this (comp. ver. 10, and below, ver. 19), that God hath in fact

and act manifested in us His nature, which is love, and thereby

enkindled love in us : so that, if we love (Him and our brethren),

it is in reality not we who love, but God who loveth in us, and

in us rrjv aydTrrjv avrov e^et.—The 'yivaxTKetv and triareveLv

belong inseparably to each other : the jivaxTKeiv is not that

theoretical, theological knowledge, concerning which the pro-

position holds good, Jides pra'cedit intellectum ; but it is, in the

specific Johannffian sense (as in ch. ii. 3 and 13, iv. 7), that

being penetrated, enlightened, and enkindled by the nature of

God which simply coincides with the inareveiv, and is as much
the root as the result of the iricrTi^. The Apostle might have

been content to write only e'yvwKaixev ; but he adds TreTTLarev-

KUfxev in order to make it prominent that the Trtarevetv, the
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receptive self-sinTcndcr to God, is not merely tlie primiti\e

instrument, but on our side the abiding immanent foundation,

of that relation of love between God and us.

" God is love ; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God,

and God in him." These words at the conclusion make the

idea of the djaTrr], fjv e-^et 6 ©eo? ev rj/xlv, and the organic con-

nection of the confession with the love, perfectly clear. I'o

know the love which God hath towards and in us, includes two

things : 1. to know (vers. 9 and 15) the act of Divine fove in

the mission of His Son ; and, 2. ourselves to stand and abide

in this nature of God, which is love. It is obvious that in these

words not brotherly-love alone, but love absolutely, is spoken

of. " To abide in love " does not mean merely to abide in the

exercise of love, or to persevere in the disposition of love, but

to abide in the nature of love ; and it includes both in itself

—

that we abide in the love of God to us, in the faith in God's

love, and that we abide in the spirit of love to God and the

brethren.—It is only when we apprehend the Avords in this

generality of meaning, that we can attach to them ver. 17 with-

out violence.

In VERS. 17-19 begins the practical hortatory expansion of

the subject : this goes on down to ch. v. 2 ; and then, without

any direct interruption of the train, the Apostle passes on, by

means of the transitional ideas of ver. 3, to the last section of

this Part. St John now more fully unfolds, that, and in what

I)recise manner, the presence of God's Spirit may be discerned

in this double sign (the confession of Jesus the Son of God,

and love). In vers. 17-19 the former and more dogmatic sign

is considered ; though no longer in its pm^ely dogmatic form, as

above, vers. 2, 8, but now in the relation to the ctyaTrr) Geov

which it has assumed in vers. 13-16. From ver. 20 to ch. v. 2

the Apostle dwells upon the second sign, love to the brethren.

Ver. 17. ^Ev tovtw TereXelcoTai rj wydiTT) jxeB' rjfiwv, k.t.X.

The first question here is, whether fieO' rj/naw is to be connected

with the verb, and the sense, " love is perfected icith us ;" or

whether yu.e^' rjficov belong to the noim 17 d'yuTrr]— which hei\',

though not in ver. 7, would be grammatically tenable, because

there is nothing intervening, to separate them in sense, between

uyuTrr} and /xerd. (Compare 2 Cor. vii. 7 ; Col. i. 4 and 8 ;
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Eph. i. 15 ; Winer, Gram. § 19.) The former construction is

altogether untenable. For, the preposition ^lerd has the mean-

ing inter, among ; and, consequently, specifies a multiplicity of

objects or persons between and among whom something takes

place ; a signification which absolutely forbids its being con-

nected with the verb rereXeLcorai. It yields no meaning to say,

" Love is perfected among us, in our midst." If the Apostle

had intended to express the idea that " among us, or loiih us"

—

that is, on our part—love is made perfect, then it would have

been necessary that he should Avrite ev. This signification of

the fjberd, that is inter, would be more appropriate, when we
connect fieO' rj/xwv with the noun : the love which we have

among us, that is, our reciprocal love, is made perfect, etc. But

this does not suit the context ; for reciprocal brotherly-love

cannot be made perfect in confidence against the day of judg-

ment.

The true explanation is given by Benson and Rickli, when
they interpret, " the love (of God) with us," that is, the love

which subsists between God and us ; thus, that simple relation

of love of which the Apostle had spoken in ver. 12, and just

now again in ver. 16. We are perfectly justified in appealing

to 2 Cor. xiii. 13, "The love of God be fieO' vfxwvP And the

objection, that " St John never combines together God and men
in ^/jbeL<i" does not affect our position in the least ; since we in-

terpret, " the love of God with W5," and the rifilv, therefore,

refers only to men. The question, then, whether the love here

bears the onesided meaning of the love of God towards us, or

(which is not in harmony with the context) the onesided mean-

ing of our love to God, or God and the bretlu'en,— falls at once

before a sound exposition.

The \ove-reUition of God 2vith us,—thus St John defines it

expressly as a mutual relation. That relation, however, is espe-

cially viewed as having its basis and finding its origin in God ;

since it is not now iv that the Apostle uses, but /jLerd in the sense

of 2 Cor. xiii. 13 : thus this relation of love, viewed especially

on the side of God, is perfected iv tovtm, Xva Trapprjcriav e^cofiev

ev rf] rjfMepa r^? KpLcreoi<;. Bengel and others have referred iv

rovTU), " in this," backwards to the closing words of ver. 16, Kal

6 fievcov, K.T.X. But this is not right ; for the theoretical de-

claration that love is perfected by the " abiding in love," does
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not furnish any consolatory meaning ; nor would tlie telle clause

with iW logically connect itself with this theoretical instruction.

Beza, Socinus, and others referred the ev tovtw to the words

ort, Ka6(o<; k.t.X. ; but that would be to assume a hyperbatoii

quite alien to the style of St John. All these artifices are un-

necessary ; for St John in John xv. 8 lets a 'iva follow an ev

rovTO). All that need be said concerning this Johanna^an iva,

has already been said above on ch. iii. 11 and 23. We have

not to explain Iva by wcrre (Bengel), or orav ; but must, after

the analogy of the former passages, translate :
" In this is the

love (of God) with us perfected, that we should have confidence

in the day of judgment." That means to say: In this— that

the ivill of God, that we should have confidence in the day of

judgment, is internally made known to us, and (already) ap-

proves itself in us as a power (of confidence)— the relation of

love between God and us is demonstrated to be perfected. But

we must not interpret :
" Therein, that we should have (= shall

have) confidence in the day of judgment, ivill one day the rela-

tion of love between God and us be perfected ;" for the Perfect

TereXelcoTat pleads against this. Concerning the rjfxipa t*'}?

Kplaeca, compare ch. ii. 28.

The relation of love between God and us has been made

perfect in this, that we know, feel, and by inward experience

are already assu.red, that we shall stand before the judgment-

seat of Christ, not with trembling, but with joyful confidence.

Love is thus not merely an external mark of Divine adoption ;

but is also zfee//" perfected in confidence towards God— in whom
it no longer contemplates a Judge, but a reconciled Father

—

and towards Christ, in whom it beholds, not the Judge, but the

(JbiTrjp.

To this is attached the elucidation or reason : otl, Ka6u}<t

eKetv6<i earIV, Kal ri/jiei^ ecrfxev ev tm Kocrfifp. ^EKetvo^ certainly

refers (after the analogy of ch. ii. 6) not to God (Augustin,

Calovius, Beza, Castalio), but to Christ. 'S/ceti/o? points back

here to vers. 14, 15, as ch. ii. 6 does to ch. ii. 1. For the rest,

these words present many and great difficulties to the expositor.

It does not seem perfectly plain hoiv they serve either for the

establishment or for the illustration of what precedes. The first

point to be settled is, whether the point of comparison between

Christ and us lies in the words, " in this world "— that is, if we
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must interpret, "for as He is, so we are also, in the loorld;''^

equivalent to, "for as He is in the world, so we are in the

world." What makes against this explanation is, first of all,

the verbal arrangement of the clause. We should expect, on

that supposition, either that the words eV tm Kocrfjutc tovtw would

be found before ia-rlv, in the first member of the clause ; or,

secondly, that iarlv would be entirely omitted, and the sentence

run : ort, Ka6a><i e/cetvo?, koX rj/jieL<; iv rco Koa-fio) Tovrco iafxev. Yet

this difficulty would disaj)pear if only we consider iarlv to be

unemphatic, and the words iv toj Koafio) Tovrcp to be placed loith

emphasis at the end of the sentence. A second obstacle to that

interpretation is the inappropriateness of the thought which

results. To take eariv as used instead of r)v would meet the

difficulty ; but we have no right to do that. In that case—or

if the reading were rjv—the very appropriate sentiment would

be : " As Christ once was in the midst of an evil world, so we
also are now in it ; and therefore we look forward to the rjfiepa

Kplaeoo^ij as the day of our deliverance, not with anxiety but with

joyful confidence. The Judge, who will come, will come, not

as our enemy, but as the world's enemy and our deliverer."—
But the Present ia-rt appears to us to forbid this interpretation.

" As He is," says the Apostle ; but Christ, since His ascension,

has been no longer in this visible world (Col. iii. 1, 2) ; the

" being in the world," therefore, cannot possibly be adduced as

the tertium comparationis between Christ and us. Grammati-

cally considered, it must appear strange that St John does not

follow the plain KaOax; by a oijTQ}<i (ovroi^ koX r}/xec<i, k.t.X.) ; but,

in fact, even a KaOco^;— oijTco<i would not be sufficient to express

that thought ; St John would have needed to write, on oi09

eKelv6<i iart, roiovrot koI icrfiev 7j/jLel<;. (The addition ev tm

Koa-fiw TovTw appears, on this view, almost superfluous and in-

harmonious.) And even then the passage would remain obscure

and enigmatical enough. We should have expected that St

John would make the quality, in which the tertium compara-

tionis between Christ and us was to consist, specially emphatic

by mentioning it (as he, e.g., has done in ch. ii. 6, "As He walked,

so we must walk) ; for in the context there is nothing specified

by which we might discover what meaning St John attached

to his words. And not only so : there is a second difficulty

—

that in fact we cannot conceive of any qualitative likeness
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between Christ and us which might serve to establish or give

the reason for the proposition that love is perfected in our con-

fidence against the judgment. To estimate this difficulty, we
need only glance at the shifts of all the expositors. Luther ex-

plains : As Christ is in the world as a sufferer, so we also suffer

;

—but the icrrlv does not suit that interpretation. Tirinus and

Neander : As Christ is the Son of God, so we are the adopted

sons of God. Sander : As Christ is (that is, ivas) in the world,

without being of the world, so are we also. Diisterdieck, re-

currino- to his notion of the main theme beino; rin;]iteousness

(ch. ii. 29) : As Christ is righteous, so we also are righteous

(but in how different a sense !). Kickli : As Christ is temptable

(is ?), so we also are liable to temptation. Pluther : As Christ

is love, so love dwelleth in us also. Others, despairing of any

definite view, find in the Ka6o)<; k.t.\. merely the general notion

of a relation of nature between Christ and us. But St John

must have expressed this last otherwise than by the unusual

adverbial Ka6co<i ; and, as it respects this and some of the other

views, our confidence in prospect of the judgment cannot pos-

sibly be grounded upon our likeness to Christ, but only upon

God's love manifested in Christ.

After all that has been said, we contemplate the words in

question without any clear conception of their meaning : how-

ever easily they may be despatched by other expositors, they

greatly embarrass me. One might be almost tempted to take

refuge in the boldness of conjecture, and to read OTTflX in-

stead of EXTINl That, indeed, would remove at a stroke

every difficulty. Then would the fatal Pres. ia-Tiv be set aside,

and the sense would supply an rjv to the eK€Lvo<i : Ka6a><; ovrco<i

would not indeed bear the meaning, " We are, not less tlian He,

in the world," but the meaning, " We are, in the same manner

as He was, in the world." This w^ould yield the appropriate

sentiment, that, because we find ourselves, as Christ did once,

in this world (this wicked world)—even as He, that is, as not

belonging to the world—we may look forward, not with terror,

but with confidence, to His coming into judgment.—But, as

such a conjecture will hardly be allowed by a criticism which

scrupulously watches in the domain of Biblical exegesis, nothing

remains but that we adopt one of two courses. We may either,

1. take ioTTLv in the sense of an historical Present, and regard
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St John as havino; in his mind the humihated state of Christ

living npon the earth, but without consciously taking note of

the difference between the Past and the Present (as in John

V. 2), and laying all the stress upon the iKelvo<i,—the eari being

an emphasized and indifferent addition ; or, 2. we may take

ea-rlv as an actual Present, and refer the KaOoi-^ eKeLv6<i eariv

to this, that Christ is still in a certain sense— that is, in the

Church, which is His body— in this wdcked world. On the

former supposition, the sense appears :
" We look forward with

confidence to the judgment. For, as Christ stands before us

suffering, persecuted (before our eyes), so we also are in this

evil world ; and hence rejoice<in the hope of our deliverance."

On the latter supposition, the sense would be this :
" We look

forward with confidence to the judgment ; for, as He (in His

Church, and in the persons of His people) is persecuted still by
the wicked world, we also are in this world (as sheep among
wolves)." This last explanation seems to be opposed by the

circumstance that we, rjfjuei'i, are nothing distinguished from the

Church of Christ, and which might be compared with it, but

that we are members and integral portions of that Church itself.

St John's conception, lying at the basis of all this, is supposed

to be : That which we have now to suffer in the world, is a

yjersecution directed properly against Christ Himself; we are

not otherwise in this wicked world than our Lord Himself is in

us ; we suffer with Him and for His sake ; and, consequently,

we all have reason to look forward with joyful confidence to

His return in judgment uj)on this «ocr/xo9.

In ver. IS St John continues the leading thought which

had been begun in ver. 17, that love is perfected in the irapprjaia.

Fear is not in love—iariv as verhum siihstantivum—fesiY has in

love, and the domain of love, no place. 'Ajd'n-r) is said with its

perfect generality of meaning : we must not limit it (with Calvin,

Calovius, Spener) to the love of God to us, which in itself

would be an inappropriate sense ; nor to our love to God ; nor

to our love to the brethren. The Apostle utters the altogether

universal judgment : Where love is, there is no fear; just as if

He had said : Where men love one another, men fear not one

another ; where a relation is established through love, fear has

no place. The two passions generally, according to their idea

and essence, exclude each other : this is St John's declaration,
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and lie lays it down as the ground of the special judgment

whicli had been pronounced in ver. 17, that the relation of love

subsisting between us and God is perfected in our Trapprjaia in

relation to God's judgment. "Perfect love casts out fear:"

here the proposition above is so far limited, that an imperfect

grade of love is conceived as compatible with fear ; while, on

the other hand, a perfect and perfected love drives all fear out

of the soul. This proposition also is to be apprehended as a

general judgment ; both these members of the general declara-

tion form the foundation of what had been said in ver. 17.

Because fear is not in love—that is, not in perfect love—there-

fore the TereXeiovaOaL of the love which subsists between us

and God shows itself in the absence and the positive contrary

of fear— in the Trappijcrla,— TeXeia ajdirr] does not denote a

sentiment, or a perfection of love itself, as if it meant a " per-

fectly pure and perfectly holy love;" but love is here again

contemplated as a relation, and a reXela ayaTrr) may be regarded

as existing between two persons, between whom there exists

nothing but love—love undisturbed by the presence of wrath,

or fear, or anything else that might qualify and abate its per-

fectness as a relation.

The general statement, "perfected love driveth out fear,"

is now on its own part established {oti) by the little clause, o

^6^0'i Kokaaiv e^et. The particle he shows that the following

clause, o he (f)o^ovpievo^, k.t.X., is not part of the reason assigned

— that is, does not also depend upon on. The more sparing St

John is of such particles, the more certain is it that, lohen he

uses them, he connects a definite meaning with them. If the

second clause, o ^o/Sov/xeva—which is essentially identical with

the judgment to be established, " perfect love casteth out fear"

—were still dependent upon the oVt, it must have been intro-

duced by ovv, ergo. But since this is not the case, it is only

the first clause which depends upon the on. The second, on

the contrary, forms the independent antithesis to the words,

" perfect love, etc."

K6\acn<; certainly bears the meaning of chastisement or

correction, not of torment or suffering. (Compare Matt. xxv.

46; Septuagint, Ezek. xliii. 11, xviii. 30; and Wisd. xi. 14;

2 Mace. iv. 38.) But we may not translate Kokaaiv ex^t by

"fear receives (at the judgment) punishment, or is punished;"

u
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nor by " deserves punishment" (De Wette). They simply sig-

nify, according to their literal et;yanological sense, "fear hath

chastisement;" but this cannot again be understood as "fear

bears its chastisement already in itself," or, " it carries with it

the consciousness of punishment" (Calovius, Neander) ; for

such a sentence could never serve for the proof or establish-

ment of the proposition, that perfect love casts out fear : such

a thought must have been connected with the preceding by Se

instead of ort. We may rather say that in KoXaacv e'^^ec that

attribute of fear is expressed, in virtue of which it is incom-

patible with perfected love. Hence, although KoXaac; means
" chastisement," we must necessarily assume that we have causa

'pro effectu (Augustin, Luther, Bengel), and that KoXaa-a really

signifies (as in Matt. xxv. 26) pain, torment, and anxiety. This

sentiment or feeling, however^ is altogether out of keeping and

irreconcilable with the affection of love.

The final sentence, 6 Be (po/Sov/xevo^;, k.t.\., is easily explained

by what has gone before. It appears obviously to be the aw-

tithesis of the clause, rj Se TeXela, k.t.X., but at the same time

involves the simple and self-evident conclusion which follows

from all that had been said.

In ver. 19 is repeated essentially the same thought as that

of ver. 10. "We love (as well God as our brethren), because

God hath first loved us." The love of God to us is the source

of all our love. This clause is connected with the former, not

by external dialectic conjunction, but by internal organic neces-

sity. To the exhibition and establishment of general propositions

in ver. 18, there follows once more (as in ver. 16 and ver. 4) a

declaration concerning the actual relation in which the r)/j,el'i

(St John and his readers) stand to these general propositions.

Fear is not in love,—perfect love casteth out fear; because

fear ever hath torment in it (anxious dread of punishment),

wdiich is irreconcilable with love. JVovj we have no fear : we

live and move in love;^ and that because God hath first loved

us (in the sending of a Redeemer) ; consequently, we need not

fear any futm'e punishment. Thus St John once more shows

how all our loving has its root in that love of God to us ; and

^ This connection, obvious as it is, is misapprehended by Luther, Grotius,

and many others, who take this dyx'Tra/iceu as a Conjunctive of exliortation.

Compare, on the contrary, Calvin, Bengel.
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that it is capable of being a love perfected in us—a reXeia

or/aTrr)—a love without fear—only because it is rooted in God's

love to us ; that is, in our having known and believed this love

of God to us. So wonderfully are these truths interwoven,

—

so gloriously do the lights of Divine truth and Divine love

sparkle and counterchange in this precious jewel,—that we may
simply invert the deduction without robbing it of any of its

truth. Love is perfected in confidence towards God, because

it has its root in the love of God to us (ver. 17 in I'elation to

ver. 18) ; and so it is itself, in its inmost nature, Trapprjaia, and

incompatible with fear (ver. 18). And again, because all loving

(ver. 18) is in its nature confidence, our loving (ver. 19) is

founded upon God's love to us.

It is impossible that the conjunction and reciprocal action

of faith in the incarnation of the Son of God, and love, should

be more internally and organically exhibited.

In CH. IV. 20-CH. v. 2 follows a second portion of the prac-

tical hortatory development. It was shown, vers. 17-19, how
love essentially has its root in our Trapprjala of faith in Christ

(ver. 19), and is again in that same Trapprjo-la made perfect.

—

Hitherto the idea of the confidence has been kept in view, and

with it the love of God displayed in Christ as its foundation
;

and the Jlrst of the two marks (vers. 2, 3) has been made matter

of observation. Now the Apostle directs his view to the second

mark, that of brotherly-love, ver. 7; and it is shown how and

in what way it also practically approves itself to be a note of

the TTvevfxa Qeov.

Ver. 20. St John has laid it down as a fact, ver. 19, that

we live in a state of love (and not in fear). In vers. 17-19,

although the words of ver. 18 treat of love generally as such, the

idea and nature of loving, our relation of love to God, had be-

come the subject, as it had been already in vers. 12 and 16. St

John had already demonstrated, on the practical ethical side,

that, and in what manner, love to God icas organically connected

icith the believing confession of Jesus Christ. But now it is his

pui'pose to show further, that, and in what manner, love to the

brethren is organically and interncdly hound up ivith love to God.

lie passes over to this in the way of ob^^ating a possible mis-

imderstanding. A man might have plainly perceived, from
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what liacl been said, that love must be bound up Avitli a believ-

ing confession ; but he might, at tlie same time, have fallen

into the delusion that love to God was enough, and accordingly

have suffered hhnself to continue in hatred to his brother. The
Apostle now shows that he who does not love the brethren is

not included in the declaration rjfxel<; ajaTrcofxev, ver. 19. "If

a man sen/, I love God, and hate his brother, he is a liar." The
Apostle does not write idv ri? cvyaTrfj rov Seov, k.t.\., any more

than St James (ch. ii. 14) writes eav iriGTiv Tt<? eyrj. One
passage serves for the elucidation of the other. As he who has

not works actually has not faith, but only says he has it, so

he who hates his brother cannot actually love God, but only

says that he loves Him : this A-ery assurance of his makes him

a liaT,

That is to say (so continues St John), it is quite impossihh

that any OTie icJio hateth his brother sJwuld love God. "For,"

he proceeds, " he that loveth not his brother, whom he hath seen,

how can he love God, whom he hath not seen V The vis argu-

menti does not lie in this (Huther), that it is easier to love a

visible than to love an invisible being, and that he who has

failed of the former will much more fail of the latter. For

this is not true in itself : to love a person who stands visibly

before me, and who it may be has injured me, is by no means

easier than to love a person whom I have never seen, but of

whose character I have heard nothino; but fjood. In this aro-u-

mentation of the Apostle the question is not of " easier" and
" more difficult." Still less are we to assume, with some, that

the Apostle presupposes no love generally to be possible without

the object being seen ; for it would follow from that, that we
cannot love God (compare ver. 12). But the vis argumenti lies

in what is said in ver. 12. Because we (such was the idea there)

cannot behold God with our eyes, we have no other opportunity

of demonstrating to Him our love in act than by showing our

love to those in ivhom He dwells. And it is demonstrated that

He dwells in us by this, that His nature, love, dAvells in us, and

that we exercise like Him self-renouncing (consequently, also,

forgiving) love. Sander rightly observes on this verse :
" He

who will not discern, and does not honour, the image of God
in his brother, despises thereby the antitype, God Himself."

And so Calvin: " The Apostle lier« assumes that God offers
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Illmsclf to us in the pei'sons of men, who bear His image en-

graven upon them. St John means no more than that he

makes a vain boast, who professes to love God while he neglects

God's image before his eyes." Thus we have not here a con-

clusio a minori ad majus—"He who cannot love his visible

brother, can still less love the invisible God." The visibility of

the one and the invisibility of the other do not come into view

in order to make prominent the difference or distance between

God and the brethren ; but, inversely, the " hath seen" and
" hath not seen" refer back to ver. 12, and serve to make em-

phatic the relation and connection between the invisible God and

the visible images or representatives of God, in Avliom He pre-

sents to us the objects on which oiu' love must be spent. And
the sense is this :

" He who loveth not his brother, whom he

seeth, cannot be assumed to ' love God the Invisible ; because

he who should love God must necessarily love also God's nature

when it is visibly presented before him."

By a delicate distinction, St John Avrites in the former half

of the verse fito-fj, bvit in the latter [xri aryairMV. In the former

case, he would describe the actual position of one who- says that

he loves God, and nevertheless so far errs as to suffer himself to

bear hatred to his brother in his heart. It was then needful to

make the contrast sharp and express, and therefore to show the

uttermost point to which an erring conscience may in this respect

be misled. The Apostle speaks in presence of the experienced

fact, that a man sometimes does utter his assurance that he loves

God, while he nourishes in his heart hatred against his neigh-

bour.—But in the latter case, where the Apostle is laying down
a doctrinal position, the mere not-hating is insufficient ; it is ne-

cessary that he should enforce the positive requirement that the

Christian should love his brother. Hence he writes :
" He that

loveth not his brother, etc."

'^SeX<^09 must, considered in itself, express nothing more

here than it expressed above in ch. iii. 14, etc. The meaning

of the Apostle is certainly not that we ought to love only our

fellow- Christians, while we may hate those wlio are still unre-

generate. How could the Apostle have forgotten the word of

his Lord in Luke x. 30-37 ? But, havincp the church to v.hich

he writes before his eyes, the relation of Christians to Christians

hovers specifically before his thoughts, since in this case a ixiaeiv
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would be doubly to be reprobated. And this helps to explain

the reason which follows in ch. v. 1.

In ver. 21 he emphatically points to the fact that we have

an express commandment of the Lord, to the effect that he who
loveth God, love his brother also. (Compare John xiii. 34,

and especially Luke x. 27.)

In ch. V. 1 follows a further establishment of this point.

And it is not to be explained simply on the presupposition that

St John from ver. 20 onwards had in his view the relation

generally between Christians and Christians. The latent limi-

tation is to be accounted for by the kind of demonstration which

the Apostle here adduces. It is his business now to exhibit the

requirement of brotherly-love (like that of love to God, above,

vers. 17-19) in its organic connection With, faith in the incarna-

tion of the Son of God.

TIa<i 6 TTtarevcov, on, 'It/ctoO? icnlv 6 ICpLaro^ : this is, as

compared with ch. iv. 2 seq., and 15, the third and shortest for-

mula of the confession ; it expresses, as opposed to the Corinthian

disjunction of the man Jesus from the Christ, simply and only

the identity of Jesus and the Christ -} it was needless to repeat

the further particulars, after the preceding passages had de-

veloped the individual critical points involved in the idea of the

incarnation—that He is the only-begotten Son of God, who
became man, vers. 9 and 15, and that He had come iv crapKi,

ver. 2. Now he that hath this faith

—

Tria-TeveLv being obviously

taken in the sense of ch. iv. 16, and therefore not the mere

theoretical acceptance of the proposition—is born of God (this

is evident of itself from a comparison of ch. iv. 16 with ch. ii.

29 and ch. iii. 1 seq.) ; koI Tra? o ayaircov rov yevvijaavra (that

is TOP Oeov, of whom he is born, as had just been said ; but

not Tov XpccTTov), afyavra koX tov yeyevvrjfxivov i^ avrov. That

^ Huther erroneously maintains that Xprnro; stands here for v!o; rov

&eov. It may rather be said that St John uses the expressions, " Jesus is

the Son of God," and "Jesus is the Christ," promiscuously, because he

would have both (the latter not excepted) understood in opposition to the

Cerinthian gnosis ; that is, because he does not, by the words " Jesus is the

Christ," answer the general question which among the historical persons

was the promised Messiah (whether Jesus, or John the Baptist, or Theudas,

etc.), but designs to establish the identity of the man Jesus and the Xpiaro;

come from heaven, against the Cerinthian sundering of the man Jesus from
the iEon Christ.
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the true believer loves God, had been laid down in eh. iv. 7-16,

and 17-19 ; and we have shown, upon cli. iv. 20 seq., that it is

taken for granted that the obligation of love to God is acknow-

ledged and admitted even by him who may not love his brother

:

hence St John can, without any further mediate clause, as e

concessis, connect with tlie major proposition, 7ra<? o iricrrevwv,

K.T.X., the minor proposition, which is contained in the words

TTa? 6 ar/aircbv, k.t.X. The concluding clause then demonstrates

its own necessity. He who believeth, is born of God; he then

who, as a iriarevoiv, loveth God, nmst also love all believers,^

l)ecause these also are born of God, consequently bear in them
the natm'e of God, and that the same natui'e which he himself

bears as one who is born of God.

Ver. 2 offers now—when we have rightly perceived the

tiu'n in the process of thought introduced by ver. 1—not the

shghtest difficulty. St John has placed brotherly-love in strict

connection with faith in Christ; he has shown that that love

haS its root in this faith. The natural and direct consequence

therefore is this, that a love of the brethren ivhich does not rest

upon this faith is not true love ; and therefore St John lays

down the position : iv tovtw, k.t.X. : By this we knoiv that we

love the children of God, because ive love God. In ver. 20 seq.

he had laid down the proposition that a true faith and the love

of God never exist without brotherly-love, and that therefore

brotherly-love is the sign (of faith and) of love to God : here,

in ver. 2, he utters the declaration that true brothei'ly-love

^ Hutlier entirely misapprehends the logical connection of these thoughts,

when he suggests that there should be interposed between the first words, ttx;

6 viaTsvuu, ;c.T.X., and those which follow, raf 6 xya-Truy, k.t.'k., the mediat-

ing clause, TTiif 6 yiyivvn^ivog Ix mv ©soD dyonroi rou Qiou. The major pro-

position, that every believer is born of God, does not serve merely for the

establishment of the snhject-idea in the concluding clause, but rather for

tlie establishment of its prcdica/e-idea.. The chain of thought is not this :

" lie that beheveth is born of God ; he that is born of God, loveth God
;

he that loveth God, loveth also the children of God ;"—for then the third

proposition would not follow from the first two, but stand co-ordinate

with them as a new and undemonstrated proposition. But it is this : "He
that believeth is born of God. (That the Tnanvau loveth God, and must

love Him, is assumed as established and necessary.) He then who (as a

TtaTivuu) loveth God, the God of whom he is begotten, must consequently

love also the other TriaTsvoi/rxs, because these like himself are horn of God

;

therefore partakers of the same nature, echh(poi in the highest sense."
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cannot exist without the foundation of faith and tlie lovfe

of God, and that therefore faith and love to God (which is

here presently defined as obedience to the ivroXal of God) is

the sign of the genuineness of brotherly-love. As previously,

in ch. iv. 2 seq., and ver. 7, each of the two elements—the

confession of faith, and brotherly-love—had been exhibited as

of itself a mark of the Trvevfia &€ov, so it is now shown that

these two elements are reciprocally the sign one of the other.

Where there is no brotherly-love, there can be no true faith

and no true love of God ; and, where the true faith and the

true love of God (approving itself such by obedience to His

commandments) are not, there can be no true brotherly-love.

Faith without brotherly-love is dead faith, nothing better than

a vain and lying babbling about faith ; and a brotherly-love

Avithout faith, and without faithful fulfilment of the command-
ments of God, is no better than hypocritical,— it is not spiritual,

but carnal in its inmost nature,— it is a love which seeks only

its own subtle spiritual satisfaction, or its own honour.
*

Thus we do not find here Huther's " difficulty which needs

solution ;" to say nothing of the outrageous trajection of QEcu-

menius and Grotius, wdio would refer otl to iv to^tco, and take

the clause with orav as the object of the ytvcoaKo/jiev.

In ver. 3 the Apostle himself declares that he had men-
tioned the TTjpeiv of the evroKal as no other than the demon-

stration of love to God. But the thouMit into which this flows

forms of itself the transition to a new and final division of the

Epistle.



PAET THE FIFTH.

FAITH OVEECOMETH THE WORLD.

CIi. V. 3-21.

The Apostle is led by the nature of the case itself to substitute

for love to God the keeping of His commandments : that is, by

the consideration that true brotherly-love has no surer sign than

its true and faithful fulfilment of all the commandments of God
in relation to the brethren.

But this mention of the evrokai serves him now, ver. 3, as

the unforced transition to a new Part.

This Part of the Epistle certainly is not divided from the

former by any such external demarcation as that which sepa-

rates the fourth from the third, the third from the second,

and this from the first ; there is no formal commencement of

a new subject ; ver. 3, rather, forms, by the thought, " His

commandments are not grievous," the bridge to the new theme

which enters in ver. 4— " That which is born of God over-

cometh the world ; and this is the victory which overcometh

the world, even our faith." But there can be no hesitation in

saying that this does form a neio theme, and that consequently

the matter of it begins a new Part. For, as from ch. iv. 1 on-

wards, all had revolved around the confession of Jesus Christ

and brotherly-love, which two elements had been each first ex-

hibited as in itself a mark of the Spirit of God and life in God,

and then in their relation to each other and their organic inter-

penetration, and finally each as the mark or testing sign of the

other; so now, from ch. v. 4 onwards to the close of the Epistle,

all revolves round the idea of faith as the victory over the tcorld.

This faith is viewed, vers. 6-8, in its substance and objective

nature; vers. 9-12, in its subjective assurance and power; and

in the final section, vers. 13-21, in its result and effects.
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Ver. 3. The first words, whicli belong still to the former

section, have been already explained. The new thought, "And
His commandments are not heavy," forms the unforced transi-

tion to ver. 4. They are not grievously hard (to be fulfilled),

because he who is born of God has in his faith the power to over-

come the world :— first of all, the world in himself (the power

of sin in his own flesh) ; but also all the temptations which come

upon him from the world objectively considered, the world

still untouched and unrenewed by Christ (ch. iv. 4). Hence,

this connection makes it obvious that ^apelai ovk elcri does not

refer to the substance of the commandments (Bengel), as if the

New-Testament commandments were declared to be light in

comparison of the yoke of the ceremonial law— a comparison

which is quite foreign to the context ; but that it refers to the

power which dwells in those who are born of God in order to

their fulfilment (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Llicke, etc.).

Ver. 4. What is said here in the first half of the verse, is

connected by the on (establishing the reason) with what was

said in ver. 3. But this does not exclude the introduction of a

neio main theme in ver. 4. In tlie same manner St John had

passed over, ch. iii. 24, to the idea of the irvev/jLa, which then in

ch. iv. 1 is introduced as the theme. It is a graceful form of

transition, of which abundant examples are fovmd in the litera-

ture of eloquence and homiletics, both of ancient and modern

times.

After the Apostle has laid down the proposition as support-

ing his argument, ore irav, k.t.\. (where the neuter is used in the

same sense as John iii. 6, vi. 37, xvii. 2 ; the matter of the pro-

position itself being fully explained by ch. ii. 13 seq., 27, iv. 4),

he proceeds to assert the same thought independently, as his

formal theme, and with such a modification as that position

demanded. Kal avrrj larlv r; vlkt] rj vncrjaaaa tov Koafxov, rj

Trlari^ ?;^wz^. Our faith is the victory, which hath overcome the

xcorld. Thus formularized, this proposition contains all the

critical points which are to be developed in what follows. 'H
TTto-rt? riiiwv must not be understood of faith in the subjective

sense alone, of the acting or spirit of our faith ; but it is our

faith as inchicling its substance and object, Jesus Christ. It is as

well that lohich, or Him in whom, we believe {our faith, in op-
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position to Cerintliian superstition), as our believing mind, tlie

sjnrit in ivhich we believe. And thus the predicate ia-rlv i) vUt]

is by no means a metonomy ; nor is it a breviloquence (Liicke)

or concise form of expression,—the faith certainly being not

itself the victory, but only the cause of the victory (the sense

then being, " Faith, through which we become children of

God, hath given us the victory over the world"). But it is

faith, inclusive of its object

—

oxwinaTeveiv et? 'Irjaovv Xpiarov,

our embracing of Christ in faith—that is itself the action

which conquers the world, and has already conquered it. This

act of the acceptance of Jesus Christ, and His Dicine light

which overcometh the darkness, of His Divine life which over-

cometh death, in us (not merely in our hearts, but thereby in

us as a part of humanity), is already the decisive victory over

the Koa/JLO^;. As this victorious power of heaven streams into

humanity, and is received by it—though at first by a very small

fragment of it—and in consequence Christ's church has an ex-

istence ; so, as the result, the deadly wound is already inflicted

upon the K6afio<i : the Koafio^ as such is doomed, vanquished,

and lost, however much it may seem still to thrive. The
head of the serpent is bruised, and all the energetic contoi-

tions of its body are but symptoms of its mortal agony.

Vers. 5-8. How cori'ect this objective exhibition of the

TTiara is, the following verses will show. For here St John says

in plain words, ver. 5, that he ^cho helieveth that Christ is the S(m

of God (as in ch. iv. 15), overcometh the world ; and then he

shows that it is Christ Himself who, as received in faith and as

becoming an internal power in believers, overcometh the world.

What the power is in which Christ hath come, and what

the consequent power is which He causes to work in us, and in

the working of which true Tnareveuv consists,

—

tlds is unfolded

in ver. 6. It is self-evident, when we consider it well, that ver.

6 serves as the confirmation of the main proposition of ver. 5,

Tt? iariv 6 viKwv, k.t.X., and not to the support of the lesser clause,

OTi 6 ^Ir]crov<i iariv 6 fio9 rod Qeov. It is not necessary now
that St John should establish the general proposition, that

Jesus is the Son of God ; for he has already in ch. iv. amply

and comprehensively set forth the consistency and accord of this

proposition with the principles of all knowledge of God. And
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tliat in fact the words of ver. 6 cannot serve for the establish-

ment of the proposition, that Jesns is the Son of God, \^.ill

be shown when we have examined carefnlly tlie meaning of

ver. 6. Ovr6<i ianv 6 iXOoov 8i vSaTO<; Kol ai/naro^;, 'Irjaov'^ o

XpiaTO<i' ovK iv rep vSari /xovov, aXX! iv to5 vSari Kol tS ai/JLari.

These, on the whole, easily intelligible words have been explained

in the most varions and strangest ways by different expositors.

That we may not be embarrassed and delayed by needless exa-

mination of vapid interpretations,^ we lay down at the outset

the simple and true one, and leave such other renderings as de-

serve refutation to follow afterwards.

As it respects, first, the ep^ea-dat Bed, it is evident from the

parallel ev that Sid is not to be taken as local (of the penetration

by anything), but as instrumental. He came through water

and blood, by means of water and blood, so far as water and

blood were the instruments or means by which He wrought. So

also ev is equivalent to 3. He came^ (as the Conqueror over

the world), not by means of water alone, but by means of water

and blood. The thought of the passage is this : As the follow-

ing section, ver. 9 seq., points plainly by means of its predomi-

nant idea of the fiapTvpia to John i. 7, 8, 15, 19-34, so our

present passage also points to that passage, especially John i. 29

and 33 (compared with Matt. iii. 11). John the Baptist had

come ivith ivater ; he had summoned the Israelites, by means of

the symbol of a water-baptism, to exhibit repentance, and to

confess their desert of death (for the immersion into water was

the type, not of cleansing, but of the being plunged into death

;

comp. Rom. vi. 3, 4;-l Pet. iii. 20, 21). Thus John also

brought the law, and led them to a knowledge of sin. But

further than that he could not bring them. Christ, on tlie

other hand,'^ came not Avith water alone : He did, indeed, in-

stitute a baptism of water, but He baptized not merely ivith icater

^ According to Grotius, the water signifies the pure holiness of Christ

(the blood His death) ; "Wahl makes the water the Divine voice at the

baptism of Jesus ; Stroth makes the blood the testimony of the Gentile

centurion at the cross ; Ziegler, the resurrection and ascension
; Clemens

Alexandrinus expounded the water as regeneration, but the blood as know-
ledge. And so on without end.

- Olshausen :
" He appeared in the world."

^ That Christ is set over against another Person, is e^^ddent from the

words, ovro; iijrtv 6 if^Suv^ " tliis is He who came."
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(John i. 33 ; ISIatt, iii. 11) ; He came as the Lamb of God
(John i. 29), and declared, when He suffered Himself to be

symbolically baptized in the water by John, His readiness to

sink into death for the sin of the world ; He in due time suffered

that death, and came (k\6a)V, Partic. Aor.) not merely with the

water, the sign, but in the very reality of His atoning blood}

And hence it was that He (Matt. iii. 11 ; John i. 33) could

baptize with the Sjjirit (comp. John xvi. 7, " If I go not away,

the Comforter will not come unto you "). These are the pro-

found views which St John connects together in these simple

words, in a manner wliich every observant reader of his Gospel

must be able to appreciate. The fundamental thought is there-

fore this, that in the love and grace of the self-sacrifice of Jesus

to death lay the power through which He overcame the world ;"^

and, consequently, that m us also faith must approve itself

(comp. Heb. x. xi.) as a like readiness to sacrifice all the glory of

this world, and life itself ; and that this faith which renounces

the visible (Heb. xi. 1, xii. 2) obtains the victory through

suffering and patience.

By {jScop is here primarily meant the water of John's bap-

tism ; by al/jca, the atoning blood of Christ. But it is plain that

in this antithesis ijSaip is at the same time also exliibited as the

symbol of the preaching of the law and repentance connected

with John's baptism ; and, further, as the symbol of mere doc-

trine generally in opposition to deed, and also of the sign in

opposition to the thing ; consequently, of Christian water-baj)-

tism as such, so far as it is a sign. For, it is not said, " John

came with water, Christ with blood;" but, "Christ came not

merely (like John) with water, but with water and blood."

Thus the " coming with water" is an element Asdiich holds good

' Olshauscn seems (so far, indeed, as his brief, and here ahuost illegible,

notes permit us to judge) to have held the same view. He writes :
" Doc-

trine and baptism— death of Jesus ;" and again, " Baptism and the blood

of the cross."

^ Hutlier erroneously presupposes that the coming by water and blood

is adduced as evidence for the McssiaJiKhip of Jesus. Were that evidence

the subject treated of, the construction must be adopted which makes 5/

v'hccTo;, y-.T.X., dependent, not upon e'Kduv but upon iaTiv—a construction

which Iluther himself has rejected (" This is, by the water and blood,

He who was to come").—But the Apostle rather shows, bij tchat Christ

overcame the world.
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both of tlie Baptist and of Christ ;
^ therefore it is what botli

in common,—that is, the institution of water-baptism as a visible

sign, together with the preaching of repentance connected with

it (Mark i. 15), and teaching generally. But Christ went be-

yond that which He had in common with the Baptist ; He died

also the death of atonement, and thus came, not Avith water

only, but with water and blood.

This correct explanation is most nearly approached by the

view of Wolf, Carpzov, and others, who interpret the water by

(Christian) baptism, and the blood by the Lord's Supper. It

is true that the vBwp embraced, with John's baptism, Christian

baptism also ; but only as far as the latter was a visible sign,

distinguished or distinguishable from the thing, forgiveness

through the blood of Christ. Thus vScop signifies not the whole

sacrament of baptism (consisting of sign and thing), but only

the sign in the sacrament. It is true, further, that the atoning

blood of Christ is one of the two res coelestes in the Holy Sup-

per, but it is only one. Had St John intended to describe the

Lord's Supper in its antithesis to baptism, he must at least have

conjoined the trco/Lta with the al^a. And then this atoning

blood is not anything peculiar to the Lord's Supper, but it is

equally the foundation of the forgiveness of sins imparted with

baptism. That explanation, therefore, is untenable, even apart

from the consideration that there does not seem any reason in

the context for the assertion that Christ instituted, not only

baptism, but the Holy Supper also. For, such a remark could

in the end be designed only to remind of the deatli of Christ,

which lies at the foundation of the Supper—but equally also at

the foundation of baptism.

^ This important point has been overlooked by those who refer this

either to Christian baptism alone (Diisterdieck), or to John's baptism

alone. Huther supports the latter view by the assertion that i>.9a)u 3/

voxrog must signify a passive passing through water, an undergoing of

baptism ; thus the baptism of John received by Christ. Is then e'Kduv 3<'

ec'i/nBirog also a passing through blood?— It is manifest that ii^up and »Tf/.x

are exhibited only as the means by which Christ ivorks, that is, overcometh

the world ; not as the things which He condemned. His coining into the

world (according to the context, His victorious coming to conquer the

world) was not merely by water, like that of John, but by water and blood
;

the institution (not the undergoing) of baptism and the shedding of blood,

the sign and the tJiina, doctrine and deed.
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Still more untenable is the explanation of Augustin, Vata-

1)1 us, Bain, and others, that St John by vScop koI al/xa referred

to the water and blood which flowed from the side of Jesus

after tlie piercing with the spear ! Apart from the ceiisidera-

tion that alfj,a stands first in that naiTative,— apart, further,

from the fact that this circumstance was mentioned by St John

as an eyewitness, only for the establishment of the actual death

of Christ, which resulted from it, and without any allegorical

significance being connected with the water and blood,— it is in

itself entirely incomprehensible why St John should so emphati-

cally lay the stress upon this, that Jesus came not " with water

alone." Did any one ever assert that from His body only water

flowed 1 And what would be the meaning and force of this

antithesis ? And who would say, " He came thromjh or loith

water and blood," in order to express that out of His body water

and blood had flowed ?

We therefore hold to the simple explanation, that Christ is

therefore the Overcomer of the world, because He brought with

Him not only (like John the Baptist) the water (the sujn in

order to knowledge), but also the blood (the thing itself, the deed

of His love in self-consecration to death).

The Apostle now continues : kol to TrvevfMa icrrt to /xaprv-

povv, OTL TO TTveufxa iaTtv rj aki]6eLa. The exegetical question

presented by these words is not whether otl is to be rendered

" that" or " because :" the most essential matter for the right

apprehension of then' meaning is to mark the relation in which

the preceding words stand to ver. 5. We have already assumed

above, that the sixth verse is intended to serve as a foundation

or statement of the reason of the main thought of the fifth verse,

" that which overcometh the world, is faith in Jesus the Son of

God," and not merely of the words, " Jesus is the Son of God."

This we must now more thoroughly establish. And, at the out-

set, it should be remembered that tlie proposition, that Jesus is

the Son of God, has already received its proof and development

in the previous section, cli. iv. 1-G, and 9, 10 : an additional

confirmation or demonstration of it, therefore, would be super-

fluous. But, further, we must bear in mind that the idea of

vLKav tov Koa-fxov is predominant from ch. v. 4 onwards. St

John's purpose is to demonstrate, not that Jesus is the Son of

God, but that this our faith in the Divine Sonsliip of Jesus is
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the power tliat overcometli the world. And thus ver. 6 does

not serve to show that Jesus is the Son of God, but rather to

show, that in the act of the self-renouncing, self-sacrificing love

of this Son of God

—

lolio poured out His Mood—lay the world-

overcoming power, as well of Himself, as of our faith in Him.

But there is, moreover, a third reason, which is perfectly de-

cisive. Supposing it assumed and granted that the sixth verse

was intended to establish and support the words otl ^I')]aov<;

iarlv 6 XpiaT6<i, the question arises— Can this verse serve the

purpose of establishing that proposition? " This is He who
Cometh with water and blood, not (as John the Baptist) with

water alone, but with water and blood"—might indeed bear

the meaning which Dilsterdieck and Huther find in them :

" This, this Jesus of Nazareth, is the true Messiah, and no other

is He, that is, not John the Baptist ; for Jesus of Nazareth

came not with the water of baptism, the sign, alone, but added

to that the redeeming act of the shedding of His blood." And
that indeed would establish the proposition, " that Jesus is the

Son of God." But, w^as this the proposition which went before

in ver. 5 ? Did the w^ords of that verse bear the meaning that

Jesus, and no other, had a right to be called the Son of God ?

Are they an answer to the question, ^yho (what subject) is to

be aclaiowledged as the Son of God 1 Most certainly not

!

There existed no doubt among the disciples, or even among the

opponents of St John, that Jesus, and not for example Theudas

or Judas (Acts v. 36, 37), and not John the Baptist, was the

Messiah and the Son of God ; even Cerinthus, in common with

all the Gnostics, held it as an assured fact, that Jesus of Naza-

reth was the historical personage with whom the ^on Christ

united Himself.^ The words ore 'Irjaov';, k.tX., have manifestly

no other meaning than the same w"ords have in ch. iv. 15 (comp.

ch. iv. 2 seq., v. 1) : they are not an answer to the question,

^ That St Jolin in tins passage directs liis polemic against Johi's dis-

ciples, and not against the Gnostics, is an altogether untenable supposition.

Forty years earlier there were disciples of John in Ephesus (Acts xix. 1

seq., comp. ch. xviii. 25) : they, however, did not hold John as the Mes-

siah, but only knew not concerning Jesus ; and when they knew, were at

once baptized unto Him. Nor can it be imagined how there should be,

A.D. 96, a party extant which knew only the Baptist, and regarded him
(in despite of his testimony) as the Messiah.
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wlio is tlie Son of God, but to the question, lohat Jesus is ; the

emphasis falls, not upon the subject, but upon the predicate
;

St John lays it down as the essence of world-overcoming faith,

not that Jesus and no other is to be acknowledged as the Messiah

and the Son of God, but that Jesus is the Son of God Himself

(and no mere man). Now, if all the emphasis lies upon the

predicative idea, ovro^ ian, ver. 6, cannot serve the piu'pose of

repeating a definition of the subjective idea, which had not been

found in ver. 5. The words, that this Jesus had come not with

water alone, like the Baptist, might indeed have served as the

foundation of the proposition, that Jesus, and not the Bajytist,

is the Son of God, but not of the proposition, that Jesus is the

So?i of God ; and not therefore of the words ore ^Irjarov^ earlv

6 Xptaro^; containing this latter thought.

Thus it is demonstrated, that ver. 6 rather serves as the

foundation or establishment of the leading thought in ver. 5. It

is not that the " Messiahship of Jesus" is exhibited (Huther) ;

but it is shown in what sense the faith, that Jesus is the Son of

God manifested in the flesh (for the predicate ecrrtv o Xptar6<i

is here again, as in ch. iv. 15, v. 1, only a concise summary of

what had more copiously been said in ch. iv. 2 seq.), is that

power by which alone {T[<i ea-nv— el fj,r]) the world is overcome.

This Jesus is He (St John says) who brought with Him not

merely the baptism of water—the symbol and symbolical re-

quirement of regeneration, but the power also of regeneration,

in the atoning offering of His blood. Thus here also, alto-

gether as in ch. iv. 9, compared with vers. 2 and 15, the faith—
the faith " that Jesus is the Christ," appears the same as the

faith " that God sent his onlv-beo;otten Son into the world, thatI/O ^

we might live through Him" (comp. ch. iv. 14 with ch. iv. 15).

This being so, it is self-evident that the following words,

" and it is the Spirit that beareth witness," etc., do not add

a third demonstration to the water and the blood, " that thifi

Jesus is the Christ ;" and, consequently, that the inquiry which

springs out of that false assumption, to wit, whether ore means
" that" or " because," is a perfectly needless one. Diisterdieck

assumes (with Zwingli, Calvin, Bengel, and others) t\\at /j^aprv-

povv stands absolutely, without an object, and that otl nmst be

translated by " because." He makes the imaginary object of

fiaprvpovif the proposition " that this Jesus is the Christ"—

a
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proposition which, as we have seen, does not occur in all the

context.

Without pausing to examine all the various individual forms

which this perverted interpretation has assumed in the hands of

individual expositors, we shall proceed to give that exposition

which appears, after what has been said, to be the only correct

and the only possible one. The phrase ovr6<i ianv 6 iXdcov,

with the emphasized ovto<;, referred back to the question rt?

€(7Tiv 6 viKcov. No man can overcome the world but he who
believeth that Jesus is the Son of God (in the sense of ch. iv.

14, 15)—the Son of God who came into the world, and was

manifest in the flesh. This Jesus the Son of God it is who hath

brought, through the gracious act of the offering of His blood,

the fulfilment of what was demanded, the thing in addition to

the sign, the power as well as the requirement ; and the Spirit

it is tcho . St John does not write koI to Trvevfia fiaprvpel ;

but TO TTvevjJbd eaTt to /xapTvpovp, which in its form is strictly

parallel with ovto^; eaTt o i\9cov, and, like this, must refer back

to Ti9 icFTi 6 vtKcbv. But TO TTvev/ia can be no other than the

Spirit, whose nature had been unfolded in the previous section

under its two aspects (ch. iv.) : not the soul, which Jesus in

death commended to the Father (Augustin) ; not the human
nature of Jesus (Wetstein) ; not the doctrine of Jesus (Carpzov)

;

not the spiritual man (Ziegler) ;—but the Spirit of God, so far

as He is a power effectual in believers and their irvev/xaac

(comp. above, ch. iv. 1-3), working in them, 1, faith in the love

which brought the Son into the flesh, and offered an atoning

sacrifice ; and, 2, love, which in imitation of Christ, and as the

shedding forth of His nature, similarly sacrifices itself. This

makes the whole course of thought plain. It is to be shown

how the believing in Christ the Son of God has the power to

overcome the world. St John first declares that, and by what

means. He in whom we believe, and who is the object and sub-

stance of our faitli, Christ, possessed in Himself the world-over-

coming power ; and, secondly, he shows how, and in what way,

our faith in Him is, in consequence of His power, and as receiv-

ing its virtue, itself a power that overcometh the world. He
does not say, however, " and our faith it is that beareth witness,"

but, " the Spirit it is that, etc. :" first, because he would impress

it upon his readers that our believing is not our subjective act,
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but a power and energy of God working in us ; and, secondly,

because the rrrveufxa (as he has shown in ch. iv.) embraces, with

faith, that ayaTrr) also which reproduces in all points the world-

overcoming act of Christ's love (compare Col. i. 24), which, by

partaking of this self-sacrificing, patient, victorious mind of

Christ, possesses power through the cross also to overcome the

world.

Thus, finally, the predicative idea to /xaprvpovv is made
clear. It must mark an act which in effect is identical with

the act of the overcoming of the world. (And this is confirmed

by what is said further in vers. 7-12 concerning the /xaprvpla :

see below.) That testimony is meant, through which tlie hearts

of all those who are susceptible ai'e won to the Gospel, and

consequently wrested from the world, and incorporated into the

body of Christ. And it is simply this sacred proselytism (sit

venia verbo !) by means of which the Church increases and the

world decreases, the latter being therefore gradually overcome.

But it is, further, plain that /xaprvpovv cannot stand without

its object. Absolutely asserted, it gives us no definite idea. It

will not do, as we have shown, to supply " that Jesus is the

Christ" from ver. 5. Maprvpovv, ver. 6, must have an object

here ; and all the more, because in ver. 7 it stands without one,

which would be tolerable in the latter case if the object had

been specified in ver. 6. We therefore take on ro Trvev/xd iariv

77 aXyjdeia as an objective proposition. The Spirit (of God,

who is effectual in us as the Spirit of faith and love) lays down
His testimony (before the world) to this, that the spirit (this

spirit of Christian faith and of Christian love) is the truth. The
Spirit demonstrates Himself by His power and operation.— If

on is taken as an explicative proposition, there arises the bald

declaration, " The Spirit beareth witness (of what ?) ; for the

Spirit is truth." What would this in reality mean"? Is it

meant to be deduced, from the fact that the Spirit of God is

truth, that He cannot possibly keep silence, but must bear

testimony? The emphasis, however, does not rest here upon

the predicative idea (it is not fiaprupel nor icrn /xaprvpovv), but

upon the subjective idea, to 7rvei>/xd ecrTi to fiapTvpovv. Or
is the thought to be this, that because the Spirit is truth, there-

fore what He testifies is stedfast and sure ? But t/iat tchich

the Spirit testifies, has not yet been said. Consequently, it is
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manifest that on, k.t.X., must be taken as an objective proposi-

tion, and the particle ore must be translated by " that."

Vers. 7, 8. "On Tp6i9 elcnv ol fj,apTvpovvTe<;' ro irvev^a, koX

TO vScop, Kol TO aljxa' koX ol Tpei<i et? to ev elaiv. But the Textus

Receptus has here the celebrated interpolation : ev tm ovpavu>'

o Trarrjp, 6 Xoyo';, kol to ayiov irvevfia' icai ovtol ol Tpel^ ev elan.

Kal Tpei'i eurt ol /jiapTvpovvTe<; ev rfj y^'—which is then followed

bv the words of the text : to irvev/xa, kol to vBcop, Kal to al/xa •

Kol ol Tpet^; eh to ev elcnv. The question of the genuineness

or spuriousness of the words in question has been fiercely con-

tested ; but the view of most of the moderns (Griesbach, Llicke,

Lachmann, Tischendorf, Diisterdieck, Huther) has been de-

clared, not without a certain exaggerated emphasis, against their

genuineness. There are some, however, such as Sander, Besser,

and Mayer, who venture to defend it. If we go to the original

sources, we are met by the fact, first, that as it respects the

manuscript codices, not one Greek text with which we are

acquainted, down to the sixteenth century, reads the words in

question. Only four Greek codices of the sixteenth century

contain the clause. But of these four, one (Cod. Bavianus)

is a copy of the Complutensian Polyglot ; another (34, or Cod.

Britannicus) seems to have taken the words from the Vulgate,

and that in a bad translation (TraTrjp, X0709, koI Trvevfxa, without

the article). Of Codd. 162 and 173 we may assume that they

also received th.e interpolation from the Vulgate. Secondly, as

it respects the old versions (Peschito, Arabic, Coptic, ^thiopic,

and Latin, down to a.d. 600), they do not contain it, any more

than the ancient codices. Thirdly, among the Fathers, none

of the whole body of the ante-Nicene know the clause, save

Cyprian;^ and, what is of more moment, those very Fathers

' Tertullian is no exception. When he says (de Pudic. 21) that in the

Cliurch dwells triintas unius dioinitatis^ Pater, Filius, et S^nritus^ no thought-

ful person would regard this as a reference to the interpolation in question.

And when (adv. Praxeam, 25) he remarks upon John xvi. 15 : Ita con-

nexus Patris in Filio et Filii in Paracleto ires efficit cohserentes alterum ex

altera, qui tres iinum sint, non unus, quomodo dictum est, Ego et Pater unvm
sumus (John x. 80)— it must appear evident to every cue, from the whole

tenor of the words, that he had not before his eyes our present passage.

No more does he refer to it in the Introduction of his book against Praxeas,

where he copiously, and with almost scholastic exactness, develops liis

theory of the Trinity.
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who in the Nicene controversy contended for the Nicene Creed,

never appeal to these words, which would, however, have been

their firmest and most welcome support ; instead of that, they

take pains to demonstrate the homoousia of the Son by other

passages (for example, by the eighth verse of this very chapter).

Cyprian is the only exception. In the Ep. ad Jubajanvnn,

where he is speaking of the invalidity of the baptism of heretics,

he asks what kind of a temple of God he w^ould make who was

baptized by a heretic. He could not be a templum Creatonsy

who did not believe in a Creator ; he could not be a temple of

Christ, who denied Christ's divinity ; nor could he be a temple

of the Holy Ghost, for " cum tres unmn sint, quomodo Spiritus

placatus esse ei potest, qui aut Patris aut Filii iuimicus esf?"

Meanwhile, here we have no other than the same dogmatical

declaration which Tertullian had already made, and without the

aid of 1 John v. 7, 8. More important, on the other hand, is

another saying of Cyprian. He says (de Unit. Eccles.) : Dicit

Dominus, Ego et Pater unum sumus (John x. 30), et iterum

(thus in another passage) de Patre et Eilio et Spiritu Sancto

scripfum est, et tres unum sunt, et quisquam credit, banc uni-

tatem (that is, of the Church) de divina firmitate venientem,

sacramentis cojlestibus cohaarentem, scindi in ecclesia posse.

Facundus, indeed (pro Defens. iii. 1, 3), supposed that Cyprian

liad here in view only the words to irvev^a koI to vScop koX

TO alfjLa, Kol ol Tp€L<i et? TO ep elcri ; having understood by the

TTvevfia the energy of the Holy Spirit in the Church, by the

vSwp the energy of the Father, and by the alfia that of the Son.

But, although it might be possible that Cyprian so understood

the words (and though, further, the Vulgate had translated eh
TO ev elat by unum sunt), yet between possibility and probability

there is a difference, and Cyprian's words may be explained by

the fact that in manuscripts which he had (of an old Latin

version) the interpolation Avas already to be found. Thus was

Cyprian's sentence viewed by Fulgentius Ivuspensis (Kesjionsio

ad Arianos) ;^ and, what is of more importance, Fulgentius him-

^ " Quod etiam be<atus martyr Cyprianus confitetur, dicens : qui pacera

Christi et concordiam runipit, adversus Cliristum facit
;
qui alibi prjeter

ecclesiam colligit, Christi ecclesiam spargit. Atque ut luiam ecclesiam

unius Dei esse monstrai-ot, lisec confestim testimonia de scripturis inseruit.

Dicit Domiuus" (then follow tlie words of Cyprian iu question). I caunot
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self quotes tlie critically-questionable words as St John's, and

therefore must have read them in his New Testament. (Ful-

gentius died a.d. 533.) But, before his time, towards the end

of the fifth century, Vigilius (adv. Varim. Arian.) says

:

Johannes evangelista ad Parthos : tres sunt, inquit, qui testi-

monium perhibent in terra, aqua, sanguis et caro, et tres in

nobis sunt, et tres sunt, qui testimonium perhibent in coelo,

Pater, Verbum et Spiritus, et hi tres unum sunt. We see that

he had before him the passage in his New Testament in its

corrupt form (aqua, sanguis et caro, et tres in nobis sunt) ; but

also, that tlie gloss was already in the text, and not merelj/ in a

single copy, but that it was so widely diffused and acknowledged

in the West as to be appealed to by him bond fide in his con-

test with his Arian opponents.^ So also we find the citation in

Cassiodorus, Etherius, and others : and Diisterdieck, therefore,

goes too far when he says that we may " track the introduction

of this interpolation into the text" by following Vigilius, Ful-

gentius, Cassiodorus, and others : these Fathers rather bear testi-

mony to the fact, that the questionable clause had already, about

A.D. 500, the character of a widely-extended various reading.

Hence it may be explained, how in later times the words came

to be written in the margin of individual Greek manuscripts.

If we clearly take into view this whole position of the

matter, it will seem nothing less than inconceivable that Cyprian

actually read the words in his text. The thought which he

expresses there was by no means a sti'ange one in the third

century ; it is to be found perfectly developed, for example, by

Tertullian (from John x. 30, xvi. 15). If we only bear in

understand how Diisterdieck can doubt whether Fulgentius thought that

the words of 1 John y. 7 were in Cyprian's mind. He says himself, " He
(Cyprian) quotes this testimony from the. Scripture^ and so says Fulgentius,

immediately after lie himself ba,d referred to the questionable words of the

seventh verse as St John's." He must have read the words in Ms New
Testament, and have regarded them as genuine. How could he then doubt

that Cyprian also had these words in his mind ?

^ What weight such patristic notices have, even as opposed to the

codd., we see strikingly evidenced by the passage. Matt. viii. 28, where the

majority of the codd. have either inserted Tahecpyivioi/ as a correction from

Mark and Luke, or read Tspysariuui/^ but where we find from Origen, in

John (tom. vi. 24), that the old codd. of his time read TiouaYivZv,—the

reading TipyeanvZv owing its origin to a conjectural correction of Origen

himself.
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mind how vague was the form of the oldest Latin versions, and

how, in the fragments which we have of tliem, the text is some-

times freely handled, and sometimes corruptly given, it will

appear by no means an impossibility that so early as the third

century such a gloss as this could have slipped into the text.

Such a gloss we say. For, if we lay more stress uj)on this

passage of Cyprian than some do, it is not for the purpose

of maintaining the genuineness of the clause, but rather that

we may contend against it on safer grounds. Granted, that

Cyprian read the words in his text ; what follows from that ?

That it was a very old reading, or possibly the original reading?

By no means. This would be to confound all the first princi-

ples of a sound criticism of the text. Granted it not to be

impossible that Greek codices may be yet discovered which

shall contain the clause, we must direct our critical judgment

by the evidence of the documents which we have, and not of

those which we have not, and of the existence of which we as

yet know nothing. And, accordingly, we are bound to say

that the whole Greek-speaking East was not acquainted with

the words in question, and in the Greek Church of the East

the reading was known by none ; otherwise, it would be found

in some at least of the old codices, and it would have been

employed in the controversy with the Arians. Assuming now,

for argument's sake, that the words are genuine, in what but

Arian interests could they have been thrown out of the text ?

And could this have been done without mention, or reproba-

tion, or punishment ? Would the orthodox Church have suf-

fered such a theft to be committed without even observing the

thief ? Let him believe this who can ! But how could this

spolium have taken place at so late a date, since even the Pe-

schito omits the words, and in all the East none is found who
knew them ?

On the internal arguments against the authenticity we do

not lay any great stress. That St John—who wrote those

passages in the Gospel, ch. i. 1, etc., x. 30, xvi. 15

—

could not

have given expression to tlie thought that the Father, Son, and

Spirit ev elai, is no more than the untenable assertion of a sub-

jective hypercriticism. That he, who elsewhere opposes 0eo?

to X0709, and u/09 to irarijp, should here insert between irarijp

and TTvevfia the \6jo<;, involves no direct impossibility, though
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it is somewhat strange ; as also is the attribute cuytov in con-

nection with irvevfia, since from ch. iv. 1 downwards he has

used the mere Trvevfia, or irveviia tov Qeov. As it regards the

process of thought, there is nothing in the interpolation that

directly conflicts with it, especially if we adopt the arrangement

which is confirmed by the oldest citations in Vigilius, Ful-

gentius, Cassius, and Etherius : koX rpet'i elac ol fxaprvpovvre^

iv TTJ yf}' TO TTvev/Jia, kol to vScop, koI to alfxa' Kol ol Tpei<i €49 to

ev elcTi. Kal rpet? etcrt ol fiapTvpovvT€<; iv rS ovpavw o Trarrjp, koX

6 \6'yo<i, Kal TO TTvev/uLa' kol ol TpeU ev elcrtv. According to the

correct interpretation of the fiapTvpla, which refers it, not to

the demonstration that Jesus and no other is the promised

Messiah, but to the testimony through whose might God over-

cometh the world, St John would first mention the three factors

through which God works upon earth:—the Sph'it of faith

and love operating upon believers, and through them upon the

world ; then the baptism of water, instituted by Christ (as re-

presentative of the means and signs of grace) ; and then the

blood, that is, that patient suffering unto death in which Chris-

tians have their Lord for a pattern and a forerunner. After

these, he would introduce the Three-one God in heaven, who
from heaven sustains the testimony of His Church, yea, Him-
self works from heaven in this testimony of His own upon

earth,— as Father, who sent His Son; as Word, which came

forth from the Father, and shineth as light in the darkness

;

and as Spirit, who worketh upon believers below, in order in

them and through them to exert His power upon the world.^

And, as the former triple energy of testimony on earth pro-

ceeds et9 TO ev— that is, to one and the same end,— so also the

Three Witnesses in heaven are ev. One Nature (compare John
X. 30), and thus the witness tending to one end springs from

one origin.
c>

The internal arguments, therefore, would never be sufficient

of themselves to determine any one in favour of or against the

^ This, as the answer to Diisterdieck's question, as to how the testimony

of the Spirit in heaven is to be distinguished from His testimony upon
earth. Huther asserts that the trinity of the heavenly testimony would
" enter without any preparation for it ;" but we must remind him that in

ver. 6 "Jesus Christ" and the "Spirit" had been for the first time men-
tioned together.

*
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genuineness of the words in question. If, indeed, some old,

unlooked-for Greek codex should be discovered, containing the

passage, the critical question would take another aspect. How-
ever, as we do not make an apjieal to codices which are not in

our hands, but to those which we have and are acquainted with,

nothing remains but to make the unambiguous confession that,

according to all the sources at present in our hands, the clause

in dispute is spurious.^

So much for the critical question. As it respects the

exegesis, vers. 7 and 8 offer no difficulty, when ver. 6 is rightly

understood. Hosv those expositors Avho understand the fj-aprv-

pelv of a testimony for the Messiahship of Jesus, must labour

to torture the Spirit, the water, and the blood into a demonstra-

tion for that Messiahship, needs no I'emark of ours. Huther,

in particular, who refers the vhcop to the baptism of John, ex-

clusive of the Christian baptism, and remarks upon ver. 7, "All

these three expressions have here obviously the same meaning

as before," must be embarrassed by the consideration that the

Present Tense cannot well refer to John's baptism, as if it were

still bearing witness.

Maprvpelv is to us, in ver. 7 as in ver. 6, that activity of

testimony b^/ which the ivorld is overcome. It is the faith that

Christ is the Son of God which (according to ver. 5) overcometli

the world ; and in what way, has been already said in ver. 6.

He who constitutes the Object and Matter of that faith, Christ,

came (as Conqueror) by means of this, that He did not, like

the Baptist, bring a mere symbolical requirement of regenera-

tion, but, through the saci'ifice of His blood, the veiy power of

regeneration. And the Spirit who now worketh in us faith in

^ The Complutensian received the clause from the Vulgate, and so also

the aute-Lutherau translations. Erasmus (first and second editions), Aldina

(1518), (apito 1521-34) omitted it; but Erasmus restored it through fear

of man (third edition, 1522). Beza, Stephamis, and the Text. Rec. retained

it thenceforward. Luther and Bugenhagen declared it to be spurious

;

Zwingli omitted it in his annotations ; Calvin was inclined to regard it as

genuine, on the ground of the Prologns f/aleatas, which he held as coming

from Jerome, and in which the omission of the clau.se is attributed to iii-

fidelihus translalorilms. The Zurich translation of the New Testament,

1529, contains it ; but the succeeding editions are said to have inclose<l it

in brackets, though the copy in my possession (1561) has it without

brackets. It was first received into Luther's translation in 1593.
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this Christ, and at the same time that love which is derived from

the nature of Christ, Himself testifies before the world that He
(this Spirit of Christian faith and Christian love) is the truth.

"Otc, St John continues ; introducing, however, no reason, but

only an explanation (like the Heb. ''3 so often, and St John

thinks in Hebrew)— " that is to say," we might translate, " there

are three that bear witness, the Spirit, and the water, and the

blood." He names the Spirit first, not because the Spirit is

" the only independent witness, not dependent on the w^ater and

the blood" (Diisterdieck)— for, without the act of the offering

of the blood of Christ, the Spirit would not put forth His

energy upon earth—but because the Apostle, after he had

spoken in the beginning of ver. 6 of that with Avhich Christ had

come in the past, now purposes to speak of the witness by which

the world is overcome in the present. As such, he has already,

at the end of ver. 6, mentioned the irvev/xa, which to fiaprvpovv

ea-Ti; and wath this he now connects his words. But, this very

testimony of the Spirit ruling in believers, works in such

manner that those two instruments of victory with which Christ

in the past appeared upon earth, are not laid aside, but continue

their instrumentality, and are as it were continually reproduced

anew. First, the ivater, which (according to ver. 6) was common
to Him and to the Baptist ; that is, water-haptism instituted by

Christ, in its characteristic as an external institution, as a sign

and symbol, and consequently as the representative of all the

means of grace administered by men, especially in its connection

with the preaching of the w'ord, which is inseparable from

baptism, and, according to the apostolical ordinance, preceded

it. But then, also, the blood, the blood of Christ—that is, His

atoning death, which ever continues its subduing power on the

hearts of men. Not, however, the blood of Christ alone,— for

St John writes generally that blood is a fjuaprvpovv,—but there

must be added the power of the witnessing blood, which, for

the testimony of Jesus, and in the spirit of Christ, in the spirit

of self-sacrificing, suffering love, is still poured out continually

by His people. And, as in ch. iv. the Spirit of God had been

viewed under two aspects, as the Spirit of confession and as the

Spirit of love, so we may say that in the water of baptism the

confession is embodied which overcomes the lie of the world,

but iu the blood of testimony that love which overcomes the
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world's carnal power by suffering, even as Christ overcame

death by dying.

In the concluding words, koI ol rpeU e/? to k'v elai, St John
expresses the inseparable co-operation unto one end which is

correlative with the unity of their origin in the one Spirit, who,

as the S])irit of confession and the Spirit of suffering love, ap-

proves His Divine power. Ekrb eVdoes not mean "together"

(Luther, beisammen), but " co-operating to one end ;" not, how-

ever, with respect to the " leading clause, that Jesus is the

Christ " (Diisterdieck), but to the overcoming of the world.

Vers. 9-12. How "our faith" (ver. 4), by means of its

object and substance (Christ, who came with water and blood),

as also in virtue of its nature (of the Spirit, ver. 6, who, ver. 7,

still, in connection with bajitism and self-renouncing suffering

love, and in tliese, bears His testimony to Himself), has the

power in itself to overcome the world—has been shown in

vers. 5-8. Now, vers. 9-12, the other and subjective side of

the matter is brought under consideration ; it is shown, how
this victory over the Koafioi; takes effect in the individual man.

The Apostle exhibits this to his readers, while he reminds them

how they themselves had been brought to the assurance of faith

by the " witness " dilated upon vers. 6-8. This, indeed, did not

take place through external arguments directed to the under-

standing, but through the power of a new life which Christ and

Christ's Spirit had manifested in them. Thus St John comes

to speak, vers. 9-12, of the assurance and poicer of faith, and

thus demonstrates and illustrates its world-conquering character.

Ver. 9. " If we receive the testimony of men :" this premiss

(el with the Indicative) lays down an admitted presupposition,

from which an inference may and will be deduced. It is a

known fact, that we (in human affairs, for example, before a

tribunal) accept the testimony which is given by men, and give

it its measured value. The first person plural serves to express

the idea of the German "wm??." We, men, are wont to do so.

(Not

—

ive Christians). Granted, then, that we are accustomed to

receive the testimony of men, how much more must we receive

the testimony of God, this being obviously fiel^cov, greater in

value, and dignity, and certainty ! St John, however, expresses

it so concisely as to omit the Troarp /xaXXov Xa^cofxev. He says
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only, " God's testimony is greater ;" the complementary clause,

" consequently, the rather to be received," was self-understood.

' Otl avTT) iarlv rj jiaprvpia, otl, k.t.X. Instead of the

second on the Eec. reads ijv. (So De Wette and Sander.)

But oTt is perfectly authenticated by Codd. A.B., Copt., Sahid.,

Armen., Vulg., and the Fathers (tjv originated manifestly in

the endeavoiu* to conform ver. 9 to the following verse).—The
first OTL may be taken either as a causal particle, or as an e.v-

planatory " for, that is." Liicke adopts the former, and supplies

what is omitted before otl thus :
" But if we receive the testi-

mony of God, we must believe that Jesus is the Christ ; for

this is in truth the substance of His testimony." But such a

completion of the thought is exegetically untenable ; it exhibits

the same perversion which, from ver. 6 onwards, will think of

nothing but " demonstration of the Messiahship of Jesxis."

Iluther correctly sees that the clause with otl serves to explain

and define the previous idea, rj fxapTvpla tov &eov, that is, to

say what testimony must be here understood. But, even then,

there are various views which may be taken. Either the second

OTL may be translated by " for ;" in which case the avTrj must

necessarily refer back to ver. 8 (" that is to say, this—water,

blood, and Spirit— is the testimony of God ; for He has testi-

fied it concerning His Son"). But this does not present any

clear process in the thought ; we cannot see what the words otl

pieijbapTvp7]K€v, K.T.X., really mean to say in this case ; they would

bear a definite meaning only if an auT09 came before the fie-

fxapTvprjKcv, in order to emphasize that it was God Himself who
gave this testimony. Or, the second otl may be translated

" that ;" in which case the clause otl /jbefiapTvpijKev must be

regarded as the explanation and substance of the avTt] :
" This,

namely, is the testimony of God, that He has testified concern-

ing His Son.^^ The emphasis then falls upon the words Trept

TOV viov avTov. In any case, the Apostle does not mean thereby

(as Bengel and Liicke assume) that testimony which, according

to vers. 7, 8, still continuously goes on through the Spirit, the

water, and the blood ; certainly not the purely internal testi-

mony which is treated of in ver. 11 : but he opposes to the con-

tinuous testimony which goes on through man's instrumentality,

the imiwedisitely-Divine, once-given testimony (fxefiapTvpTjKev) ;

and this must be conceived of as no other than that of John i. 33
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(compare Matt. iii. 17, and the parallel passages, ^fark ix. 7
;

John xii. 28). As the Apostle above, in ch. iv. 21, made it pro-

minent that we have an express commandment of the Lord for

the arfairr)^ so similarly he points here, ch. v. 9, to the fact that

we have an express testimony of God Himself on which our

faith is founded. And the words Trepl tov viov avrov plainly

remind us of the words of Matt. iii. 17 ; Mark ix. 7.

Ver. 10. This testimony, however, as given in the past,

does not altogether end the matter. He who believeth on this

Son of God has the witness of God, not only externally to him-

self in the evangelical narrative, and as somethino- beloniiing to

the past, but internally and as an active and influential power.

The like and selfsame testimony which was once uttered by

God, " This is ISIy beloved Son," approves itself as true in us,

in believers, while it mightily demonstrates its power within us

(as is afterwards shown, ver. 11).

He, on the other hand, who does not believe (and in whose

inner soul, consequently, that testimony cannot demonstrate its

power), is not excused (through this deficiency of a present

mighty demonstration within him) ; but he remains under tins

guilt, that he believeth not that historical and sure testimony

which God bore to His Son, and thereby " hath made God a

liar," tliat is, has treated Him as a liar (compare ch. i. 10).

They who do not distinguish the Perfect in ver. 9, fiefxap-

rupr}Kev, from the Present in vers. 7, 8, are not in a position to

view rightly the thought of ver. 10.

Vers. 11, 12 serve the purpose of explaining and unfolding

tlie words " hath the witness in himself," ver. 10. Kal avrrj

cannot refer back to the " testimony which God hath testified,"

ver. 10 ; since in vers. 9, 10 the past historical testimony has

been already clearly distinguished from the testimony which

we bear in ourselves at the present, leather must avri] go back

to the commencing clause of ver. 10. This is confirmed by

ver. 12 ; where it is said that tlic /xt] iriarevwv hath not life,

consequently hath not received tlds testimony, ver. 11, which

simply consists in the possession of the ^6)77 ; consequently, it

cannot be demanded of him that he should believe this internal

testimony, nor can it be said of him that he maketh God a liar,

because he believeth not this testimony wliich hath not yet been

borne within him. It is therefore perfectly plain, tliat by the
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" witness which God hath given, fiefiapTvpTjKev" and by tlie

not receiving of which the unbehever maketh " God a liar,"

something other must be meant than the internal experience of

the life-giving power of faith. This latter follows only upon

faith itself. The /xaprvpla fjv /jbefiapTvprjKev must, on the other

hand, be something which the not-yet-believing man might and

could already have perceived or rejected. Consequently, it jmist

be the objective, historical testimony, by which God acknow^-

ledged Jesus as His Son. And, consequently, further, our

words, ver. 11, koI ainr) iariv, k.t.X., must refer, not to the

second, but to the first, member of ver. 10.

The meaning of the words themselves furnishes no particular

difficulty. " And this is the testimony (which we have), that

God hath given to us (rj^lv) eternal life. And this life is in

His Son." The believer has, as such, experienced the j^oiocr

of God in himself, the power which has awakened him from

spiritual death, and given him the victory over the / of self, the

power of a heavenly life. And in truth this heavenly life is

and subsists in the Person of the Son of God. It is the death-

overcoming power of Christ, the Son of God, which the believer

has experienced, and experiences anew every day, uj)on and

within his soul. With him, therefore, doubt upon that point

is no longer possible ; he can no more doubt of the Divinity

and Divine power of Christ than a recovered blind man can

doubt of the existence of the sun and of liMit. The Son of

God, with His power overcoming the Koa/Ma, is to him a fact,

a most proper and essential experience. This is the blessing

which rests upon the belief of that objective historical /xaprvpla

of God concerning His Son, that a man attains thereby to this

internal experimental fiaprvpia of the living power of the Son

of God overcoming the world and death.

" He that hath the Son, hath life ; he that hath not the Son,

hath not life :" these words develop and distribute the second

member of ver. 11. That "this life is in His Son," approves

itself in the fact that he who hath the Son hath life,—and con-

versely. (Grotius weakens the thought by saying :
" He who

hath the Son hath a right to future eternal life." St John says

much more than this.)

Vers. 13-17. It has been maintained by De Wette and
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others, against Spener, Bengel, and Liicke, that there is here

no formal besinnino; of a final section, but that the chain of

thought goes on continuously. This, however, does not follow

from the mere fact that in ver. 13 the idea of the " eternal life"

is resumed ; for this idea is so profound, full, and comprehen-

sive, as to justify us in thinking tliat St John, in the section

oh. V. 4-12, had been gradually introducing it in all its fulness,

in order to declare in his final section that this was the end of

all his writing, to show them that ice have etermal life through

faith in the Son of God. This is the very end which he lays

down, ch. XX. 31, as the final and consummate goal of his Gospel.

•—What speaks more strongly against the assumption that in

ch. V. 13 there is the formal commencement of a final section

in the ordinary/ sense, is the circumstance that the fundamental

idea of the Fifth Part

—

the icorld-overcoming power of faith—
still continues to stamp its impress upon the whole strain of

the thought. Nevertheless, there is a sense in which vers. 13-21

actually form a concluding section. Not that the organic de-

velopment of the thought comes to an end in ver. 12, a purely

hortatory and final appendage now following ; but the organic

development of thought has now attained its all-comprehending

crown or climax, so that the last strain of the last Part forms

at the same time a conclusion of the whole matter, a conclusion

which bears all the evident characteristics of being such.

That is to say, the words ravra eypa^jra v/xlv, ver. 13, bv no

means point back merely to vers. 10-12. How trivial would

it be to say, " This (that he who hath the Son hath eternal life)

have I written to you, tliat ye may know that he who believeth

on the Son of God hath eternal life"— !
" These things have

I written" rather refer back (Bengel) to the ravra ypd^o/xev of

ch. i. 4. That which St John there announced at the outset,

he has now fully accomplished. He has written this whole

Epistle in order to bring his readers to this goal and topstone

of knowledge, that they, if they believe on the name of the Son

of God, have eternal life. To this same faith it was his design

to lead them by his Gospel (John xx. 31) : a new demonstration

of the internal and external connection of tlie two documents.^

' Olshausen says on this passage :
" The connection of the Epistle with

the Gospel is here evident. In John xx. 31 St John lays down the very

same end for his Gospel."
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This concluding point he has now therefore reached. But

even this last blessed result of faith, the " life eternal," he will

still unfold in its world-overcoming power, and exhibit accord-

ingly the irla-TL'i also as in its consequences overcoming the world.

But both these are exhibited in the hearing and granting of

prayer. The believer is here represented as a man who, as it

were, may place" himself in command of the powers of God
Himself. In the confidence of faith he may pray, and God
hearetli him. In the development of this thought it will be

seen (vers. 16, 17) that St John has especially in view interces-

sion for the spiritual good of other men, and for their conversion

(and consequently, in this sense also, the proper overcoming of

the world).

In ver. 14 we must read, with the Eec. and B., and in

conformity with St John's style, ort, idv ri (against A. and

Lachmann, 6,ti av). "And this is the confidence which we
have in Him, that,"—and so on. The Trapprjala is connected,

not with the idea of the ^co^ (Diisterdieck), but with that of

the 'TTLCTTeveiv. The clause with ort does not sei*ve to explain

the aijT7], for our irappiqcria cannot consist in that which God
doeth. "On depends simply upon irapprjcrla, and only sets forth

its matter or substance. " We have the confidence that He
heareth us,"— this is the kernel of the thought ; but, to make
prominent how great and glorious a thing it is to be able to

possess such confidence, St John uses, instead of the simple

•Kapprjalav e'^o/xev, the emphatic koI avrr} ia-rlv rj irapprjcrLa yv

e'^ofjuev. Liicke is right therefore in saying that the logical

completion of the clause would be thus :
" And this is the

confidence which we have : (we have the confidence) that he

heareth us."

He (God) heareth us, " if we ask anything according to His

wilir Here is confirmed what was observed upon ch. iii. 22,

that, in the doctrine concerning the granting of prayer, the

petitioner is always assumed to live in the Holy Ghost and in

the possession of a regenerate life ; that, consequently, his sup-

j)lication proceeds from a will which is in accordance with the

Divine will, and which frames its desires according to the norm
of God's Spirit and will ; that, therefore, he never urges pre-

sumptuous requests, but prays only for that which Christ has

tauo'ht us to ask for.
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Ver. 15. If we know that God heareth our prayer (a/couet),

we have already the thing prayed for (even though the fulfil-

ment may not be plain to our own eyes at once). So rightly

explain Episcopius, Liicke, and others (against Rickli, who finds

in ver. 15 the simple declaration, that if God hear our prayer,

He will also grant it. But the clkovuv Tiv6<i itself involves the

granting ; compare ver. 14). In the knowing that God heareth

us, lies already the j^osseesion of what is asked, even though the

fulfilment of our request may not be at once obvious to our

eyes. This is the highest glory of the confidence of prayer,

that the petitioner may at once, without doubt and with absolute

assurance, regard the thing asked for as his own possession, even

as he at first only asked God for it.— Instead of idv with the

Indicative, a pure Greek writer would have used el with the

Indicative (as in ch. iv. 11). '^ >

In vers. 16, 17 St John speaks of a limit which is placed'-/, ^^if^^

to the world-overcoming power of prayer. If any petition- >/^ ^•^.
"^''*'

might be supposed to be "according to the will of God," iti^^^"^"*-

would certainly be the petition for the conversion and salvation

of our neighbour. This is indeed prayer, not for myself, but

for him, and therefore springing from love ; it is a prayer, not

for earthly good, but for the salvation of a soul, and therefore

for the extension and coming of the kingdom of God. Hence,

one might be misled into the theoretical notion that every

prayer for the conversion of a fellow-man must be heard and

granted. The Apostle here obviates that erroneous inference.

Conversion proceeds in a sphere of its own, which touches at

all points the domain of human voluntary determination ; and

in this domain there is a point at wliich the human will may
have so hardened itself arjainst the convertinfy influences of the

grace of God, as that God cannot and will not any more save.

When this point has been reached, intercession has no assurance

of being heard.

It is plain, and indeed uncontested, that this is the general

meaning of these words. The Ap9stle sets out with the pre- ^^jjssj'^

supposition that one sees his aSe^o? sm the afjuapriav firj Trpot '^'^
-h

-^

ddvarov. Instead of the idv, another author would have used

ei with the Optative. How wide the idea of dSeXcpo^; is, we have

' Olsliausen :
" St John makes specially prominent the noblest applica-

tion of prayer—Prayer for others."

T
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already seen ; and wliat St John in ver. 8 says concerning the

witnessing, world-overcoming power of the cufia, that is, of the

love which sacrifices its own life, shows iis that he did not limit

his meaning, any more than his Lord (Luke x. 30 seq.), to mere

obligations towards our fellow-regenerate, exclusive of the obli-

gations of love towards those who are still to be converted.

First of all, we must think of the members of the Christian

community, but not to the exclusion of those who are not

Christians. To restrict the idea of aSeXc^o? to the regenerate is

altogetiier untenable, especially if the afxaprla Trpo<i Odvatov be

the sin of apostasy, which, ch. ii. 19, the truly regenerate can-

not commit.—He then who seeth his aSe\.(f)6<i (in the widest

sense) sin—his sin not being yet the sin unto death

—

should

(not maT/) pray for him ; and God^— or he, the petitioner,^ by his

prayer—will give him life. This Saxrec t,a)r]v of itself shows that

it is not so much the commission of an individual sinful action

which is meant by the dfxapTaveiv (in that case we should have

expected as the answer of the prayer, " And God will for-

give it to him"), as a state of sin which is to be removed by

the impartation of a higher Feavenly power of life. And this

therefore must define and limit the idea of the " sinning unto

death." By this also cannot be meant an individual external

action, deserving the punishment of death (as Morns, Lange,

and the papal expositors suppose, with a false application of

Num. xviii. 22) ; for 6dvaT0<i can be here only the antithesis

of ^0)4 and must not therefore be understood of bodily death.

But 7r/309 OdvaTov he sins who has brought himself into such a

posture and state of soul as renders impossible the conversion to

7ricrTt9 and t,wri (Calvin, De Wette, Liicke).

The one and only point of difficulty in the whole passage

is, whether and how it can be surely Jaioivn, as to a third person,

that the dSe\(f)6<i has committed that sin of internal reprobation.

That it is supposed to be possible to be known, is shown not so

much by the idv rt? tS-p (which refers primarily to the general

dfiapTdvovTo), as by this, that the rejyeated restriction, d/xaprdveiv

fir) 7rpo9 ddvarov and Tol<i dfiaprdvovat fxr) 7rpo9 ddvarov, impli-

citly requires the readers, lohen they see their brother sinning,

to test whether the sin be or be not the " sin unto death." The
^ So Beza, Socinns, Grotius, Sjaener, Bengel, Liicke.

^ So Erasmus, Calvin, Dc Wette.
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question then arises, liow this mark of cognisahleness may be

reconciled with what is said besides concerning the " sin unto

death ;" or, in other words, what definite species of sin may be

found in tlie case of which the mark that it may be kiiowa

coincides with the other marks.

Diisterdieck lays down the following.worms for the exposi-

tion of the idea of the a/xapTLa irpo'i Odvarov : 1. That it may
be known ; 2. That it can be committed only by a member of

the Christian community ; 3. That for him who has committed

it " there may not be prayer;" 4. That iii and for itself it is

not distinguished from every other sin, since every sin is in fact

a sin unto death. Accordingly, he comes to the decision that

the " sin unto death" cannot be the " sin against the Holy

Ghost, Matt. xii. 31" (since this was committed by unbelievers);

nor impenitence continued even unto (bodily) death (since it

could never be known whether any man would continue his in:-

penitence unto death) ;—but no other than shipwreck of faith,

or apostasy.

However generally correct this may be, the question is left

quite unsolved bj_it—how far this sin is cognisable. Duster^

dieck was at first disposed to regard with some favour tlie

notion of Grotius, who regarded excommunication from the

Church as the sure sign of the commission of the sin unto death

— as if that sin were to be known by what a man suffered, and

not by what he did; and as if the Church might not be mis-

taken in the infliction of excommunication! He afterwards says,

with Huther, that " a sin must be meant by which the internal

abandonment of life in Christ is consiimmated and declared.

But thus every grosser sin, murder, denial of Christ, adultery,

may be such a sin unto death." We may reasonably doubt,

however, whether the man who commits an act of adultery, must

be therefore at once supposed to have finally and fully broken

off all connection with Christ. Diisterdieck finally takes refuge

in the assumption, that " the whole representation of the sin

unto death must have been far less difficult to the first readers

of the Epistle," and that apostasy to Gnosticism must necessarily

have been its meaning to their minds. A miserable conclusion

this, after eighteen pages of investigation ! Were then the

Cerinthian Gnostics the only men for whom prayer was not to

be offered ?
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But these regulative principles for the exposition of the idea

are, as a whole, partly incorrect, and partly inefficient. It is not

correct to say that the sin here treated of could be committed

only by the regenerate. If the sin unto death was apostasy to

Gnosticism, then we are taught by ch. ii. 19, that those who
committed this sin had never been truly regenerate. And it is ~is//^

an error to make ch. v. 1 prove that the idea of aSe\^6<; is

limited to the fellow-regenerate : in our observations upon that

passage, we have seen tliat, not the idea aSeA,(^o<?, but the con-

textual process of the Apostle's thought, led him to the deriva-

tion of the ayaTTij there from the common fatherhood of God ;

and on ch. iii. 15, that the idea d8e\(p6<i, viewed in itself, em-

braces the whole relation of man to man. Accordingly, the

first restriction falls to the ground. A " sin unto death" will

"^-every sin be through which man becomes incapable of any fur-

ther conversion ; therefore, b.otlLthe " sin against the Holy

Ghost," spoken of in Matt. xii. 31 seq., that is, unbelievers'

decided hardening of themselves against the drawing of grace,

and the sin of apostasy (comp. Heb. vi. 4) committed by mem-
bers of the Christian community (though, according to ch. ii.

19, not internally and in the fullest sense regenerate), fall

under the idea of the " sin unto death" alike.

Secondly, it is a perversion for him to mamtain (misunder-

standing a saying of Calvin, that every, the smallest sin, would

deserve death) that every sin in itself is a sin unto death ; and,

therefore, that the question does not concern the objective

quality of the sin, but only the subjective condition of heart in

him who commits the sin. That would take away every vestige

of the possibility of discerning and knowing the sin. But the

Apostle says in ver. 18 just the reverse, that not every sin is a

" sin unto death" in the sense of ver. 17.

Thirdly, it is a very incautious way of speaking, to lay

down as a third mark, that for liim who has committed the

sin unto death " we are not to pray." St John speaks more

cautiously ; he does not forbid the praying,^ but he says, ov

irepl eK€Lvrj<i Xeyco iva ipcor^aj). Now, whether the irepl be

connected with ipcorrjcrr} (as the majority of expositors think)

or with Xeyoci (which better suits the meaning of Trepl)— in

* Olshausen writes here erroneously, " Love forbids now to pray."
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neither case is there any prohibition of prayer in the words ;

St John only takes this sin away from under the previous com-

mandment to pray. (It is not— " For it I say that he may not

pray ;" the negation ov helongs decisively to the Xe^yw, not to

epwTrjari). But this is very important. For with it falls all

that has been said by him concerning the cognisableness of

this " sin unto death." If St John forbids a Christian to pray

for the sinner unto death, he must presuppose that the having

committed such a sin is in every case indubitably certain ; but,

taking the words of ver. 17 in their simple meaning, the only

thing laid down and presupposed is this, that a sin which is fir)

TTjOo? ddvarov, not unto death, may be surely hnown as such. And
thus all the difficulties are solved. That any particular sin

which another may commit, as also the general state in which

he may be found, is not irpb^ ddvarov— that he may still repent

and be converted

—

this may be easily and Avith the utmost

confidence knoAvn. And ichere this is known with certainty,

where tliere is no necessity for thinking another to be hardened

and past salvation,— there must be prayer offered. Where, on

the other hand, this certainty ceases, where there is reason to

assume or suppose that another has committed the " sin unto

death,"—there this prayer ceases (Grotius, Lange, Huther,

Besser). Thus, in this latter case—that is, where there is

room for much doubt (absolute assurance is never possible to

any human eye)—the intercession is not commanded; neither

is it forbidden, but left to the heart of the individual : only, that

in such cases such assurance of the hearing of prayer as had been

spoken of in ver. 14 seq. cannot have place. ^ The Christian is

defended against the dangerous supposition, that uncondition-

ally, and in every instance, prayer for the conversion of a third

person must be granted.^ There are cases, says St John, in

* The connection of thought, therefore, is not this : Such an interces-

sion remains unheard, because the intercession itself is a forhiddcn one, and
wjainst the will of God (Calvin, Bengel) ; but, conversely, Such an inter-

cession is not commanded, because the assurance of hearing is not given.

2 Bullinger's words on this point are very good :
" Poterat autem ali-

quis pro impio aliquo conteintore Dei orare, Deumque ipsum, non auditus,

argnere mendacii. Istud ut declinaret apostolus, notanter addidit : Impe-

trabis quidem, si ille Deum convertentem non contemserit. Pro eo, inquit,

qui ad mortem peccat, rogari nolo, i.e. nolo quis exspectet se quidquam
consecutxirura, si oret pro perfidio et impio contemtore niiminis."
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whicli man has destroyed his own capacity of conversion (Matt,

xii. 31 seq. ; Heb. vi. 4 seq.) ; and, where it may be assumed

that such a case is before us, intercession is not commanded : it

may not reckon upon that acceptance and answer, simply be-

cause, whenever such a case occurs, the man has ah'eady fallen

into spiritual Odvara, into reprobation.

_

In ver. 17 follows the simple explanation that in fact every
' aSiKia is sin, but that there is a aiiaprla ov Trpo? Odvarov. That

euTL is the substantive verb, is plain from the arrangement of

the words. (Luther was much in error when he took- dixapria

as the subject, in the sense of dfiapria n^, eaTtv as the copula,

and ov irpo^ Odvarov as the predicate.)— The first words have

an external resemblance to ch. iii. 4, but the likeness is only ex-

ternal. There, the matter of the idea djjbdpria was defined by

avofjiia ; here, the comprehensiveness of the idea d/xaprLa is de-

fined by dSiKLa. There, the point was, that sin is in its nature

a transgression of the commandments of God ; here, the thought

is that not merely the d/xapria ttjoo? Odvarov, but every dhiKLa,

falls under the idea of djxaprla, while there is within this range

of the idea a sinning which is " not unto death." 'ASlkm is

therefore an idea altogether different from dvofxla. ^Avojxia

serves for the qualitative definition of the idea a/xapria ; dSiKia

serves for its qualitative limitation. ^Avofxia is that which offends

the specific commandments of God ; and in ch. iii. 4 it is said that

sin (all sin) offends against God's commandments., 'ASiKia is all

jthatjs opposed to the inmost, deepest idea of Btkmoa-vvT} (cb. i. 9

and ii. 29) ; and It is said m our passage that every deviation

from the nature of Him who is righteous and maketh righteous,

is of itself sin, but that^notevery sin is a sin unto death.

Yees. 18-20 form a proper conclusion. With a triple

olZajxev St John recapitulates three truths which he has dilated

upon in the course of the Epistle. The first, that every man who
is born of God sinneth not, but taketh heed and guardeth him-

self, and that Satan cannot touch him, had been unfolded, as to

its general substance, in the first section (ch. i. 6, ii. 3 seq.)
;

and, as to its foundation in sonship to God and regeneration,

and the requirement of the r'qpelv, in the third section (ch. iii. 3

seq.) ; and, as it respects the security against the irovrjpo^, in

the second section (ch, ii. 13 and 20 seq., and 27), and also in
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the third. The second truth, that we are of God, wliile the

world lieth in the evil one, had been prepared for in the first

section, and then formed the foundation of the second section

(ch. ii. 8 and 15 seq.), as also the second part of the third section

(ch. iii. 13 seq.). The third, that Christ is come, and hath given

us an understanding of the truth, had been copiously unfolded

in the fourth and fifth sections, but had been before that touched

upon in the second (ch. ii. 20 and 22).—Thus we see that St

John does not here recapitulate the five main divisions, but three

main aspects and points of his teaching which had pervaded more

or less the various sections of his Epistle : our obligation and pre-

rogative of holiness ; our opposition to the world ; our relation

to the Person of Christ.

The first of these three thoughts connects itself immediately

with the preceding verse. Not to obviate a perversion of his

doctrine that there is a sin "not unto death" (Bengel)— for no

occasion had been given for such a perversion—but as the

simple appendage to his words, iracra ahiKia ajxapTia kcniv, and

as a remembrancer of what had been taught throughout the

Epistle, St John proceeds

—

OtSafiev (with reference to his

having said it before), loe knoic that every one who is born of

God sinneth not. These words have their full interpretation,

as it respects the subject, in our remarks upon ch. ii. 9, and, as

it respects the predicate, in our remarks upon ch. ii. 1 and 3,

iii. 3, 4, 9.

But St John appends to the main thought two subordinate

explanatory suggestions. First, he sets against the negative ov'^

ajxapTCLveL the positive aW' 6 <yevvr]de\<i €k toO Oeov TTjpei eav-

rov (where the Part. Aor. Pass, is employed to lay stress upon

the contrast between the past and completed yevvrjdrjvai and the

idea of Trjpelv, or of continuous preservation of grace) ; but he

thus at the same time lays down the requirement of what the

Christian has to do on his own part, in order to realize the

" not sinning." Tr)petv eavTov, elsewhere with a predicate, as

in 1 Tim. v. 22 ; James i. 27, "keeping oneself pure :" here

we must either supplement the predicate, " keeps himself as

one born of God," that is, preserves the new life and the state

of grace ; or, rrjpeiv avrov is used in the sense of the (classical)

Middle TrjpeiadaL, " be on guard, taking heed " (that is, against

sin). The latter explanation is the more natural. St John had
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occasion here to mention, not the result (that he remains a

yevvrjdeU e« rov 0eov), but the means, that is, his guarding

against sin. Moreover, he would have expressed in a clearer

and less abstract way the thought that " he who is born of God
keeps himself as one who has a new life."

But as he, in the words aXX o, k.t.X., has mentioned the

means which we on our part must use, so in the concluding

words of the verse, koI o irovTjpo'; ovj^ aTrrerai avrov, he gives

the ground of the confidence which we may have in the contest

with sin. God on His part suffers it not that Satan should

touch us : Satan may not touch us {airreaOai,, as in the Sept.,

Ps. cv. 15, comp. Wisd. iii. 1) ; compare Luke xxii. 31, 32 ;

Eph. vi. 11 seq. ; 1 Cor. x. 13. " It is not meant, that tempta-

tion itself may be avoided" (on the contrary, comp. Eph. vi. 12;

1 John ii. 13), " but that the tempting attack shall be made

hurtlessly, and be victoriously repelled" (Diisterdieck). A touch-

ing is signified which would wound us (our new man), and do

us injury.

In ver. 19 the second main ti'uth follows : We hiow that we

are of God. In ver. 18 it was laid down as a universal judg-

ment—He that is born of God sinneth not ; in ver. 19 follows

the specific judgment—We know that we are of God. But

with this is presently contrasted the Koa/xo^, the antithesis of

the " we." Kal 6 Koafiot; 0X09 iv rS Trovrjpo) Kelrai. The pre-

dicate ev TM TTovTjpoj Kelrac does not merely constitute the nega-

tive of e/c rov 0eov elvat, as if the sense were, " We know that

we are of God, but the world is not of God ;" and the idea of

€v ru> 7rovr}pa> KelaOac is much weakened, if we regard (as is

generally done) the " lying in the evil " as merely the " being

in a miserable and wrong state generally." ^Ev Trovqpo) is not

neuter, but, as the antithesis of e'/c ©eov, masculine. KeicrOat iv

Tc3 7rov7}poJ is, generally, parallel with the elvat gk rov ©eov, but

the Apostle must have had some reason why he did not write ck

rov TTovrjpov ecrrtv (as in ch. iii. 10-12 and John viii. 4, comp.

1 John ii. 16) ; and this reason is to be sought in his habit of

making the second member of an antithesis overpass the first
^

^ So fixed is this habit of St John, that even in ch. v. 12, where the

second member does not in fact overpass the first, he introduces in the

second member at least a formal change and advancement, that of rou Qiov

added to rtV viot/.
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(compare above, ch. i. 6 and 7, and elsewliere). Concerning

the world he says, not merely that it is " of the 7rovr]p6<;" or has

him for a father, and bears his nature, but also that it " lies in

him," that is, lies in his bosom,— not, indeed, like an unborn

child in the mother's womb (Spener, Steinhofer, after Isa. xlvi.

3), which would be only another form of being " of the evil

one," and moreover would be an altogether inappropriate figure,

—but like an infant on the bosom of a mother or a father,

which is absolutely given np to its parents' power (Calvin,

Bengel, Liicke). Consequently, St John speaks not only of

the origin and nature of the world, but also of the destiny which

it has to expect ; and thus these last words include at the same

time a consolation for the rjfj,et<; which are iu rov Qeov.

Ver. 20. The clause, ore e'/c rov Qeov ia^ev, leads naturally

to the third great truth, to the person of Him through whose

mediation we have become children of God. We know that

the Son of God r;«et, " has come " (compare ch. iv. 9 and 14),

and hath given us^ Sidvoiav iva <ycva)aKcofj,ep rov oXtjOivov,

Aidvoia is not " knowledge" (Liicke), but the power of capacity

of knowing (Luther, Bengel), compare Eph. iv. 18 ; 2 Pet. iii.

1 ; and, especially, the facultas cognoscendi, as it rests upon an

ethical-religious -basis (1 Pet. i. 13; Matt. xxii. 37 ; Eph. ii. 3 ;

Heb. viii. 10, x. 16; Luke i. 51 ; Col. i. 21). It may there-

fore be appropriately translated " sense " or " discernment."

As Christ has come (in the sense of ch. iv. 9), and through this

act of love has kindled love in us (ch. iv. 10), thus communi-
cating His nature to us, he has furnished us with the under-

standing which is necessary in order that we may know God.

For God is, according to ch. i. 6, iv. 8, ^w? and d'yairr]; and

only he who is penetrated by His light, and kindled by His love,

can know Him.—But God is here termed the aXr]6tv6^, not

as He who is the a\.7]0€La, and not as He who possesses the

attribute of truth ; a\.r]6iv6<; forms here, as at the conclusion of

this verse and John xvii. 3, the antithesis to Jlctitious, or false

(Calvin, Huther, and most others). The true God stands in

opposition to the imagined and vain gods, which are not ^w?
and are not ivydrr'q.

In the concluding words Avhich now follow

—

Kai iafiev iv

^ That WhuKiv has the same subject as liKst is clear, and has been ad-

mitted by all expositors with the exception of Bengel.
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T(p oXtjOlvo), ev Tw VIM avTov ^Irjaov Xptcrrov' ovro^; ecrriv o aXrj-

6tvo<i ©eo'i KoX ^coT] ala)vio<;— St John reaches in his recapitula-

tion the same fundamental result, comprehending the crown

and quintessence of all his teaching, which he had reached at

the close of the development of the Fifth Section, ver. 12, and

from which the final Section, ver. 13, had set out. " We are

in Him that is true" (God), not merely e/c tov Geov, begotten

of Him, born again of Him, but in virtue of that being in Him
(compare John xvii. 23, and above, 1 John ii. 6 and 24). But

in Christ we are in God ; that is, because we are, and as long as

we are, in Jesus Christ, we are in the Father. The words ia/xev

ev ro) aXrjOivat constitute together one verbal idea, to which the

words ev rS via> avrov ^Irjcrov Xptarov are added as an ex-

planatory definition. Our "being in the True" is the being

found in Christ. Similarly, it was said in John xvii. 33, " I in

them, and Thou in Me" (consequently, through My mediation,

"Thou in them"). That iv tm viS, k.t.\., are not in apposi-

tion to ev TOO aKif}9ivu) (Vulg., Erasmus) is self-evident ; for the

Genitive avrov refers to the a\7]6iva>, and, consequently, the

aX7]Bcv6<i is distinguished from '^His Son."

But it does not by any means follow from this distinction

between the a\7}6iv6<i and "His Son" that ovjo<; must in the

closing words refer back to akrj6ivo<^ (as Grotius and many
others assume), and cannot point to vl6<;. It is quite possible

in itself, and very much in harmony with the style of St John's

favourite turns of thought and expression, that he should, after

having distinguished the aX7]0iv6<; from His vi6<;, simply say

concerning the same Son, that He was Himself the akrjOtvo^;

0609. (So Bullinger, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Bengel, Olshausen,

Stier, and, generally, all orthodox expositors ; even the Arminian

Episcopius.) And this interpretation is the more pt^obable, in

comparison witli the former. For, if it is referred to the

Father, it would be a jflat repetition, after the Father had been

twice called o akrjdivo'i, to say now again, " This is the akijdcvoi;

@e6<i." And, as it respects the second predicate, koI ^cor] ala)vi.o<?,

the Son had been in ver. 12 seq. with such precision exhibited

as He in whom we have the I^cot],— this had been in ver. 12 so

plainly laid down as the Jinal climax of the whole development,

and in ver. 13 as the goal and consummate issue of the whole

Epistle,— that we here, at the close of the conclusion, might
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almost have naturally expected some such thought as that tlie

Son is eternal life. Moreover, in the previous member of the

verse, the proper predicate-idea lay in the words eV toj vtaj, k.t.X.:

these words declared, not that we are in God generally, but

that our " being in God" has its basis in Christ His So7i ; and

this also makes it more natui'al that ovTO<i should be referred to

vlw.

The only thing which seems to oppose this view is the article

before oXtjOcvo^ 0eo9. When St John, in the Gospel, ch. i. 1,

etc., teaches the divinity of the Logos, he writes koI ©eo? rjv 6

X0709. This is correct. But it may be questioned whether it

was the AjDostle's design in this passage to attribute to the Son
the predicate of divinity—that is, to say concerning Him that

He was of a Divine nature. What would be the force of such

a declaration here ? It is St John's purpose to say, not what

the Son of God is, but ivho He is. Not that He was more than

mere man, and partaker of the Godhead, but that this Son, dis-

tinguished from the true God as His Son, was yet also the true

God Himself— to say that, was strictly in keeping. For, thus

writing, St John teaches us two things : that this u/09 is, on the

one hand, identical with the aX7]divo<; 0eo? Himself ; and, on

the other, that He is for us the source of eternal life.—Now,
in declaring ivhat any one is, the predicate must have no article

;

in declaring tcho any one is, the predicate must have the article.

Accordingly, Diisterdieck is wrong when he says that he must
" maintain, with Liicke, that the Apostle could not have written

more confusedly than to exhibit the Son of God, immediately

after having distinguished Him from the true God, as being

this true God Himself." There would have been confusion

here, only if any reader had been in danger of misunderstand-

ing the Apostle's ovro^, k.t.X., as placing the vlo'i in oppositioji

to the irartjp as the aXrjOivo'i 0eo9, and as declaring the irarrjp

to be a false God. But there was no need to fear such a mis-

understanding as that, more especially as St John had imme-
diately before named the Father unconditionally the aX7]6iv6<^.

On the other hand, it would have been to our mind something-

like confusion, if the Apostle, who so plainly teaches in his

Gospel the eternal divinity of the X0709, should have done

nothing more in the Epistle than distinguish the Son from the

Father, and from the Father as from the oXtjOivo';, without
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adding a single word as to their real identity of nature. Diister-

dieck, indeed, seems to fear heterodoxy here :
" the distinction

between the Son and the Father would be obscured" by this

exposition. That would be the case if St John had said of the

Son, 05x09 icTTLv 6 irarrjp ; but not when he says of the Son,

ovT6<i iartv 6 aXtjOcvb'; ©609. For oXtjOcvo^ 0eo9 is simply no

other than a definition of the Divine collective personality in

opposition to the creature (and here in opposition to false gods) ;

and One is called a\.r]0Lvo'i 0eo9, in such case as His internal

trinitarian relation is out of view. That this Son, on whom
our " being in the true God" rests, is this true God Himself,

St John here says. We may say, in strictest scholastic ortho-

doxy, that the Son is o/xoova-io^ tc3 irarpc, and, with the Father

and the Spirit together, is the Three-One God. But St John

had not to speak the language of the schools, but the language

of revelation.

Christ, as He is the true God Himself— that is. One with

Him— is also ^cor} alwvLo<i (the article before ^wr; is wanting in

A.B. ; and St John never writes 17 ^oar] alcavia, but always either

r] aloovia ^wrj, or without the article ^(orj alcovw?). He is eternal

life ; that is, he who hath Him hath life (ver. 12). It is worthy

of notice that it is never said of God the Father that He is life,

but only that He hath life (John v. 26, comp. ch. i. 4, xi. 25,

xiv. 5). The Father as such is not life ; but God Himself is

the Eternal Living One as from eternity begetting the Son

;

and this Son Himself is "the Life" /or the creature, in whom
the creature " hath life."

Ver. 21 is not (as many think) an "abrupt" final exhorta-

tion, but is clearly mediated by the idea of the aK,r]divo<i 0eo9.

If the Father, who hath revealed Himself in Christ, is the true

God,— if the Son, in whom we have the Father, is the true God,

— it follows that we must guard ourselves against all idols, that

is, against all false gods} This idea is a general, and very com-

prehensive one : it embraces all things and everything which

may be opposed to the God revealed in Christ, and to His wor-

ship in TTvev/xa and in aXijOeia. Preeminently, therefore, it

embraces the delusive and vain idols of the Cerinthian Gnosti-

^ Olshausen :
" ti'luhov is the antithesis of the tnie God."
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cism, and infidelity, whether ancient or modern ; but it includes

also the idols and false mediators of superstition, to whom the

confidence is transferred which is due only to God in Christ

—

be their name Madonna, or saints, or Pope, or priesthood, or

pictures, or good works, or office, or church, or sacraments.

The One Being in whom we have rrjv ^corjv is Chrisf, who " is

come not with water alone, but with water and blood;" and

therefore our trust should never be reposed in the water alone

—

in the signs and institutions—but for ever in His atoning death,

of which these signs are desio;ned to remind us. And this

Christ we possess through the Spirit of God, wdiose marks and

tokens are not priestly vestments, but faith and love. In this

meaning the Apostle's cry sounds forth through all the ages in

the ears of all Christians : Little children, keep your-
selves FROM IDOLS

!
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That which was from the beginning, which we have heard,

which we have seen with our eyes, which we have beheld and

our hands have handled—concerning the Word of life (and

the Life was manifested ; and we have seen, and bear witness,

and declare unto you the Eternal Life, which was with the

Father, and was manifested unto us),—That which we have

seen and heard declare we unto you, that ye also may have

fellowship with us, and that our fellowship (may be) with the

Father, and His Son Jesus Christ. And this we write unto

you, that our joy may be full.

This then is the message which we have heard of Him, and

declare unto you, that God is light, and in Him is no darkness

at all. If we say that we have fellowship with Him, and walk

in darkness, we lie, and do not the truth ; but if we walk in

the light, as He is in the light, w^e have fellowship one with

anothei', and the blood of Jesus His Son cleanseth us from all

sin. If we say that we have not sin, we deceive ourselves, and

the truth is not in us ; but if we confess our sins. He is faithful

and just to forgive our sins, and to cleanse us from all unright-

eousness. If we say that we have not sinned, we make Him a

liar, and His word is not in us.—My little children, this I write

unto you, that ye may not sin. And if any man sin, we have

an Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ, who is righteous.

And He is the propitiation for our sins ; and not for ours alone,

but for all the world.—And hereby we know that we have

known Him, if we keep His commandments. He that saith, I

have known Him, and keepeth not His commandments, is a

liar, and the truth is not in him. But whoso keepeth His

word in him the love of God is in truth perfected. Hereby
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know we that we are in Him. He that saith he abideth in

Him, is bound, as He walked, so also himself to walk.

Beloved, I write no new commandment unto you, but an

old commandment, which ye had from the beginning. The

old commandment is the word which ye have heard. Again, a

new commandment I write unto you, that which is true in Him
and in you : that the darkness is in act of passing, and the true

light already shineth. He that saith, he is in the light, and

hateth his brother, is in darkness until now. He that loveth

his brother abideth in the light, and there is no offence in Him.

But he that hateth his brother is in darkness, and walketh in

darkness, and knoweth not whither he goeth, because the dark-

ness hath blinded his eyes.—I write unto you, little children,

because your sins are forgiven you thi"ough His name. I write

unto you, fathers, because ye have known Him that is from the

beginning. I write unto you, young men, because ye have over-

come the wicked one. I have written unto you, little children,

because ye have kno^\Ti the Father. I have written unto you,

fathers, because ye have known Him that is from the beginning.

I have written unto you, young men, because ye are strong, and

the word of God abideth in you, and ye have overcome the

wicked one. Love not the world, neither the things that are in

the world. If any man love the world, the love of God is not

in Him. For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and

the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of the Father,

but is of the world. And the world passeth away, and the lust

thereof ; but he that doetli the will of God abideth for ever.

—

Little children, it is the last hour : and as ye have heard that

Antichrist shall come, even now there are many antichrists,

whereby we know that it is the last hour. The}' went out from

us, but they were not of us ; for if they had been of us, they

would have continued with us ; but that they might become

manifest, that they were not all of us. And ye have unction

from the Holy One, and know all. I have not written unto

you, because ye know not the truth, but because ye know it,

and (know) that all that is lie is not of the truth. Who is the

liar, but he that denieth that Jesus is the Christ ? This is the

Antichrist, who denieth the Father and the Son. Whosoever

denieth the Son, hath not the Father : he that acknowledgcth

the Son, hath the Father also. Let that abide in you which ye
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have lieard from the beginning. If that which ye have heard

from the beginning shall remain in you, ye also shall remain in

the Son and in the Father. And this is the promise that He
hath promised us, eternal hfe.—This have I written unto you

concerning them that seduce you. And ye, " the anointing

which ye have received from Him abideth in you," and " ye

need not that any man teach you ;" but as " the same anointing

teacheth you concerning all things ;" and " it is true and no

lie," and " as it hath taught you, abide in it."—And now, little

children, abide in Him ; that, when He shall appear, we may
have confidence, and not be ashamed before Him at His coming.

If ye know that He is righteous, know that every one that doeth

righteousness is born of Him.

Behold, what love hath the Father given unto us, in this,

that we should he called and are children of God! Therefore the

world knoweth us not, for it knew Him not.—Beloved, now are

we children of God, and it hath not yet been revealed what we
shall be. We know that, when it shall be revealed, we shall be

like Him, for we shall see Him as He is. And every man that

hath this hope towards Him, purifieth himself, even as He is

pure. Whosoever committeth sin committeth also transgression

of the law, and sin is transgression of tlie law ; and ye know
that He was manifested that He might take away sins, and in

Him is no sin. Whosoever abideth in Him, sinneth not. Who-
soever sinneth, hath not seen Him, nor known Him.—Little

children, let no man deceive you. He that doeth what is right,

is righteous, even as He is righteous : he that doeth what is sin,

is of the devil ; for the devil sinneth from the beginning. For

this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that He might

destroy the works of the devil. Whosoever is born of God
committeth not sin ; for His seed remaineth in him ; and he

cannot sin, because he is born of God. In this the children of
God are manifest, and the children of the devil. Whosoever

doeth not righteousness is not of God, neither he that loveth

not his brother. For this is the message that ye heard from the

beginning, that we should love one another ; not as Cain was

of that wicked one, and slew his brother. And wherefore slew

he him ? Because liis own works were evil, and his brother's

righteous.—Marvel not, brethren, if the world hates you. We
know that we have passed from death unto life, because we love
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the brethren : he tliat loveth not, ahideth in death. Wliosoever

hateth his brother is a murderer ; and ye know that no mur-

derer hath eternal Hfe abiding in him. In this we have per-

ceived love, that He laid down His life for us. And we are bound

to lay down our lives for the brethren. But whoso hath this

world's sustenance, and seeth his brother have need, and shutteth

up his bowels from him, how dwelleth in him the love of God"?

— Little children, let us not love in mere word, nor in tongue,

but in deed and in truth. Hereby shall we know whether we
be of the truth. And before Him shall we convince our hearts,

that if our heart condemn us, God is greater, and knoweth all

things. Beloved, if our heart condemn us not, we have con-

fidence towards God, and, whatever we may ask, we receive of

Him ; for we keep His commandments, and do that whicli is

well-pleasing in His sight. And this is His commandment.

That we should believe the name of His Son Jesus Christ, and

love one another, as He gave us commandment. And he that

keepeth His commandments dwelleth in Him, and He in him
;

and thereby know we that He abideth in us, by the Spirit which

He hath given us.

Beloved, believe not every spirit, but tiy tlie spirits^ whetlier

they he of God; for many false prophets are gone out into the

world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God : Every spirit that

confesseth Jesus Christ as having come in the flesh, is of God

;

and every spirit that confesseth not Jesus, is not of God ; and

this is that of Antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should

come, and even now already is it in the world. Ye axe of God^
little children, and have overcome them; because greater is He
that is in you, than he that is in the world. They are of the

M'orld ; therefore speak they of the world, and the world heareth

them. He are of God: he that knoweth God, heareth us ; he

that is not of God, heareth not us. Hereby know we the Spirit

of truth, and the spirit of seduction.— Beloved, let us love one

another ; for love is of God, and every one that loveth is born

of God, and knoweth God. He that loveth not, hath not known
God ; for G od is love. In this was manifested the love of God
..towards us, that God sent His Son, His On]}-begotten, into the

M'orld, that we might live through Him. In this is love: not

that we have loved God, but that He loved us, and sent His
Son to be the propitiation for our sins. Beloved, if God so

z
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loved us, we are bound also to love one another. No man hath

seen God at any tune : if we love one another, God abideth in

us, and His love is perfected in us. Hereby we know that we
abide in Him, and He in us, because He hath given us of His

Spirit. And we have seen, and do testify, that the Father sent

the Son to be the Saviour of the world. Whosoever shall con-

fess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and he

in God. And we have known and believed the love which God
hath in us : God is love ; and he that abideth in love, abideth

in God, and God in him.—Herein is love with us made per-

fect, that we have confidence in the day of judgment ; for as

He is, so are we also, in this world. There is no fear in love ;

but perfect love casteth out fear (for fear hath torment) : but

he that feareth is not perfected in love. We love, because He
first loved us.—If a man say, " I love God," and hateth his

brother, he is a liar ; for he that loveth not his brother, whom
he hath seen, how can he love God, whom he hath not seen 1

And this commandment have we from Him, That he who loveth

God love his brother also. Whosoever believeth that Jesus is

the Christ, is born of God ; and every one that loveth Him that

begat, loveth him also that is begotten of Him. By this w^e

know that we love the children of God, when we love God and

keep His commandments. For this is the love of God, that

we keep His commandments ; and His commandments are not

grievous : for whatsoever is born of God overcometh the world.

And this is the victory which hath overcome the world : our

^aith. Who is he that overcometh the world, but he that be-

lieveth that Jesus is the Son of God ? This is He that came

by water and blood, Jesus the Christ ; not with Mater only, but

with water and blood. And it is the Spirit that beareth wit-

ness, that the Spirit is truth. For there are three that bear

witness, the Spirit, and the water, and the blood; and these

three tend to one.—If we receive the witness of men, the wit-

ness of God is greater : this is the witness of God, that He hath

given testimony to His Son. He that believeth on the Son of

God hath the witness in himself : he that believeth not God
hath made Him a liar, because he hath not believed the witness

that God hath borne concerning His Son. And this is the

testimony, that God hath given to us eternal life ; and this life

is in His Son : he that hath the Son hath life ; he that hath
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not the Son of God hath not life.—This have I written unto

you, that ye may know that ye have eternal life, ye that believe

in the name of the Son of God. And this is the confidence

that we have towards Him, that, if we ask anything according

to His will. He heareth us. And if we know that He heareth us,

whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the petitions that we
desired of Him. If any man see his brotlier sin a sin not unto

death, he shall ask, and give him life,— to them that sin not

unto death. There is a sin unto death : not concerning it do I

say that we should pray. All unrighteousness is sin ; but there

is a sin not unto death.

We know : that whosoever is born of God sinneth not ; but

he that is born of God guardeth himself, and the wicked one

toucheth him not.

We know : that we are of God, and the whole world lieth

in the wicked one.

But we know : that the Son of God is come, and hath given

us an understanding, that we may know Plira that is true. And
we are in Him that is true, in Plis Son Jesus Christ : this is the

true God, and eternal life.

Little children, keep yourselves from idols !
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SECOND AND THIED EPISTLES OF ST JOHN.





INTKODUCTION.

^HE two documents which bear the name in our Canon

^h of the Second and the Tliird Epistles of St John, are

distinguished in a very marked manner, and in several

ways, from the First Epistle ; while, on the other hand, they may
be regarded in a certain sense as very similar to it. They are

distinguished from it, in the first place, by their brevity ; in the

second place, by their object and character^—neither of them

being addressed to a church, but the former to a Christian

woman named Kyria (2 John 1), and the latter to a man named
Gains (3 John 1),—both therefore to private persons; in the

third place, by the fact that the author calls himself, somewhat

mysteriously, o 7rp€a^vTepo<;, the Elder (2 and 3 John, ver. 1) ;

in the fourth place, and finally, by the circumstance that neither

the canonical cliaracter of these Epistles, nor the vieiv held concern-

ing their author, was firmly established in patristic antiquity. On
the other hand, the Second Epistle bears some resemblance to

the First in respect to its doctrinal matter, which is the same, and

its doctrinal /orm, which is similar, but not in respect to its style,

which is different. (In regard to the second point, that of form,

the passage, 2 John 5-7, and ver. 9, is so obviously a literal ex-

tract from the First Epistle, or direct allusion to it, that on that

very account^ the Second Epistle may be as naturally attributed

to another author as to the Apostle himself.) In the Third

Epistle we find no resemblance in style to the First. In ver. 11

occurs a turn of thought which may be explained (after the

analogy of 2 John 5-7) as a close reminiscence of or allusion

to the First Epistle ; and this may be explained as the work of

^ But, besides this passage, we are encountered by many specifically

Joliannajau ideas; e. g.^ 2 John 12.
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another author than the Apostle, just as in Polycarp we find allu-

sions to the Apostolical Epistles. And in this very ver. 1 1 we
have no less then four un-Johannffian expressions (to kukov, to

ar^aOov, ayaOoTroLelp, KaKOTToielv). The address a7a7r7;Te, ver. 4,

is in any case irrelevant ; for St John's employment of the

address a'yairriTOi, in addressing the Church in the First E})istle,

does not exclude the possibility that another Christian might

have addressed his friend and fellow-labourer as ayaTrr^re.

The word jxaprvpelv is in 3 John 3 and 12 used in a sense

quite different from that of 1 John 1, 2, etc. But vers. 5-10

deviate so strikingly from all that we recognise as St John's

style,^ that any one who has any sense of stylistic distinctions

and differences must feel himself decided. The construction

of clauses, the turn of thought, the phraseology, all are dif-

ferent. Instead of the perfectly transparent and Plebraistic dic-

tion of the Ajjostle, we find a decidedly Greek diction ; though

not on that account pretending to beauty of style, but rather

somewhat obscure, because closely condensed. The Apostle

could write better Greek (less Hebraistic) than he was wont to

do, when he took pains to do so ; but here we seem to have to

do with a writer who, when he takes his own free course,

thinks and writes in Greek.

But now we are met by another striking fact. The Second

and Third Epistles show so decisive a resemblance to each other,

that there can be no doubt—there never has been any doubt

—

as to their coming from the same hand. Compare 2 John 1 with

3 John 1 (ayairQ) iv aXrjdeia) ; 2 John 4 with 3 John 3 {ej^aprjv

Xiav) ; 2 John 12 with 3 John 13, 14 (Sm /jb€Xavo<; koI KoXd/xov

'ypd(f}£iv, and crTO/jia Trpo? crrofxa XaXelv).

Now, if an author, who, like the author of the Third Epistle,

writes in a style altogether diiferent from the Apostle, never-

theless, in ver. 11, so plainly reproduces the language of St

^ The expressions vyicttusiv, ivooovadui, -TrpoT^i/xTreiv oL^iu; rov Qiov^ x.otva-

vtiv^ OiQa-x'^iV (pipiiu, 'TripiTrctruv x.ot,Toi ro iccocov, to tx.ya.&ov^ are siinjjly such as

St John never uses—expressions, instead of which he constantly uses others.

And, though no one of these expressions would of itself have much weight,

yet their concurrence to such an extent within the compass of so few verses,

and verses, too, which have nothing in their matter specifically Johannsean,

tells very heavily on the case. We may add also the large proportionate

number of composite verbs, such as (pi'Ko'TTpuriviiv, uyxdo'^oiuv, KXKOTroisiu,

tvoooiadxt.
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John's First Epistle, ought not tlie appearances which meet us

in the Second Epistle, vers. 5-7 and ver. 9, of rescmbhxnce in

matter and phrase to that Epistle, to be explained in the same

manner, that is, as allusions to it and intentional reminiscences ?

Even the remarkable reproduction of St John's style in 2 John 2

might be very well resolved into a reminiscence of the (written

and oral) diction of the Apostle, and consequently into an in-

vohintanj imitation, without our being justified in saying, with

De Wette, that " the author must have slavishly copied the

style of the Apostle's thinking and writino;." For 2 John 2

is the only passage in which there is a simple imitation of

style (though even here not without some reference in the

matter to Johannoean dicta; comp. 1 John ii. 24 and 27) : all

other resemblances in style are found onlij in such passages

as designedly make allusion to definite sayings of the First

Epistle (such as 3 John 11 to 1 John iii. 6 ; 2 John 5 to

1 John ii. 7; and 2 John 12 to 1 John i. 4), or where sucli

sayings are almost expressly quoted (such as 2 John 6, 7, and 9,

compared with 1 John v. 2, iv. 1, 3, ii. 23) ; and, even in one

of tliese passages (2 John 10), we are met by the striking fact

that the Mriter substitutes ei Ti<i for the usual edv Ti<i of St

John. It has been observed before, that in another passage

(3 John 11) he reproduces St John's turn of thoiujlit in a form

of expression which is not St John's.

Thus, if we had no other information concerning these two

Epistles than that which they themselves furnish, their own
peculiar character would lead us to the conclusion that they

were written, not by the Apostle, but by a man who belonged

to the circle of the Johanngean labours as a scholar and co-

operator, who had read St John's writings, and who used and

quoted these writings, especially the First Epistle, just in the

same way as we find the Apostolical Epistles used and quoted

by Polycarp and Clemens Romanus. 2 John particularly must

have been written under the influence of the teaching of St

John's First Papistic.

And if we turn to external testimonies, this view is not

weakened, but on the contrary confirmed. We attach no im-

portance to the fact that the two Epistles were entirely wanting

for a considerable time in the canon of many churches. Ter-

tullian and Cyprian do not mention them. But that the Syrian
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Church did^not,receive them into its ecclesiastic version until

the sixth century, may be sufficiently explained by three circum-

stances : first, that the two Epistles were merely private letters

(though of a pastoral character) ; secondly, that one of them

was even addressed to a woman ; and, thirdly, that with the

exception of what they have in common with (or rather what

they derived from) the First Epistle of St John, they contain

little that was specifically appropriate to the edification of the

Church.—But that the Fragiuent of Muratori knew of the

second only, and not the third, is no more true than that it

" denied both Epistles to the Apostle" (Diisterdieck). AVe have

proved in the Introduction to the Apocalypse that the words of

the Fragment, " Epistola sane Judae et superscripti Joannis

duas (= hva<;) in Catholica habentur," must refer, not to the

first and second of John, but only to the second and third of

John. The design of the Fragment was, in a purely practical

interest, to instruct the reader what writings he must avoid as

heretical, and what he might read as orthodox. The First

Epistle of St John did not come into question at all ; for it

had been distinctly referred to in the Fragment as apostolical.

The only purpose which the words above-quoted served, was to

prevent the Epistle of St Jude and the second and third of

John (which were received only by a part of the Church into

the canon of Scriptures to be publicly read, and consequently

were avTiXeyo/jbeva) from being regarded as heretical. And,

when the Fragmentist immediately goes on to mention the

" Sapientia, ab amicis Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta,"

this collocation does not lead to the inference that he " intended

to deny the Second and Third Epistle to St John," any more

than his collocation of the Johannfean Apocalypse with the

Petrine (an Antilegomenon) and the Pastor of Hernias (which

was written miperrime temporibus nostris) leads to the inference

that he regarded the Apocalypse as spurious (which indeed he

had already mentioned as genuine and apostolical).—In fact,

the Fragment of Muratori tells us nothing at all decisive concern-

ing the apostolical or non-apostolical origin of our two Epistles;

we hear only that they were esteemed orthodox, and in no sense

heretical, in the circle in which the author moved. For this

and nothing else is concerned, as the connection shows, in the

words in Catholica habentur.
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But, that the two Epistles were w^anting, not only in the

canon of the Syrian Church, but in that of other churches

also, is proved o-enerally by the fact of their having been rec-

koned by Eusebius (iii. 25)^ among the Antilegomena ; for he

does this by no means because it was doubtful whether they

sprang from the Apostle or from another " John."^ But to

him those writings were Antilegomena—and Antilegomena, too,

of the first class, in contradistinction to the subsequent "• v69oL<i"

which he afterwards also reckons with the Antilegomena (ravTa

fiev iravra rwv avTtke'yo/j.evcov av etrj) because it is his design

to oppose to both (to the Antilegomena in the stricter sense, as

well as to the v6doi<;) the heretical writings—those writings were

Antilegomena, Ave repeat, which are ^^ avriXejofjievai, 6fxo)<i 8e

irapa TrXelcrTOK; rwv eKKk'qcTLaa-rtKSiv 'ytv&xr/coyu.ei'a," which there-

fore were admitted, not everywhere, but yet in the majority of

churches, into the canon of Holy Scripture read publicly in

Divine service. Thus, we learn from this canon of Eusebius,

primarily, only—what the Peschito has already taught us, and

what the canon of ^luratori has led us to suppose— that these

two Epistles were not everywhere admitted into the canon of

the Scriptures publicly read ;^ a fact which is so manifestly

to be accounted for, even on the supposition of their apos-

tolical authorship, by the character of these Epistles as private

documents, that it affords no ground of certain argument

either against, or in favour of, their having been written by an

Apostle.

But more important than this is a series of patristic passages,

from which we gather that, in the very first centuries, and as

soon as these Epistles were mentioned at all, it was regarded as

an open question whether the Apostle or the Presbyter John was

their author. That there was such a Presbyter John living at

Ephesus, and a disciple of the Apostle, cannot, in the face of the

^ Tuv V oivri'Ki'/ofiivau, yvupif/.au V ovv o(/,ag roig voXKolg^ ij "Ki'/ofitvri

^loiKii/iov (pipSTXt Kocl VI 'lot/Soe" jjth TLirpov ^ivjipot ivtarcXvi^ x-cti ij 6vof/.et.^oy.ivrt

ZiVTipoi X.XI rpiTYj ' Id/ai/s/of, lire ToD (vxyyt'KK/rou rvy)(,ocvovaect ihi x»l eripov

2 This addition, un tw ivotyyiTKiarav^ x.t.X., serves evidently rather for

the elucidation of the word ovofcx^oyAvyi.

3 Thus these Epistles were actually rejected by Theodor. Mopsu., and

in the Homily on Matt. xxi. 23 attributed to Chrysostom, as uncanonical

;

and Theodoret does not mention them.
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evidence of Papias, in Euseb. 3, 39, be doubted by anything

but a hyper- or pseudo-criticism. The learned Origen, tho-

roughly acquainted with the earliest Christian literature, says

(Euseb. 6, 25) : ^Icodvvr)<;— KareXeXotTre— eTnaroXip irdw 6\[-

7(uy (yTV^wv earoi Be koI Bevrepav koX rpirrjv' eVel ov travre^

fjjaa-l yi;7]crlov<; elvai Tavra^;. These words do indeed express

a definite doubt as to the apostolical authorship (which indeed is

not contained in their being merely numbered among the Anti-

legomena). So also Eusebius, in the passage quoted above

(3, 2o), besides the fact that he reckons these Epistles in respect

to their canonicity among the Antilegomena, expresses a doubt

in reference to their author, inasmuch as he speaks of an ovo-

fJt,a^ofu,€V7] hevrepa koI rplrr] ^Iwdvvov, and leaves it undecided

whether they had been composed by the Apostle or by another

of the same name. So also Dionysius Alexandrinus (in Euseb.

7, 25>) speaks of the Bevrepa (pepofMevr) ^Iwdvvov koI Tpirj]

("compare the Appendix on the Catholic Epistles). Jerome, so

thoroughly learned in all critical questions, writes (Catal. Script.

Ecch, cap. 18, s. V. Papias) : Ex quo apparet ex ipso catalogo

nominum (in Papias) alium esse Joannem, qui inter apostolos

ponitur, et alium seniorem Joannem, quem post Aristionem

enumerat. (Jerome refers here to the passage of Papias, pre-

served by Eusebius, 3, 39, in his Xoyicov KvpiaKMV i^rjjijcrei'i.)

Hereupon Jerome proceeds : Hoc autem diximus propter supe-

riorem opinionem, quam a plerisque retulimus traditam, duas

posteriores epistolas Joannis non apostoli esse sed presbyteri.

And in cap. ix. he had already written : Keliquce autem du?e

(epistolae) quarum principium est :
" Senior electaj dominte et

natis ejus," et sequentis :
" Senior Cajo carissimo, quem ego

diligo in veritate," Joannis presbyteri asseruntur, cujus et liodie

alterum sepulchrum apud Ephesmn ostenditur ; et nonnulli

putant duas memorias ejusdem Joannis evangelistse esse, super

qua re quum per ordinem ad Papiam auditorem ejus ventum

fuerit, disserimus. Now, whether Jerome himself shared the

view that the Second and Third Epistles sprang from the Pres-

byter, must appear very doubtful. In Ep. 2 ad Paulinum, he

writes : Jacobus, Petrus, Joannes, Judas apostoli septem epis-

tolas ediderunt ; and in the Ep. ad Evagrium : Clangat tuba

evangelica, filius tonitrui, quem Jesus amaAit plurimum, qui

de pectore Salvatoris doctrinarum fluenta potavit :
" Presbyter
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Telectse Domini/' ct in alia epistola :
" Presbyter Caio." Indeed,

Origen also says in his eighth homily on Joshua (where, ad-

dressing the Church, critical investigations would have been

out of place) : Addit et Joannes tuba canere per epistolas suas

— so that the similar sayings of Jerome in his (practical and

hortatory) Epistles may probably be explained in the same way.

In no case did the matter so stand that any one might have

ventured confidently to maintain its composition by the Pres-

byter as an historically certain matter ; the two Epistles were

manifestly not dispersed (as their matter might imply) until a

later period ; the author does not mention his name, and all that

consistent tradition held, from the time their first mitltiplica-

tion by copyists began, was, that they were '*' eirtaTokal 'Icodv-

vov ;" and thus all were at first obliged to decide, from internal

reasons, whether the Apostle or the Presbyter was tlie author.

This presupposition explains all the facts which have reference

to external testimony. Even the two passages in which Irenaeus

cites the Second Epistle lead to no other result. That is, these

two passages would have the weight of positive historical, tradi-

tional witnesses for the apostolical composition, only if Irenasus

expressly testified this apostolical composition, as in relation to

the other writings of St John he does. But instead of this, we
are met by the fact that, after he had previously (3, 16, 5)

cited some passages from the First Epistle of St John (1 John
ii. 18 seq.), he then continues (3, 16, 8) : quos et Dominus
nobis cavere pra?dixit, et discipulus ejus Joannes in prcedicta

epistola fugere eos prascepit dicens : Multi seductores exierunt

in hunc mundum, qui non confitentur Jesum Christum in carne

venisse. Hie est seductor et antichristus. Videte eos, ne per-

datis quod operati estis (2 John 7, 8). Et rursus in Epistola

ait (and then follows 1 John iv. 1-3). Here it is quite plain

that Irenncus quoted from a memory faithful to the words, and

that under the erroneous supposition of their belonging to the

First Epistle. That he ascribes them to the discipulus Domini
has thus no weight in favour of the apostolical authorship of

2 John.—And even his second citation (1, 16, 3) loses through

this circumstance its significance. He writes there : ''Iwdvvrjf;

he, o Tov Kvpiov /xa67jTr]<;j eVeretye ti]v KaraBiKijv avrcov, /LLTjSe

^at'peiv avTOi'i vcj) vfMcov XiyeaOat 8ov\r]6eL<i. 'O yap Xeycov

avrot'i, (prjai, -^aipetv, KOtvwvel rot? epjoL<; avrcbv toIs Trovrjpol^
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(2 John 11). This passage also Is cited from memory, and the

singulars avro) and avrov changed into the plural. But the

question must be asked, whether the expression 'I(odvvrj<; 6 tov

Kvpiou fjLaOrjr/j'i obliges us to think of the Apostle ? According

to Papias, in Euseb. 3, 39, the Presbyter John was also a fj,a^

OrjTr)<; tov Kvplov. Nevertheless, as Irenseus elsewhere steadily

gives the Apostle that predicate {e.g., ii. 22, iii. 1 and 3), and

never mentions a Presbyter John, it is not to be doubted that

here also he had the Apostle in his thought. On the other

hand, it may be questioned, after looking at that other citation,

whether Irenseus was clearly aware to which of the two Epistles,

the first or the second, the passage belonged ; but, granted that

he was clearly aware that the quotation was from 2 John, the

manner of making it proves no more tlian this, that Irenseus

was one of those who—whether with reason, or involuntarily

—

regarded these lesser " Epistles of John" (that he was ac-

quainted with the third, however, is not expressly established

by any sentence in his writings) as Epistles written by the

Apostle. But, on the other hand, he gives us no authority

whatever for believing that any traditional report of the apos-

tolical authorship of 2 John had come down to Irenseus through

Pol^carp (as it had come to him concerning the Gospel, the

Apocalypse, and First Epistle). And thus the other supposition

is at least conceivable, that Irenseus, no more than Origen and

Eusebius, had received nothing certain and positive from tradi-

tion concerning the person of this John, whose name tradition

gave to both the Epistles ; but that he shared (whether through

conviction or unconsciously) the opinion of those who thought

themselves bound to ascribe them both to the Apostle.

And how easily might the obvious similarity between 2 John

5-7, 9, 12, and passages of the First Epistle give rise to this

opinion ! It was not till a closer comparison was instituted be-

tween the Second and the Third Epistles, that it became clear

that these passages did not proceed from the writer's own mind,

but were reminiscences and citations. Certainly, the case does

not stand, as some represent it, as if tradition spoke decidedly

for the Apostle John, and internal grounds alone induced some

to think of the Presbyter. Conversely, it might be maintained

that only the (supjiosed) internal reason of the striking echoes

of 1 John led to the precipitate opinion that 2 John also (and
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then 3 John, as in another way connected with 2 John by simi-

larity of diction) proceeded from the Apostle,—while tradition

referred the two Epistles generally to the Presbyter. In fact,

it is remarkable that Jerome alludes to the latter view as the

older and traditional opinion (in the words " quam a plerisque

retulimus traditamj" and " Joannis presbyteri asseruntur^^— see

above), while in his own time the apostolical origin was already

predominantly held ; so that he either shared in that belief him-

self, or in his hortatory letters at least did not venture to con-

tradict it. Accordingly, one might be inclined to regard the

presbyter-authorship as the view traditionally handed down,

and the view of the apostolical authorship as one that arose

later, and out of internal reasons.

Meanwhile, we would not venture to maintain this. As
early as the time of Origen opinion suspiciously wavered ; and

Irenseus had no thought of the difference of the authors of the

First, and Second, and Third Epistles. Accordingly, we can

regard as confirmed only what has been laid down above. The
two small private Epistles had been preserved in the families of

Kyria and Gaius. Later, probably not till after the death of

the receivers, attention was directed towards them. Copies were

made; and gradually the Epistles became more widely known.

Now, if there had been a definite report that the Apostle John
had written the Epistles, it cannot be conceived how the opinion

that the Presbyter John was their author could have arisen and

found acceptance : the similarity of 2 John 5-9 to 1 John would

have opposed such a conjecture ; and the superscription o irpea-

^VTepa would not have been sufficient to give rise to such a

notion, for St Peter also (1 Pet. v. 1) had appropriated to

himself the name 6 a-vfiirpea^vTepo^. If Ave suppose only thus

much to have been known, that " a John " had written these

Epistles, it becomes perfectly plain, on the one hand, how
some might have been misled by the Johanna^an reproductions

in 2 John to the assumption that St John must have been their

author, and, on the other, how others—whether through a more

correct judgment upon the superscription o Trpea^vrepo^, or

through the iin-Johannjcan style of 3 John—were led to per-

ceive that those echoes in 2 John 5 seq. were only allusions to

1 John, and that the Presbyter John wrote the Epistle.

Thus, external arguments do not avail at least to force us
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from the above results ; they afford no certain reasons for the

hypothesis of an apostolical authorship.

But some critics think that this very description of himself

by the author, as 6 irpecr^vrepo^, is a clear demonstration of the.

apostolical origin of these Epistles. They cannot indeed draw

from the fact that the Apostle in his two writings (the Gosj^el

and 1 John) does not mention himself by name (biit in the

Apocalypse he does), the strange conclusion that every letter

whose author does not mention himself, must have been written

by the Apostle John. But the other reason is therefore in their

eyes all the stronger, that o irpecr^vrepo'^, without the addition

of a proper name, must have indicated a specific and very high

dignity. A presbyter, in tlie common sense, who (like the

Presbyter John) was a member of a presbytery, and thus one

among many, would scarcely (they tell us) have ventured to

mention himself as '•' the Presbyter." Granted that this Avere

so, we reasonably ask, whether an Apostle would have been

likely to do the same. And what meaning would this appella-

tion in that case have "? But at this point the critics widely

diverge. Piscator, Lange, Olshausen, and others would take o

7rpea/3vT€po<; in an adjectival sense :
" the old man,"—whether

St John appropriated this predicate because he was really

advanced in years, or wliether he would thereby intimate that

" he had outlived all the other Apostles." But these assump-r

tions are, besides being very strange, refuted by the fact that

nrpecrjBvTepo'i, unless it occurs as an adjective joined to a sub-

stantive (as in Luke xv. 25), never throughout the New Testa-

ment bears the meaning of '' the elder," not to say " the old

man," but is the current and fixed term for the idea of the JpT

(Elder of the Church). Therefore, other critics (Lyra, a Lapide,

Liicke, etc.) think it necessary that irpeo-j^vrepo^ should be taken

as an official designation. Some, however, think that " the

Elder" kut e^o-yjjv signifies no less than a "primus totius

Asife," or Episcopus primarius, Archiepiscopus (Lyra) ; others

think that it was a title of honour, like Monsignore (a Lapide)

;

others again (as Beza) understand the word in the sense of an

Old-Testament Head of a tribe, or Arabian Sheik (which then

would have to be taken in a figurative sense, we may suppose).

Diisterdieck is less fanciful, for he refers to 1 Pet. v. 1, where St

Peter names himself o av[X7rpea^vTepo<; ; he forgets, however, that
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tills is not there used as a title, but as a declaration. St Peter

has previously addressed the Trpea^vrepovi of the churches ; and

now asserts of himself that he was a partaker of their office

—

the pastoral namely,— that of Ku/3epvr]cn<;, eTnaKoinfj. Liicke is

not more happy in his appeal to the fragment of Papias in

Euseb. 3, 39, where Papias says that he would report oaa irore

wapa TOiV Trpea^vrepav /caXw? €/j,a0ov koX Ka\(o^ ifivrjfiovevcra ;

for he took no pleasure in the babblers, nor in those who de-

livered strange traditions and dogmas, but in those who delivered

the precepts which the Lord handed down for faith, and which

Avei'e rooted in truth. El Se irov—he then continues

—

koI

7rapT]Ko\ov6r]K(o<i Ti<i TOL<i 7rpe(T^VTepot<i e\6ot, tou9 rcov Trpea/Sv-

repojv dve/cpivov Xoyovi' rl ^Av8p€a<; rj tI TIerpo<i etTrev rj rl

^iXtTTTTO"? ?') rl ©(i)fjid<i i] 'IdKO)^o<i 77 rt 'Icodvvi]'; rj MaTdaLO<; 'ij

Ti<; erepo^ rcov rov Kupiov fiaOrjTMV, a re ^Aptarlcov koI 6 irpecr-

^vrepo^ ^Icodvurj'i 01 rov KupLOV /u,a9i]Tal Xeyovcri. Liicke

thinks he can gather from this passage that Apostles are men-

tioned in it " by the title of Trpea-^vrepoc." But a single glance

at the passage teaches us that Papias used the word 7rpea-/3vT€poi

simply in the adjectival sense of " the elder (men)," that is,

those who lived before himself. For, he includes in the term

as well the Apostles Andrew, Peter, John, etc., as the two who
were not Apostles, Aristion and the " Presbyter John." And
when he distinguishes this last from the Apostle John by means

of the title o Trpecr/Surepo?, he shows plainly enough that rrpea-

/3vTepo<; could not have been a title of the Apostle.^ Thus this

attempt at explanation fails; and, after all, we cannot understand

how the Apostle could possibly have described himself as " the

I^resbyter," while there was a college of presbyters in the

Church, and he himself was not in the proper sense a presbyter

at all. It is as if the rector of a gymnasium should sign him-

self in his letters " the Professor." Far from being an act of

humihty, this act would rather have been a grievous and some-

wliat offensive one ; as that Apostle would thereby either repre-

sent himself as the only, the proper, the tiiie, and in his idea

sufficient presbyter, or as uniting in himself all the vocations, and

functions, and powers of the rest. In any case, his exhibition

of himself as the exclusive Presbyter, would have made all

^ So Trenseus (in Euseb. 5, 20) plainly sets the -TrpiafivTspoi over against

the ci7.'0(r~c>.ov;.

2 A
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others disappear and lose their distinctive prerogatives. (Liicke

so far admits the force of this, as to say that the above explana-

tion is by no nieans indubitable.) But, as this description of

himself would have been on the part of St John ungraceful, so

it would have been on the part of the readers unintelligible

;

for, how could Kyria and Gaius divine who the man was who
introduced himself to them by the bare name of " the Presby-

ter 1" They could, indeed, understand it very well if—but only

if—the man who so wrote was one who, among themselves and

in his intercourse with them, was customarily designated by this

short appellative.

But if the application of the word irpea^vTepa to the

Apostle constrains us to such an assumption, there is no reason

why the same assumption should not be pressed into the service

of those who understand by the Trpeafivrepo^; the actual Preshytei-

John. Indeed, if this Presbyter John had written to any strange

church, and to it had called himself " the Presbyter," it would

have been a designation somewhat presumptuous and confusing.

But how different it is, if we reo;ard him as writina; to two of

his private and intimate friends, who not only heard from those

who brought the Epistle who its writer was, and understood it

from the contents of the Epistle, but who were also accustomed

in their common life to mention this man briefly as " the Pres-

byter !" And how easily would such a designation have been

brought into use for him as such ! Not so, indeed, for the

Apostle ; for, as such a designation would have been on his

part ungracious, so it would have been, on the part of the mem-
bers of the Church, wanting in respect ; moreover, it would have

been in a double sense confusing, inasmuch as another John

was living at Ephesus, who was generally distinguished from

the Apostle as the Presbyter. But how obvious was it in con-

fidential intercourse to call this " Presbyter John," in contra-

distinction to the Apostle, " the Presbyter " simply, omitting his

proper name ! The meaning of this designation, then, was not

" he who is the only Presbyter in the Church,^^ but, " he who of

the tivo Johns is the Presbyter." (Just as " the Telamonian "

would be enough to distinguish Ajax.) If this very natural

appellation once became current, we can easily understand how
the Presbyter John would, in his confidential, private Epistles,

use it as such for his purpose. We need not seek further ex-
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planation of this by assuming (what, however, we may as-

sume, and must assume), that the individual little churches of

the district, which were then being foi'med— of which one had

been formed around Kyria (2 John 1 and 4), another around

Gains, as well as in the residence of Diotrephes (3 John 9)—
were assigned to individual members of the presbytery estab-

lished in the mother-church of Ephesus for inspection and super-

vision ;^ and that among those daughter-churches, these (that of

Kyria, and that of Gains and Diotrephes) had been assigned

to the Presbyter John, so that he occasionally \dsited them

(3 John 10, eav eXdco), and in the intervals addi'essed his

Epistles to the Church through its prominent members— thus

being actually, in respect to these churches, " the Presbyter,"

even in his official character. (To the Apostle, on the other

hand, it was impossible that any single isolated chuix-hes should

have been thus assigned.)

And with this superscription of the two Epistles, pointing

to the Presbyter John, we may associate finally the passage,

3 John 9, 10, where the writer complains of the contradiction

of Diotrephes. From the beginning, the defenders of the

Presbyter's authorship have rightly asserted it to be unimagin-

able that such an opposition should have been offered to an

Apostle, and especially to this the last of the Apostles, whose

age and whose entire character commanded reverence and awe.

Diisterdieck passes over this argument very lightly :
" The con-

tradiction of that man to the Apostle John is certainly not more

improbable than the same kind of opposition which St Paul

met with in Corinth and in other places." But he forgets, 1.

that the opposition of the Jewish Christians to St Paul rested

on the basis of a more profound internal antithesis between

them; and, 2. that those Jewish Christians strove, though

wrongly, to oppose the authority of Apostles to that of St Paul

the Apostle (Gal. ii. 4 ; 2 Cor. xi. 5), as if the latter, being no

eyewitness of the life of Jesus, had not in their eyes the same

authority with the rest. But, in the case of Diotrephes, none

of these things existed. In the place of the contest between

^ This must at least have been tlie natural process of the evolution

:

compare the relation of the later Chorepiscopi, Euseb. 7, 30 (;cai oi

h.oiTroi "Tirocv-s; oi aiiv iifiiv '^xpoix.ovvTi^ rug tyyvg vohtii nocl 'idun iTTiaKOTTo:).

Synod of Neocsesavea, ch. 13 : Aneiu-a, ch. 13 ; Antioch, ch. 8-10.



372 INTKODUCTION.

the Christianity of the Jews and that of the Gentiles, which

lost its significance with the destruction of Jerusalem, there

had entered in another contest— that between the Church and

Gnosticism. But Diotrephes could not have been a Gnostic;

for the Gnostics had been constrained by the energy of St John

(1 John ii. 19) to go out from the Christian churches, while

Diotrephes (3 John 9) is seen to he a prominent member of the

Christian Chnrch itself. He is not charged with any error of

doctrine;^ his only error was his (^CkoirponTeveiv. He would be

the first in his eKKKt]aia^ and that as opposed to the writer of

3 John ; for his ^cXoirpcoTeveiv showed itself in this, that he

ovK eViSe^^erat him. Now, whether this means merely that he

I'ejected his letters and commandments, or that he " despised and

thought nothing of" his person generally, or, finally, that the

"not receiving ms," ver. 9, finds its explanation in the "not

receiving the brethre7i," ver. 10,—in which case it would involve

an interdiction of ecclesiastical communion,— in any and every

case, it must be perfectly unintelligible how any member of

a newly-established Church should have in any such manner

rebelled against the Apostle St John. For such a rebellion

would indeed have absolutely deserved the name of mad and

infatuated ! ISIoreover, we are told that Diotrephes " prateth

against us with malicious words" (ver. 10), that he slandered

the author of 3 John with wicked babbling, denied hospitable

brotherly reception to those who were sent to him, and thus cut

the bond of all Christian fellowship. But even the worst

Galatian and Corinthian Judaizers never ventured to treat St

Paul thus.

How entirely different is the matter, and how intelligible all

becomes, if we regard the Preshyter John as the author of this

Epistle ! Let us endeavour to make present to our mind the

whole position of the case and its relations. In certain places

around Ephesus, nearer or more distant. Christian communities

were in process of being formed. They were as yet too small,

^ Olshausen :
" Probably Diotrephes belonged to the great party which

St John withstands in his Epistles." But there is not the shghtest trace

of anything which might lead to such a conclusion ; on the contrary, every-

thing is against it. If Diotrephes had been a Gnostic, our author would

certainly not have complained merely that he prated against himseK, but

his charge would have mainly been that he denied Christ.
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and internally and externally too weak, to be organized each

into an independent Church, overlooked by its own separate

presbytery. In one of them was an (elderly) woman, who stoo<l

at the head of the little circle of newly-converted (2 John 1

and 4). Another of these rising Churches seems to have been

distributed through several neighbouring places ; that is, 3 John

9, 10 indicates that Gaius did not live in the same place v/ith

Diotrephes: nevertheless the author, ver. 9, speaks of ^^tlie

Church"—manifestly that to which Gaius belonged,^ while the

following verses show that Dioti'ephes was a prominent member
of it. Probably Diotrephes lived in the same place which was

the chief seat of this Church, but Gaius lived in a ^(wpLov, or a

village in the neighbourhood.—Now, both these Churches were

committed to the Presbyter John for eTno-KOTn'] and oversight

:

it was his duty now and then pei'sonally to visit them ; under

his guidance and direction stood all those persons, such as Kyria,

Diotrephes, and Gaius, who in his absence had the interim

management of affairs, and conduct of the worship of the

church,— they being the most prominent members in it. The
Presbyter John was then really the irpwro^ in each of these

churches. But Diotrephes, an ambitious man, would no longer

endure this subjection to an Ephesian presbyter : he would him-

self be the tt^wto? {(^1X077pwrevei) ; he would make his little

church independent, and reduce it under his own sway. Con-

sequently, he withstands the directions of the Presbyter John ;

oppresses those Christians living round him who were faithful

to the Presbyter ; vindicates his own conduct by saying all man-

ner of evil concerning him, seeking to degrade and vilify him

in the eyes of the Church ; and, when the Presbyter sent to

him certain members of the Chui'ch with an Epistle (ver. 9),

Diotrephes refused them (induced perhaps by fear, lest his

slanders should be revealed and refuted) the reception of bro-

therly hospitality, and would not allow other members of the

Church to receive them. However reprobate this conduct was,

it is as imaginable and to be accounted for, as a similar rebellion

against the Apostle John would have been unimaginable and

^ Else the Apostle would hardly have been able to say, " I have wTitten

something to the Church," but must have said, " I have written to the

Church in such a place," m order to distinguish it from the Church of

Gaius.
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unaccountable. Indeed, we should prefer to assume that all

this took place after the Apostle's death.

What is it, then, that the Presbyter John does ? First, he

had written an Epistle, but Diotrephes had not received " 77/ia9;"

that is (according to ver. 10), the dBe\(f)Oi who carried his

Epistle (and consequently the Epistle itself). Now he turns to

a member of the same Church, who, however, lived not in its

capital city, but in another place, and who therefore was not

under the influence of the despotism which Diotrephes, accord-

ing to ver. 10, ah'eady exercised over the members of the Church

where he lived. He communicates to him what had passed,

and adds the exhortation that Gaius should not imitate this

KUKov. Against this danger the previous conduct of Gaius had

given him every warrant. For Gaius had already (ver. 3) re-

ceived and treated hospitably those aheXcpot who had been cast

out by Diotrephes, and who (ver. 7) were unwilling to take

anything of the Gentiles. The design of the Presbyter John

is, on the one hand, to thank him for this (vers. 3-8), but, on

the other hand, to exhort him (ver. 11) that he should continue

to refuse to be led away into compliance Avith the views of

Diotrephes. At the same time, he gives him notice that he

would find in Demetrius (who probably also lived in another

place than Diotrephes) a man like-minded, and a great help

(ver. 12).—The Presbyter John, therefore, primarily aims only

to take measirres against the further spread of the schism now
beginning. To suppress it altogether would be the work of his

own visit to the place where Diotrephes lived (ver. 10, eav

eXOoy) : he Avould annihilate him in the eyes of the Church,

and deprive him of his false consideration, by showing him the

groundlessness and wickedness of his slanderous reproaches,

and the unchristian character of his acts (vTrofiv/ja-o))}

Thus the whole posture of matters becomes perfectly plain,

' Strange that Diisterdieck should say, " The authority of which the

writer is conscious, in his conduct towards Diotrephes, is scarcely compre-

hensible, unless the Apostle is regarded as the writer." But of what autho-

rity is he conscious ? No other than what perfect right on his side gives

him. All that he would do was to expose to Diotrephes his slanders, and
represent to him and all the Christians of his party the unchristian wicked-

ness of their doings. Surely it needed not an Apostle to do this ! How
otherwise would Titus have acted among the Corinthians ?
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wlien we regard the matter treated of here as the endeavour of

an ambitious man to sever a daughter-chiu'ch from lier relation

of dependence upon the mother-church, and to set herself up

as an independent society. On the other hand, the entire

Epistle would be a riddle, if we regarded it as dealing with the

rebellion of an individual against the Apostle John.

The earlier defenders of the view which we hold appealed

further to the passage, 2 John 10 seq., as being opposed to the

spirit of love which reigned in St John : but in this they were

decidedly wrong. Such a prohibition might very well have

come from that Apostle who left the bath when he saw that

Cerinthus was there (see Introduction to 1 .Tohu). The "love"

of the Apostle John was not a soft universal sentiment towards

all ; to him, indeed, the idea of brotherly-love embraces love to

all men (see "above on 1 John iii. 15, v. 1 and 6), but a love

which took no pleasure in souls but for their salvation ;^ hence

it met sin, not with servile or gentle connivance, but with firm

maintenance of truth, and rigorous discipline of correction. It

was said by the Spirit of God that, with men who decisively

oppose the truth, and deny Jesus the Christ, we must break off

all conventional intercourse and friendship ; because the forms

and ceremonies which that requires become a lie, when the

fundamental conditions of a specifically friendly and profitable

relationship are wanting. Hence we must hold fast, in rela-

tion to 2 John 10 seq., that the Presbyter John wrote these

words under the inspiration of the Spirit of His Lord Jesus

Christ, and in harmony with the teaching of his master, the

Apostle.

This passage, therefore, cannot be pressed Into the service of

the authorship of the Presbyter John. But the demonstrations

giv^en above constrain us with the utmost decision to adhere to

that opinion which was in the earliest centuries held by one-half

of the Christian Church, and which since the Reformation has

been maintained by Erasmus, Grotius, Dodwell, Harenberg,

^ We must not forget that the sentiment of love to our fellow-saved

forms with St John (as generally in Christendom) the basis on which

universal love (to those to be saved) rests, or out of which it grows. By-

no means is a vague love of all the world the basis, as if love to our fellow-

Ciiristians were only a species and special direction of that vague humani-

tarian love (comp. 2 Pet. i. 7).
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Beck (and waveringly by Liicke and Reuss) ; to wit, that the

Presbyter John teas the author of these two Epistles.

But Ave must strongly protest against the way in which some

critics exhibit this question as one concerning the " genuineness

or spuriousness " of tliese two Epistles. We hold them to be

the genuine Epistles of the Presbyter John, as certainly as they

hold the Gospel of St Luke to have been the genuine produc-

tion of St Luke, notwithstanding he was not an Apostle. But

how can the question of " genuineness or spuriousness " be in-

telligently introduced here ? This question can arise only in

the case of a document, the author of which either mentions

himself, or, if he conceals his name (as St John in his Gosj)el

and Epistle), is testified to have been the author by the unani-

mous witness of ancient tradition, and by its own internal intima-

tions (e.g., that he had been an eyewitness of the- life of Christ,

John xix. 35 ; 1 John i. 1). Neither of these is the case here.

The question here is the same as in relation to the Epistle to

the Hebrews, the author of which does not name himself ; and

with respect to whose apostolical authorship, or otherwise, the

declarations of antiquity are divided ; and in which certainly the

style and other considerations are decisive against an apostolical

authorship. Now, as it cannot be reasonably objected to those

who ascribe the Epistle to the Hebrews to St Luke, the helper

of the Apostle (as, for example, Delitzsch and myself), that they

declare the Epistle to be " spurious," so it cannot be reasonably

objected agamst those who hold the Second and Third Epistles

to have been written by the Presbyter John, that they deny

the " genuineness " of these Epistles.

Still less is the canonicity of these Epistles invaded by this

general view and conviction. The Epistle to the Hebrews

furnishes here a perfect analogy. In the case of those writings,

the authors of which are not named by themselves, or estab-

lished clearly by patristic tradition, their canonicity does not

depend upon the question of this or that authorship. These

two Epistles approve themselves divinely-inspired to every one

who is born of the Spirit, by the spirit which reigns in their

words. And, that they were more slowly dispersed through the

churches, and in some of them were long unknown, may be

sufficiently explained by their nature as private Epistles, and by

their more occasional design.
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Tlie question as to the Readers, the Design, and the Period

of composition, has been ah'eady considered above, in its relation

to the Third Epistle. As to the Second Epistle, it may be said

that Kvpia cannot be held equivalent to Curia (as if this again

were equivalent to ecclesia !)— as Hammond thought—nor can

it be a symbolical description of a church, or the Church, as the

" bride of the KvpLo<i." For, while the Church is, as related to

the Bridegroom, the bride,—as related to the "Lord," she is

not the " h^dy," but an obedient handmaid. Further, Kvpia

cannot have (as Michaelis divined) the signification of " the

Church to be assembled at the day of the Lord in behalf of the

service of God." Nor is it very probable that the author would

have addressed any beloved woman as a " chosen lady " and

sister (Luther, Beza, etc.), or as "Lady Eclecta" (Wetstein,

Grotius, who take 'EkXckt'^ as a proper name). We may also

dismiss the quaint investigation (a Lapide) whether this "chosen

lady" was named Drusia, or whether she was Martha the sister

of Lazarus, or even Mary the mother of our Lord (in which

case Kvpia must be most fittingly translated Madonna). As to

this last view, the author (whether St John or the Presbyter)

would have needed rather to call himself 6 vecorepof;, when ad-

dressing a woman who must have lived— about the year 94 or

96 aer. Dion.^— at least a hundred and thirty years.

Leaving all these subtle points of investigation to themsehes,

we hold Kvpia—following in the wake of Benson, Bengel,

Olshausen, and many others— to be the proper name of a

woman who, with her children, had been converted to Chris-

tianity. As ver. 4 speaks of these children as walking in the

truth, we must suppose these not to have been little children,

but adult sons and daughters. Thus they indicate a little collec-

tion of Christian households which, with the aged mother at

the head, formed one of those small daughter-churches that

have been mentioned above. The sister's children of this Kyriu

lived, according to ver. 13, in Ephesus.

AVlien, therefore, the Presbyter writes in ver. 4 of his

rejoicing that some of her cldldren walk in the truth, and then

follows it with an exhortation (ver. 5) to love, and (ver. 7) to a

finn maintenance of the confession of Jesus Christ, and then

^ As 2 John plainly refers to 1 John, it is clear that it could not have

been written he/ore the years 94-96.
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proceeds to say, " Take heed that ye lose not what ye have

wrought," and then (ver. 10) adds the specific injunction to

break off all personal intercourse with the Gnostic false teachers,

and particularly not to receive them into the house—we see the

whole occasion and scope of the Epistle lying before our eyes.

There were manifestly others of the children of Kyria, who in

their houses had failed of that decided opposition to the seduc-

tion of the Gnostics ; the bond of love between them and the

former had already been relaxed ; and the danger of apostasy

was at hand. Against that, this Epistle was a warning ; from

that it would restrain them, until the Presbyter should find time

to pay them a personal visit. But he addresses his exhortations

in such a form as designedly to remind them of the important

Epistle which the Apostle had written, and which he presup-

poses Kyria and her children to he acquainted with ; and thus

he supports his own requests and exhortations by the authority

of the highly esteemed (then probably deceased) Apostle.

Thus, these two Epistles preserve to us a beautiful, instruc-

tive, and profitable picture of the personality and faithful work

of a helper and disciple of the Apostles ; and give us at the

same time a living insight into the relations of the pastoral

influence in the early Churches, and the work of the individual

members of a presbytery of the apostolical time. Thus a man,

in the person of the Presbyter John, takes his rank among the

writers of the New Testament, who approves himself, in the

few lines which he has left behind him, one full of faith and of

the Holy Ghost— an illustrious type and example of a Christian

presbyter.



THE SECOND EPISTLE OP ST JOHN.

^^ERS. 1-3. Address and Greeting.—It is necessary at the

W^i outset to establish the true reading, as the readings here

waver much. In ver. 1, Cod. B. reads koX ovk iyco fxovo'i ;

Cod. A., on the contrary, ovk iyu) Se /ji6vo<; ; and in Cod. G. we
have the combination, koI ovk ijoD Se /jl6vo<;. This hist form,

manifestly a mere combination, has least to be said in its favour.

According to Huther, etc., kuc was the genuine reading, and Be

the correction of a copyist, who aimed to strengthen the contrast.

But, as Cod. A. throughout the whole of the First Epistle of

St John has never corrected the oft-recurring Hebraistic adver-

sative Kal into Be, it is not veiy probable that it has done it here

;

but it is more obvious to suppose that the copyist of Cod. B.

has con'ected an original Be into kul, in order to make the Second

Epistle conform to the First—an endeavour of which we shall

find several more examples.—In ver. 2, Cod. A. reads rrjv evoi-

Kovaav, and with it we find also in some later manuscripts rr/y

ovaav ; Cod. B., on the other hand, has tt^v fxevovaav, also re-

produced in the Vulgate, which, it is well known, was largely

influenced by Cod. B. Diisterdieck thinks that /xevovaav is

vindicated by its being the Johannoean expression ; but it is

this very echo of St John's style which makes it suspicious.

Plow any transcriber could have corrected a fievovaav into evot-

Kovaav, is altogether, in fact, incomprehensible ; it is much
more probable that an original evoiKovaav was corrected into

fievovaav— partly, in order to establish a conformity with 1 John
ii. 14 and 24, iii. 9, iv. IG, and partly because the meaning of

the following words, " and shall be with you," was to be inter-

preted into it. But the very tautology which would result from

the fjbevovaav by the side of ecrTac et? rov alwva, speaks de-

cisively against the reading /xevovcrav. Some later Codd. have,
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instead of yu,e^' '^/xcov, the reading fied' vfjLOiv ; but tlie v/j,o)v was

manifestly derived from ver. 3, either through neglect, or from

a false zeal to produce conformity. When, on the other hand,

Cod. A. omits in ver. 3 the words earac ixeff vfXMv (so also the

Syr.), this evidently took place through an application of the

false principles of Alexandrian criticism. It was thought that

there was a want of beauty in the sudden recurrence of the

phrase etvac fierd, and therefore it was left out the second time

as superfluous. But, the very fact of the inversion of the order

of the words (ver. 2, /u-e^' 97/iwy ecrrat ; ver. 3, earat, [jueO' v/uLmv)

shows that the words were not repeated merely through inad-

vertence, but are genuine and original. And in this inversion

of the order there is a delicate turn. The author designedly

attaches his benediction in ver. 3 to what was said in the close

of ver. 2. The word Kvplov before Jesus is wanting in A.B.,

Syr., Erp., ^th., Vulg., and is decidedly spurious.

We read therefore : 'O 7rp€(T/3vT€po<i eKkeKrfi Kupla koX toZ^

r€KV0C9 avTi]<;, ov<i iyoi ayaTrco iv akrjOeia, ovk iyoi Be /jLovo^;, aWa
Kal iravre^ ol iyva)K6Te<; ttjv akqOeiav, Bta rrjv akrjdetav rip evoi-

Kovcrav iv tj/jlIv, koX fied' '))[ioiv ecrrat et? tov alo)va' earac pbeO'

vfjicov '^dpL'i, eXeo9, eLpr]vr) irapa ©eov Trarpo^, kol irapa ^Ii]aou

XpLcrrov TOV viov tov Trarpo^, iv dXrjOeia koL dydiry.

Concerning 6 irpecr^vTepo'^, as well as concerning Kvpla and

her children, all that is needful has been said in the Introduc-

tion. ^EKkeKTr] the latter is called, in the sense of 2 Tim. ii.

10 ; 1 Pet. i. 1, ii. 9, etc. ; that is, in the sense of 07409, hoh%

Every Christian is an e/cA-e/cro?, because he is chosen out of the

profane world into the sanctified company of the Church of God.

The relative clause, ov<i iyoo, k.t.X., must be construed in such

a w^ay as to supply an dyaTrcoai, to the second subject, dWd koX

TrdvTeq, K.T.X.—thus making the words Bid k.t.X., ver. 2, de-

pend upon these verbs ayaTrco and dyairojcrcv. 'Eyoo is not with-

out its specific force, being used on account of the following

antithesis, ovk iyo) Be fiovo^, dXXd, k.t.X. The Elder says, first,

that he loved Kyria and her children ; and then, that they were

likewise loved by all ivJio have hioivn the truth. Thus Kyria

was, in the estimation of all who knew her, a woman highly to

be esteemed, a very eminent Christian. The words ov^ dyairoi

have the clause iv dXr^Oela added. This appendage cannot

have been intended merely to mark the sincerity of the love
;
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for it manifestly refers to what is subsequently said concerning

the a\i]deta. But we are not warranted, on the other hand, in

interpreting, " Whom I love on the basis of tlie objective

Christian truth" (Bengel, Liicke, Olshausen) ; for, that would

have required eV ry oXrjdeLa. In the first interpretation, this

much is correct, that it is not the objective foundation, but the

kind and manner of the " loving," which was to be indicated
;

but it is wrong in regarding " truth" here as merely in the

human sense opposed to falsehood. When the Presbyter says

that he " loved her in truth" he does not mean that he loved

her " truly and sincerely," but that he loved her with that love

which was a love in truth (so that the idea of the " truth" as a

moral, substantial idea, is co-ordinated with the moral idea of

love, as in the converse order a\7]6eveiv iv dyaTry). His love

was such as approved itself in perfect truth and truthfulness of

conduct : thus it was not blind to the faults and sins of the

object beloved ; it did not spare from a false delicacy and sense

of propriety ; but it had its existence in the sphere of truth,

that is, of the oXtjO)]^ elvai, the being true. Thus the " loving

in truth" forms an antithesis to that perverted friendship with

the deniers of Christ, against which vers. 7-11 give warning.

^AXtjOeia accordingly designates here, not truth in the objective

sense (revealed truth), but truth as the subjective Christian-

moral characteristic of the spirit, and temper, and being. Thus
viewed, akrjOeia is not the same in signification with that which

is afterwards mentioned as ri dXi]0eta, though it does indeed

stand in close actual relation with it. For, he who has known
the objective truth of the revelation of God in Christ (iyvco-

Kore'i TTjv aXy'jOecav), has dwelling in him the truth qua the na-

ture of God (compare above on 1 John ii. 4) ; and, for the sake

of this truth, which dwells in him as well as in those who are

to be loved (Bta rrjv akijOeiav ti^v evoiKOvaav iv rj/^lv), he will

love these also iv dXijOela, that is, within the sphere of this sub-

jective spirit of love which is regulated by this objective in-

dwelling truth.

Why the author here describes the being converted to

Christianity as " the having known the tnith," is clear from

what has been just said ; so also is the meaning of the intro-

ductory words of ver. 2.

—

'Hfilv is naturally used in common ;

equivalent to " in me as in them (the TeKvot<;)"—The question
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whether the author meant by irdvre^ all Christians of all lands

(Becla, Lyra, DiisterJieck, Huther), or all those Christians who
came into any sort of contact with Kyria (Grotius, Cai'pzov, De
Wette, Llicke), must manifestly be decided in favour of the

latter interpretation. In the ivord nravre^ there is indeed no

limitation, but there is in the situation.

In the Avords koX fxeff rjficov earau et? tov alwva we are not

to find a continuation of the attribute ri-jv ivoiKovaav iv rj/xtv—
as if it were simply " through the truth, wdiich dwelleth in you,

and shall be with you for ever." But, in these words the Pres-

byter passes over to a substantially new leading thought. He
utters his icish : " And may this truth (wdiich dwelleth in us^

be with us for ever." That our earao is not to be taken as an

affirmation (Bengal), but as a wish, is manifest from this, that

the following invocation adheres strictly to the same form :

" (Yea) may grace, mercy, peace, be with }ou." In fact, the

occasion and the whole object of the letter was the fact that

some of the children of Kyria were in danger of falling from

the truth. On that account the Pr&sbyter places so emphati-

cally the invocation of blessing at the outset,—the wish and

hope that the truth, which dwelleth in us, may abide with us.

In the words earat /xed' v/jucov %apt<?, k.t.X., this general wish,

which at first included all, is prominently referred to Kyria and

her children.

The benediction or greeting of ver. 3 needs scarcely any

explanation. Grace is the most universal source of all our sal-

vation and new life ; but it approves itself as mercy in relation

to our specific sins and unfaithfulness, and the misery in which

w^e have thus involved ourselves ; and the peace of heart Avith

God is the fruit of this merciful demonstration of grace in us.

• Grace comes from God the Father ; and it comes through the

mediation of Jesus Christ, the Son of the Father (as He is here

already termed, not without reason, in opposition to the seducers

and false teachers to be mentioned, in ver. 10). This grace,

this mercy, this peace, is to be ixeff" vfiwv iv a\.T]6ela koL ajaTrr}

:

and thus it is shown by what fruits God's grace, operating in

us, must declare its presence. As the author himself, and every

true Christian, " lovetli in truth" {cvyaira ev akr)6e[a), and " in

love is true" (akTjdevet iv ayaTrrj), so must it also be in those

W'ho are here addressed. But the Presbyter has, further, a
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specific reason for giving prominence to these two points. For,

these are the two exhortations which he will urge in Avhat fol-

lows,— that they should he stedfast in cuyuTrir}, as well as in that

subjective aX/jOeca which manifests itself in the holding fast of

the objective truth. The words ev akriOeia Kal a'ydirr) thus

contain, at the same time, a reference to the contents of the

whole Epistle.

Now, that the Presbyter could not obviate the danger of his

hearers being deceived by Gnostic false teachers, without in-

voluntarily thinking of the Epistle of his teacher the Apostle,

and showing that he thought of it, is naturally to be supposed.

Nor could he do this without in some way referring those readers

to that Epistle. The very combination of the two main ele-

ments, truth and love, plainly enough reminds them of the two

main points of the Fourth Section (and chapter) of the apostoli-

cal Epistle of St John. But all the more significant on that

account is the perfectly independent manner in which the Pres-

byter here, vers. 1-3, introduces these two main elements, set-

ting out from the subjective statement, a'^airo) iv akr]6eLa.

Vers. 4-6. First exhortcdion, to love.—Ver. 4 begins the

proper substance of the Epistle :
" I have greatly rejoiced" (we

must reproduce the Aorist by our Perfect) " that I found among
thy children those who walk in truth, as we have received a

commandment from the Father." The partitive e'/c (with rtm?

to be supplied) is not a Hebraism, but genuine Greek (comp.

Aristoph. Nub. 1069). The qualitative idea does not lie in the

clause with KaOcaq, so that ev ak7}6da would be merely an ad-

verbial appendage (" who truly walk as we have received com-

mandment") ; but it is kv a\T)6ela which contains the qualitative

idea—the kind of walkinn;. " To walk in truth" is to be in-

terpreted after the analogy of "loving in tridh," ver. 1, and is

closelv comiected with the closine; words of the third verse. The
article perhaps woidd have been used by ourselves, since " in

truth" has the adverbial meaning of revera. But the author

did not employ the article, because he did not mean to be un-

derstood as referring to objective dogmatic truth, but to that

subjective nature of the akr}6r]<; elvat which is imparted by God
to man.—"To walk in the truth" is the general expression

which includes all sides of the Christianly-called and Chris-



384 FIRST EXHORTATION, TO LOVE.

tianly-sanctified life ; and must not be referred, as some refer

it, simply to brotlierly-love alone. That Christian walks in

uXr}6eia who is a Christian not merely in name but in nature,

in whom the natdre of Him who is the substantial dXrjdeia has

become a living reality. The clause with Kadco^ cannot be a

qualitative limitation, by the addition of which a particular

species of walking in truth is made prominent—"who so walk

in truth as we have received commandment,'^— for that would

require us to assume a kind of walking in truth which is op-

posed to the commandment of the Father. The clause with

Kad(o<i might be regarded as, on the one hand, appositional

(explicative), so that the idea of " walking in truth" would be

explained by the idea of " walking as we have received com-

mandment" (" who walk in truth, that is, so as we have received

commandment") ; but that would assume /ca^oj? ivroXrjv e\d-

(3o/j,ev to be used instead of kut ivroXrjv fjv i\d/3o/j,6v. Or, on

the other hand, that clause may be regarded as argumentative

(icaOd)^ being "as we then," " as we indeed") ; and this is the

simpler view, being in accordance with the use of Ka6(o<; in

ver. 6. The thought would then be as follows :
" I have found

among thy children those who walk in truth ; as we also (in

fact) have a commandment from the Father (that we should

walk in the truth)" ; that is, as this indeed is the Avill of God.

It is v>^rong to refer the evroXt] to the commandment of love

following in ver. 5. Ver. 4 is not to be explained by ver. 5.

He who reads ver. 4 simply, could certainly refer the evrdXri

only to the commandment to walk in the trutli (Matt. xxi. 28

seq.; John xiv. 15, etc.).

The Presbyter found among the children of Kyria such as

walked in truth. While he expresses his joy on that account,

he tenderly intimates that he could not assign that praise to all

her children. But it does not by any means follow from this,

that the remaining children were still heathens : it does follow,

however, tliat the Presbyter had not found them altogether walk-

ing in the truth. And it is this fact which explains the succeeding

exhortations and warnings. It is strange that Diisterdieck and

others should violate this most obvious connection between

ver. 4 and the following verses, substituting the supposition

that the author spoke of some children of Kyria only because

"he had not yet become acquainted" with the remainder. Ac-
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cording to the opinion of these expositors, the occasion and

design of his writing Avas not to point the attention of Kyria to

the spiritual danger which threatened one part of her family,

and thus to influence the children's minds through their mother;

but " the Apostle had become acquainted with some of the

children of Kyria who were earnest Christians," and wrote to

testify his joy on that account. All the other exhortations and

warnings were added fortuitously, without any special occasion!

But thus the Epistle is robbed of all its pith and sinews. The
assertion that the author must have written Tov<i 7rept7raTovvTa<;

if he had intended to express that he " had found among her

children some walking in the truth," is based upon a pure de-

lusion. The article might indeed have been prefixed ; but the

sentence, ivithout that article, can mean, grammatically, no other

than this :
" I have found among thy children those walking in

the truth." Hardly would any one derive from the absence of

the article the meaning that the writer had come to know only

the children who walked in the truth, and did not know the

others. On the contrary, the failure of the article gives more

distinctness and prominence to the idea of " some."

It is tlnrough the tenderness of his manner, that the Pres-

byter conceals the blame which he has to express under the form

of limitation of his praise. And it has its reason in this, that he

does not address his letter to the children themselves who were

in danger of error, but to the aged and venerable matron. He
would not at once bemn with a word which might cause her

grief : " I have rejoiced to find among thy children those wlio

Avalk in truth. And now I beseech thee, Kyria— that we love

one another," and so on. This was speaking plainly enough

for such an one as Kyria was.

The question whether the writer made the discovery acci-

dentally, or after a special examination, that some of the chil-

dren of Kyria walked in the truth, will appear to be a needless

one, Avhen we look at the position of the whole matter. Some
of her children he had found walking in the truth, and others

not : that is, he had heard concerning the latter, that they had

entered into some kind of fellowship with false teachers, and

that their love to the Church and to the children of God had

grown cold ; while he had with joy heard concerning the former,

that they remained stedfast and true in faith and love.

2 B
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In ver. 5 he attaches, by koI vvv, his request to the observation

communicated in ver. 4. That vvv is not to be taken in the

sense of time (in opposition to the Aorist e')(^dp'rjv), but belongs

to Kal, has been estabhshed by Diisterdieck, against Liicke, De
Wette, and others. Kal vvv is a logical connecting word ; not

connecting, however, with the thought, that by a Divine com-

mandment the walk of Christians is regulated, but with the

mai7i fact stated in ver. 4, that of the children of Kyria, some
were walking in the truth. This being so,^ he prays her that

mutual love may he maintained. That he does not command
or exhort, but request, is another trait of that delicacy and

humility which was perfectly appropriate in relation to this

aged matron.^ (Of any " official" prerogative, before which all

pure human relation must sink into the dust, the New Testa-

ment knows nothing at all.) But when a person is prayed "va

cvyaiTOiiJbev aXKr)Xov<i, there must be some lack in that person's

circle of this ar^airav aXkr'jXovi.

" Not as though I wrote a new commandment unto thee,

but that which we had from the beginning," is interposed as a

parenthesis ; and it merely suggests a remembrancer, that the

commandment to love one another was one long and well

known to Kyria ; that he therefore required of her nothing new,

and as it were unfamiliar, but only that he was obliged anew

to ask a request, the gi'ound and justification of which she

would, without any question, acknowledge. This is the mean-
ing, as the context shows. It is only in their foi^m that these

words remind us of the passage, 1 John ii. 7 ; and this indeed is

not accidental. The Presbyter really intends, in ver. 6 seq., to

refer to the matter also of that apostolical document ; and, there-

fore, he gives his own independent thought a form which is similar

to that passage of the Epistle, which in itself contained a somewhat

different (although analogous) idea. We have seen that the

evTo\7] which the A2:>ostIe lays down as not a new one, but given

1 The distinction which Diisterdieck seeks to estabhsh, in 1 John v, 16

and 2 John 5, between ipurxv and xiruu^ is altogether groundless. He
makes Ipuzciv the request among equals, and uirnu the request of a supe-

rior. Hence Jesus always calls His asking an iponxv. But in 1 John v. 16,

our praying to God is mentioned as an epuToiu. The truth is, that sparxu

originally meant interrogare, then rogare ; but oiiriJu originally, to "de-
mand" (hence x'trix, suit, causa), and then generally ^e^ere, " seek."

" On the age of Kyria, see the remarks in the Introduction.
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from the beginning, was no other than this, that " God is light

(and we therefore must walk in light) ;" and that he sets over

against this ivroXr] iraXaid the new evroXrj of ver. 8, " that the

light already shineth." Our passage bears a similarity only to

ver. 7, but not to ver. 8. As there the Apostle John had said

it was not a new commandment, but that which was given

from the beginning, that God is light, and we should walk in

light ; so similarly, and with allusion to that passage (but also

to John xiii. 34), the Presbyter John here says that it is not a

new commandment, but one given from the beginning (by

Christ Himself, John xiii. 34), that we should love one another.

The end for which he says this is one altogether different here :

as already observed, he strengthens and confirms his request by

reminding Kyria that he aslcs not anything new, but only asks

anew for something, the necessity of which she had long known
and acknowledged. We saw, when upon 1 John ii. 7, how
wrong it was to explain that passage (the whole context of

which says nothing about wydirri) by the present one ; but not

less improper is it to explain this passage by that. Each of the

two places has its own independent meaning, approved by the

context ; it is only the form of this matter which the Presbyter

here, remembering and alluding to St John's passage, has shaped

with reference to its model. He says, concerning the specific

commandment of mutual love, that which the Apostle had said

concerning the general commandment of walkincr in the liffht.O O DO
In ver. 6 the Presbyter now appends two thoughts, which

—combined together with this brevity and want of connection

—would be very mysterious and perplexing were they not

specific allusions to the Epistle of the Apostle, presupposed to be

well-known to Kp'ia.

" And this is love, that we walk after His commandments."

He first declares that love itself is nothing isolated, but that it

consists generally in the keeping of the commandments. And
this makes it perfectly intelligible how he can transfer, in ver. 5,

that which the Apostle had said concerning the universal walk

in light to the demand and requirement of mutual love. But,

at the same time, he declares thereby what he understands by

the wyairMfxev aK\i'jkov<i ; that is, not an effeminate, self-seeking,

self-complacent love to our neighbour, but a love which mani-

fests itself in the steady discharge of every obligation. 'H



388 FIRST EXHORTATION, TO LOVE.

ar/aarri is employed generally, and not limited to the love of our

neighbour alone ; but, if it holds good of love generally, that it

consists in a irepLrrareLv Kara ra? evT6Xd<;, it must also hold

good of the love of our neighbour, that it consists in the fulfil-

ment of the Divine commandments which regulate our relations

to our neighbour. But the Presbyter is led to lay down the

thought in this generality of exp^^ession, by the circumstance

that he is not speaking here in his own name, but reproduces

an utterance of the Apostle. It is the passage 1 John v. 3 :

" This is the love of God, that we keep His commandments."

He naturally omits the words tov &eov, since he has just been

speakmg of the ayaTrav aW'^Xovi : thus he generalizes the

thought, but cites (only with the unessential change of Trjpeiv

into irepiTrarelv, which also better suited the reference to

brotherly-love) the essential components of that apostolical

utterance, and that so literally, as to retain the entire form, avrr}

eariv rj ayaTTT] Iva.

But the Apostle in that passage had placed in jiistaposition

the two thoughts :—that love to God shows itself in brotherly-

love ; and, again, that brotherly-love shows itself in the keeping

of the commandments of God. After the Presbyter has quoted

the latter, he is naturallv led to add somethino; that shall be

analogous to the former also. But, as he has not now to do

with the two ideas—the love of God and brotherly-love—but

with brotherly-love and the keeping of God's commandments,

his second thought takes the following form: avTT] rj ivrdkri

icTTLV, Ka6co<i rjKovaare air apj(rj<i, Xva iv avrfj 7repc7raT7]T€. The
words Ka6o)<i, k.t.X., are parenthetically inserted, and it cannot

be denied that Ka6co<? here means " as indeed, truly." But the

words iv avry do not refer back to evTokrj^ but to arydirTj.

" This is (as ye have heard from the beginning) the command-
ment, that ye should walk in love."—The form suggests 1 John

iv. 21 ; the matter, 1 John iv. 7 and 11. But the whole sharply-

defined and entirely unmediated antithesis of the two thoughts

rests upon the section 1 John iv. 1-v. 3 (the concluding verse of

which is literally cited) ; and we see as plainly as can be that

the writer is thus brief, simply because he can take it for granted

that the whole section is perfectly familiar to Kyria. As a

superfluous intimation, Ka0oo<i k.t.X. declares that he here refers

to what was well known.
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Vers. 7-11. Second exhortation: viz., the warning against

Gnosticism. The mention that man}'- ifkavot had come to the

world is closely connected by otl with what precedes ; and this

shows that the writer regarded the existence of these wkdvot as

the reason wliicli had made the preceding exhortation to love so

necessary. The declension of their love had its cause in the re-

lation of these reKva to the 7r\dvoi<;. (It is needless and un-

tenable, with Liicke, to make on grammatically dependent upon

ipwTb) ere.)

Our seventh verse, again, is no other than a citation— a full

citation, as far as unessentials go—of the passage 1 John
V. 1-3, with a reminiscence of 1 John v. 6, and ii. 22. The
Apostle writes, on iroXKol'^evhoirpo^rjraL i^eXrj\v6aatv et?

Tov Koa-fiov ; and the Presbyter writes, taking up also the idea

of the •jfKdvr] in 1 John v. 6, on ttoWoI TrXdvot elarjXdov et?

TOV KOdfiov. (The reading i^rfkOov, or e^i]\dav, Cod. A., may be

regarded as a conjectural emendation after 1 John ii. 19, iv. 1.

How Cod. B. reads is uncertain. ^E^rikOov is the reading of

Codd. G. and L, Theoph., OEcum., and others.) The substance

and matter of the ifXavr] itself the Presbyter sums up literally

according to 1 John v. 2 (" he that confesseth that Jesus Christ

is come in the flesh"), in the words, "who confess not that

Jesus Christ is come in the flesh." He then closes, with a

manifest reminiscence of 1 John ii. 22 (" this is Antichrist"), by

the words, "This is the deceiver and the Antichrist;" but, re-

ferring back to the introductory words of our verse, he takes

up and includes the " deceiver."

The meaning of all these words has been already elucidated

in the observations upon 1 John iv. 1 seq. Their scope is clear

enough here, and in ver. 8 it is more fully developed. The
Presbyter reminds Kyria briefly but plainly of that which

the Apostle had ^^Titten concerning these false teachers, and

especially of what he had said as to their a7i^i-Christian cha-

racter. Bearing this well in mind, she would never think it a

thing indifferent that such poison might possibly be insinuated

into her family.

In ver. 8, Cod. B. reads dTroXearjTe— elpyaad/jueda— aTroXo-

^rjTe. On the other hand, Cod. A. reads thrice the 2d person

plural (the Text. Rec. has thrice the 1st person plural, following

lesser authorities). Lachmann and Tischendorf follow rightly
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the Codex B. How easily might the copyists have yielded to

the suggestion that elpyaadfj^eda must be corrected into elpyd-

aaaOe, since they who are in danger of losing must be the same

who were to work out what they are in danger of losing ! And
the reading of the Text. Kec. would arise with equal facility, as

soon as dTroXearjre and diroKa^T^re were corrected to harmonize

with elpyaadfieda.—Reading, then, elpyaaafxeda, all those ex-

planations vanish which refer this "Avorking" to that which

believers, through the labour of repentance and the fight of

faith, have "wrought out" for themselves— that is, have won
by effort—whether as reward (^fxiaOov TrXrjprj), or as the fellow-

ship and grace of God, or as good works, and the like. This

epyd^eadai rather signifies the work and labour of the ministers

of the Gospel, through which those who were addressed had

been brought to conversion and furthered in their Christian

course to the present time ; and by a elpyaadfjieOa, " the things

which we have AATought," we are to understand that stage of

salvation to which, through those labours, Kyria and her chil-

dren had attained. She, with all hers (the exhortation /SXeVeTe

is addressed to all, though especially to those of her " children"

of whom the " walking in truth," ver. 4, did not hold good),

were to take good heed that that (life in Christ) should not be

subverted which had been wrought in them by the ministry of

the Presbyter John, and their other pastors and teachers, but

that they should rather bear away the full reward. BXeTrere

eavTov'i, as in Mark xiii. 9, is to look well at themselves— that

is, to give heed to their own heart and conduct. By "full

reward" cannot be understood the fruits of apostolical labour

already obtained below ; for it is not the reward obtained- by

the teachers for their work that is spoken of, but that which

Kyria with her children were to receive (airokafx^dveLv, as in

Matt. X. 41 ; Luke xvi. 25 ; Gal. iv. 5 ; Col. iii. 24).

Mia66<; rather signifies here, as in Luke vi. 23, 1 Cor. iii.

14, and elscAvhere, everlasting happiness as the prize of victory

(as a "reward reckoned of grace," assigned by grace, comp.

Rom. iv. 4). But the question arises as to what we must under-

stand to be the opposite of the fitcrdo<; 77X^/3779—the full re-

ward. One would suppose that he who should lose and trifle

away the epya!^6fievov would receive, not simply an imperfect

reward, but none at all. Moved by this consideration, Aretius
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and Grotius explained it rightly, that eternal life is described

as a full reward, in contradistinction to the manifold reward of

grace which believers receive in the present life. (We must not,

however, with Grotius, think of Luke x. 7, but of the foretaste

of blessedness and peace of conscience, and the experience of

religious joy.) Bengcl refers it to the " different degrees of

glory;" but when the thing concerned is the j)reserving or the

perfecting of the state of grace, it is not the various degi-ees of

glory which we must think of, but the question whether M'e

shall or shall not receive, in addition to the reward already re-

ceived, the full reward of eternal salvation.

In ver. 9 the Presbyter quotes yet another saying of the

apostolical Epistle, and a saying which forms the logical link of

connection between the required abiding in a state of grace,

ver. 8, and the required maintahiing the confession of Jesus

Christ as come in the flesh, ver. 7. It is the declaration, namely,

" He that abideth in this hiha'^i^ hath the Father and the Son."

This declaration occurs in 1 John ii. 23 ; and it is quoted here

in a manner so simple— without any preface, or reason, or de-

velopment—that we cannot but plainly mark the writer's in-

tention to utter no new reflection of his own, but rather to

remind them of an already well-known doctrinal saying of the

Apostle, and to make his appeal to that.

The citation is made in the same free manner as that in

which ver. 6 quotes the passage 1 John v. 3. ITa? 6 irpodycov

Kol fir) fj,ev(ov iv tTj hiha-yfj rov XpLaTov, ©eov ovk e-^et—he

writes— 6 fievwv iv rfj StSa^?}, ovra Kal rov v'lbv Koi rov iraripa

ex'Ei" So read A.B., Copt., Sah. The Text. Rec. lias, instead

of Trpodywv, the word Trapa/Salvcov (after G. and I.), which is

manifestly an accommodating conjectural interpretation. As
it respects, first of all, its relation to 1 John ii. 23, the Presbyter

begins, as there, with 7ra9 o ; he reproduces the meaning of

ovBe TOP irarepa e^et by the words Qeov ovk e-)(€L ; and then, as

there, opposes to the negative a positive member. But the

deviations are not accidental and arbitrary ; they all reduce

themselves to this, that, in conformity with his context, the

writer has not to do here with the two ideas of " confession of

the /Son" and " having of the Father," but with the related

though somewhat differently modified pair of ideas, " the con-

fession of Christ" and the " having of the Father and the Son."



392 SECOND EXHORTATION : WAENING AGAINST GNOSTICISM.

Therefore he does not place the " denial of the Soii^ and the

" having of the Father" in opposition to each other, as subject

and predicate ; but he lays down the " not abiding in the doc-

trine of Christ" as the subject-idea, and the " having God" as

the predicate-idea. As, therefore, his chief emphasis rests upon

the " having," and the antithesis between " Father" and " Son"

retires, it was altogether more appropriate to use the more

general expression " God." The positive counter-member of

the clause must naturally then be constructed after the analogy

of the preceding negative member : here also the " abiding in

the doctrine" must form the subject-idea, and the " having

the
—

" the predicate-idea. But yet the infliience of the pas-

sage, 1 John ii. 23, is so plainly upon him, that he takes up

into his predicate the double-idea which had been prominent in

the foreground there

—

iraTijp and uto?, and also the thought of

1 John ii. 23, " he that confesseth the Son hath the Father also,"

—and therefore writes, " hath both the Father and the Son."

(This is the reading of B. : Cod. A. places vlov first ; but,

according to the context, the irarepa must be emphatically first.)

Thus here also the wn'iter uses the quotation with perfect free-

dom and independence ; the reference and appeal to the apos-

tolical expression, the reminiscence of the train of thought in

1 John ii. 23, appears undeniably to every eye. More was not

necessary : as to details, the Presbyter, himself a holy man of

God, inspired by the Holy Ghost, might as freely reconstruct

the saying for the pui'poses of his context as the Apostle him-

self might have done.^

On the thought itself nothing more need be said, as it has

been already explained upon 1 John ii. 23. As it regards the

words, the Genitive rov Xpiarov with the Bi,Ba'y(i] is not the

Gen. Subjecti, but, as mast appear from the relation to 1 John
ii. 23, the Geii. Ohjecti (Bengel, Liicke). As it respects that

irpod'ywv wdiich precedes the " and abideth not," it means in

^ Hence this freedom of treatment is no argument for the apostolical

composition of this Epistle. On the other hand, these visible references to

1 John are not in themselves argimients against the apostolical composition.

But, having to do simply with citations, the argument which they have

been supposed to furnish as to the similarity of style between the 1 John

and this Epistle is of no account. It is not when the author is speaking

his own words, but only when he is referring to passages in 1 John, that

we find specifically Johannaean expressions and turns of thought.
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itself prwcedere, going forward, progressing ; but the " not

abiding" defines its meaning in the present case. He who in

such a sense goes forward in knowledge as not to abide in the

doctrine of Clirist, hath not God. It is undeniable that refer-

ence is here made to the pretensions of the Gnostics, who
always represented their doctrine as a constant progression in

knowledge. There is a progress (the Presbyter would say)

whicli forsakes the first principles which have been established
;

and such a progress is apostasy. In all (true) progression of

knowledge there must ever be a firm adherence to the unchange-

able root or foundation of knowledge.

In vers. 10, 11, the Presbyter founds a purely practical ex-

hortation upon what was said in vers. 7-9. Et rt? and not idv

Tt<i is used, because there are not two cases supposed, one of

which will be found to be the fact (whether or not such a rt?

will come) ; but a possible event is assumed, in order to lay

down a rule of conduct for its occurrence. It does not say,

" in case one should come," but " if (when, as oft as) one

comes :" idv corresponds with the Norwegian Jmis, el to the

Norwegian naar. But we must not forget (as Diisterdieck

does) that the Apostle John uses idv even in such cases (com-

pare 1 John V. 15 and 16, and the remarks on the passage)
;

and therefore our et rt? is one of the instances in which the

style of 2 and 3 John differs from the style of 1 John.
" If any man cometh unto you, and bringeth not this doc-

trine." Ov is closely connected with the idea of (fiepet, not with

el. The meaning is not, " unless a man bring this doctrine,"

but, " if any man bring not, that is, deny, this doctrine :" hence

it is not />«;, but ov. ^epecv signifies, primarily, only " bear with

one," which then indeed passes over into the " presenting," as

its result. The ep^eaOai 7rp6<; is explained by the exhortation,

" Receive him not into your house." The case is supposed that

one of those false teachers mentioned in ver. 7 laid claim to the

hospitality of their dwelling ; but this presupposes a relation of

personal friendship and intercourse already established. This

very exhortation, therefore, seems to intimate, as also the sub-

sequent, " and bid him not God speed," that in the family

circle of Kyria there had been some tendency to error in this

direction.

And how often in the present day is there failure on this
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point ! and how needful among ourselves this exhortation of the

Presbyter ! Among those who actually possess Christian faith

and Christian knowledge, how many are there who, under the

influence of a secret vanity, think they must play a magnani-

mous part, and exhibit at once the firmness of their faith and

the largeness of their charity, and therefore do not seek to avoid

personal intercoui'se with notorious enemies of the Christian

faith ! They are so firmly grounded that they c^n venture on

this without fear of being perverted ! They stand so spiritually

high, and their views are so broad and free, that there is no

danger for themselves, but much advantage to those with whom
they hold this fellowship ! But this is a soul-imperilling delu-

sion. A Christian man should have to do with these deniers of

Christ only for the one sole end of their conversion : as soon as

he sees that his gi'eat object is spumed, he has nothing more to

do with them. Any compromise, which would let them think

in their own way, and nevertheless continue personal intimate

fellowship, is altogether of evil ; it is a denial of the Lord, who
will not have His light put under a bushel. And those who
think themselves so secure, will surely take harm to their own
faith ; for, while they habituate themselves to assume argumenta-

tively an impartial and indifferent relation to the great con-

fession of Christ manifest in the flesh, they end by becoming

indifferent. They lose the uKfirj of their 6fu,o\.oyia : it is not

love for sinners' souls, but sheer vanity, which makes them take

pleasure in the society of these strong spirits ; their secret heart

is already estranged from the Lord ; and therefore it cannot

fail but that through these breaches the influence of the false

teachers should gradually, surely, and deeply penetrate, making

them more and more internally indifferent to the " doctrine of

Clu'ist," more and more disposed to acknowledge the ingeuious-

ness and the plausibility of the opposite doctrine, and to resent

with impatience and warmth the interference of those who
would warn them (the aydirrj growing cold),— until in the end

they glide by imperceptible stages into the camp of the enemies.

Therefore in this matter the rule is

—

principiis ohsta. The vain

and aimless friendly intercourse with such liars must be broken

off at once. And this is what the words mean

—

koX -^aipeiv

avTw fjLi] Xeyere. The significance of this prescription is alto-

gether misapprehended by those who (like Bengel, Liicke, etc.)
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think that not every kind of greeting Is meant, but that the

prohibition refers to the use of the specific Christian brotherly

salutation in regard to such teachers of error. They might

indeed be gi-eeted with the customary formulas of life, but
" grace, mercy, and peace" was not to be invoked upon them.

But this solution is, in the first place, literally untenable, since

'Xaipeiv Xiyeiv does by no means indicate the specifically Chris-

tian greeting of brotherhood and peace : it is no other than the

classical-Greek phrase of the conventional greeting of coui'tesy,

which had its origin in heathenism, and was therefore quite

general (compare Odyss. xxiv. 402, xi. 248, xiii. 229 ; II. 9,

197 ; Pindar, Pyth. 2, 57 : '^(alpeiv was also the standing salu-

tation in the superscription of heathen letters). And, in the

second place, this explanation takes all the force and pith from

the exhortation of our verse. With such a false teacher the

Christian is not even to stand upon the footing of mere ac-

quaintanceship ; he is not only not to continue any such fellow-

ship, he is not to enter into it. This was the Presbyter's

meaning, and no other ; and in this he was perfectly right.

lie specifies the reason in ver. 11. He who greeteth such

a false teacher, that is, he who is in the habit of personal inter-

course with him, KOivwvel rol'i epyoi'; avrov rot? TrovrjpoU. It does

not mean that he becomes partaker of the guilt of his evil works,

but that he becomes a sharer in his evil tcorks themselves ; he

will soon, by means of that familiar and personal fellowship, be

involved in the same evils and drawn into the same course of

action as the false teacher. Plow then ? That has been already

shown above.

Vers. 12, 13. Conclusion.

The construction with the Participle is quite Greek in its

conception, and altogether foreign to St John's style. (It is

here used as the Partic. Imperfecti.) " Having had much to

write unto you, I would not (write it) with paper and ink, but

hope to be with you and speak to you face to face." The anti-

thesis to writing with paper and ink is evidently not " spiritual

writing" (B.-Crusius), but the oral intercourse which he hoped

soon to enjoy. " With paper and ink" is only a more definite

designation of the " writing." The point is, " Though I might
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have much to write to you, I will not write it all to you, but say

it unto you when we meet."

—

^AXka iXTrl^oD is guaranteed by

B.G.I, and others (against eXirL^co <ydp of A.) ; and it is also

logically more appropriate. So also is fyeveaOai (taken in the

pregnant sense) by A.B., Vulg., and others, against the Rec.

iXdelv, which is evidently a conjectural emendation on account

of the preceding Trpo?. (" To be to you or with you "= " to

have come unto yovi.") ^rofxa Trpo? a-TOfia, of speaking, like

irpocrcoTTOv Trpo? 'irpoatoTTOV (1 Cor. xiii. 12) of seeing. The
former phrase is found in the Septuagint, Num. xii. 8 ; Jer.

xxxix. (xxxii.) 4.—XapxT?? is the Egyptian paper, and probably

of the finer kind : compare Hug's Introduction.

Thus the Presbyter would say orally and in person what he

had further to say. His Epistle was designed only to interpose

a temporary check to the danger which was imminent, while at

the same time it would announce and prepare them for his

coming. (But ver. 12 is by no means, as Hutlier thinks, an

apology for the brevity of his Epistle.)

In the words iva rj x^pa, /c.t.X., he again plainly alludes to

1 John i. 4. His "v^sit would have no other end than to re-

establish that state of soul between Kyria and her children, to

introduce which had been the end of the Apostle and his work.

That blessed object was to be attained which the Apostle had

aimed to attain by his Epistle. Thus, in these few words, he

most significantly declares that his endeavour and his exhorta-

tion rested entirely upon the authority of the Apostle St John.

The greeting of ver. 13 is self-understood. The sister's

children of Kyria must have been living at Ephesus (the sister

herself must either have lived elsewhere, or have been already

deceased, since no greetings come from her). For the rest, this

greeting is not without practical significance. If those sister's

children had charged the Presbyter with their greetings to

Kyria, he must have told them that, and indeed ivhi/, he was

writing to her. (It is probable that it was through these sister's

children he received intelligence how matters stood in the house

of Kyria.) But thus there lay in the simple reference to these

near relatives a hortatory element of some force. These rela-

tives shared, too, the care, and had their parting request, of

the Presbyter.—The ap,i]v at the close is decidedly spurious.
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i^^ER. 1. Greeting.—The greeting Is the same as 2 John 1,

w3 only that the point contained in the words eV a\,T]6eia

is not here developed any further, because there was

no occasion for it. That he loved in (the) truth, the Presbyter

declares to each : what that means, and how this love is distin-

guished from a false, carnal friendship with the unworthy, it

was necessary that he should unfold only to Kyria.

As it respects the person of Gains, we find three of that

name in the New Testament : 1. Gains of Corinth, Eom. xvi.

23 ; 1 Cor. i. 15 ; 2. Gains of Derbe, Acts xx. 4 ; and 3. Gaius

of Macedonia, Acts xix. 29. There is no reason for assuming

the identity of our Gaius with either of these ; he was a fourth

man of this name. (Olshausen and most expositors.)

Vers. 2-4. Each of the three sections of the Epistle begins

with the affectionate address ojyaTrrjre. Ilepl Trdvrcov belongs

to evoSovadac, and Trepc is used in the same meaning as IMatt.

iv. 6 ; Mark i. 44

—

in relation to, concerning. Thus irepl irdv-

T(ov forms an antithesis to rj yjrv^i]. The Presbyter wishes for

Gaius that he may, in respect of all things, prosper and be

well, as his soul (already) prospered. It is altogether wrong

(with Beza) to refer irepl Trdvrcov to ev^ofiai, and to insinuate

into Trepi the meaning of Trpo—a meaning which it has in com-

position, as for instance in TrepcylyvecrOai, but never when it

stands alone as an independent preposition. And we can scarcely

think that the writer would have uttered the thought that he,

" before all things," wished Gaius hodily wellbcing.

Thus he wishes for him that in all respects he might prosper

and be in health, as indeed (KaOm as in 2 John 4 and 6) his

soul prospers (and is in health). This, however, docs not justify
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the conclusion that Gains must necessarily have been sick in

body. The irepl irdvrwv (rightly understood) gives the evohov-

adai KoX ijryiatveLv an altogether universal reference to every kind

of earthly vrellbeing ; although the addition of ir/Laivetv gives to

health a special prominence.—By health of soul is naturally

meant spiritual soundness in the soul's condition and experience.

The third verse serves, as the ydp (omitted only in the

Vulgate and some later codd.) shows, to explain wherein Gains'

health of soul had been demonstrated, how it had been noted by
the wTiter. 'E'^dprjv Xlav as in 2 John 4.

—

Maprvpetv tlvl is

used for bearing testimony to a matter ; ver. 6 and John v. 33,

xviii. 17. The Genitive aov depends upon ry dXrjOela. What
is meant by this "truth," is explained by the addition, " as thou

walkest in the truth." The KaOox;, however, does not serve for

definition, as if the clause which it begins bore to tjj akrjdela the

relation of an explicative apposition :
" They bore testimony to

thy truth, that is, (they bore testimony) how thou walkest in

the truth." But Ka6(o<; is employed, as in 2 John 4 and 6,

3 John 2, with a confirmative meaning :
" As thou (in deed)

dost walk in the truth." As to the idea of " walking in truth,"

see above on 2 John 4. As to who these " brethren " were,

see below on ver. 5 seq.

The general idea of ver. 4—serving for the explanation,

confirmation, and strengthening of the "rejoiced greatly"

—

needs no comment. As to the phraseology, it is to be noted that

comparatives like /jLec^oTepo^ occur in classic Greek as well as in

the New Testament (Eph. iii. 8) ; and then, that tovtcov (well

vouched for, against the softer reading TavTq<i of some lesser

codd.) is to be taken as the Genitive of the neuter ravra, on

which neuter idea the explanatory clause iW, /c.t.X., depends.

" I have no greater joy than this, that I may hear that my
children walk in (the) truth," equivalent to " There is for me
no greater joy, etc." The '(va involves the idea of a wish. (In

strict technical precision, el or on ought to have been used.)—
TeKva fiov—my children—might be used by the Presbyter

John concerning the members of his Church. According to

Papias (Euseb. 3, 39), he had been a personal disciple of Jesus,

and therefore must have been advanced in years.

Vees. 5-10. After the generally laudatory acknowledgment,
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the writer approaches the object which gave him occasion to

write this Epistle. Concerning ar^aTn^Te, sec above on ver. 2.

—

Uicrrov TTOtei^ o iav ipydcrr] eZ? rov<i a5eX,^oj;<? kol tovto ^evov<;.

'Epydcrt} is established by B.C.G.I. against the ipyd^y of A.

;

and so is tovto, by A.B.C., Vulg., and others^ against the Eec.

eh (G.C.).

—

IIiaTov TToieh does not mean, "Thou doest what is

worthy of a Trto-ro? dvrjp " (Beza, Liicke) ; nor, " Thou doest

what correspondeth with expectation " (Bengel) ; nor is iriaTov

" faithfully " (De Wette :
" Thou dealest faithfully in all,

etc."). But TTcaTov iroieiv is essentially identical with the classic

phrase ttlcttov TroielaOac (Med.), where ttccttov is to be regarded

as a substantial neuter, and equivalent to Tr/o-rt? (see Passow).

The usual meaning of the phrase is " to give a pledge of

fidelity."

—

'"^O idv = o dv. Kal tovto as in Phil. i. 28 ;

Eph. ii. 8 ; 1 Cor. vi. 6 :
— " Thou givest a pledge of thy true

mind in all that thou hast done towards the brethren, and,

moreover, towards strangers." Toix; d8e\cf)ov'i the author writes,

because he had already spoken of them in ver. 3. aevoi they

were in relation to Gains ; because they were not at home when
in his house and Church, but had come there as travellers. And
thus he had evidenced his fidelity, not only by general kindness,

but by the hospitable reception of these. Hence the heightened

/Cal TOVTO.

His conduct towards them is more closely described in ver,

6 : Ot ifxapTvprjcrdv aov Trj dydTrrj evdiinov iKK\r]cria<;. That

they gave testimony concerning him, had been already stated in

ver. 3. But there it was more generally said that they bore

testimony to his walk in the truth ; here it is more specific, that

they bore testimony to the love which he manifested towards

them. ^EvdiiTiov eKKXrja-ia'i depends on ifxapTvpijaav, not upon

dydiTT]. By the cKK^jqaia we must naturally understand the

Ephesian Church.

Wherein these proofs of love consisted, the following words

declare : 01)9 «:aX<w<? eir ir] cr a<; irpoirefi-^a<i d^lco^i tov ©eov.

The reading wavers. The Text. Eec. has 'Troi,i]aet<; irpoTrefxy^a^ ;

in which, however, the Future and the Aor. Part, do not seem

to accord. Codex C. reads Trocrjara'i irpoirefii^€L<i ; some lesser

codices, iroteU TrpOTre/iylraq. Luther and Grotius conjectured

eVoiT^o-a?, which may illustrate also how the reading in Cod. C.

originated. The reading TroiT^o-et? might easily arise from mis-
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understanding the meaning to be, that an exhortation for the

future is here added (" Thou wilt do well, if thou sendest them

on provided for worthily of God"). So also the modern exposi-

tors, following the Text. Rec., take the words as an exhortation

for the future. They take it for granted that these "brethren"

had come, and that as converters of the Gentiles, from some

distant place to the dwelling of Gaius ; that they had found a

hosj)itable reception at his hands ; that they had then come to

Ephesus, were now on the point of returning home, and in their

return homewards would call at the house of Gaius again. But
we can hardly imagine anything more strange than that the

members of a strange and distant Church, who were purposing

to convert the Gentiles, should come to Ephesus and its neigh-

bourhood, where there was already a centre of Christianity, and

where their labours would be perfectly superfluous. But, as

below in ver. 10, equally with ver. 5, ol dBeX^oi with the definite

article are mentioned as already known, it cannot be doubted

that we must understand by them, not converters of the Gentiles

from a distant Church, but those Ephesian members of the

Church wdiom the Presbyter had sent to Diotrephes, and who,

rejected by Diotrephes and his Christian companions in that

place, turned to the dwelling-place of Gaius— because they

would not lay claim to the hospitality of the Gentiles (ver. 7)

—and from him received a hospitable reception. These had

now returned to Ephesus, and had borne witness that Gaius

—

unlike Diotrephes—"walked in the truth," and what love he

had shown towards themselves.—But, how these same brethren

could have been sent again to Gaius, we cannot discover.

An exhortation to future hospitality cannot, therefore, on

any account, be regarded as contained in the words ou9 /ca\co<?,

K.T.X. If we do not conjecture, with Luther and Grotius,

eTTOiT^cra?, then we must of necessity, constrained by the Aor.

Part, connected with it, assume that this Future is used in

the same way as in Luke i. 37, ovk aSvvarojcrei, irapa ra> @ea>

irav prjjxa, "nothing is imj)ossible with God;" 1 Cor. xv. 29, rt

woirjaovai, k.t.X., "what will they then do," etc.!— that is, the

Future would not here express the future of time, but, just as

the German Future, a mere general sense of probability and

plausibiliti/, the so-called Attic supposition. " It will indeed be

right and praiseworthy, that thou hast sent them forward in a
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worthy manner." Thus 7roi^aei<; would be an urbane form of

TTotet? or i'Koiei'^. However, even thus viewed, the Future

would not grammatically accord with the Aorist Participle :

therefore it is better to read i7roLr)(Ta<i. How easily might the

reading Trotr/crei? have arisen, through error or misunderstand-

ing, out of an original eirolrjaa';,—the misunderstanding being

naturally caused by ver. 8.^

IIpoTre/jiTreiv, send on, is the term for the provident dismissal

of a guest, whom we provide with what is needful for his fur-

ther journey (Tit. iii. 13; Kom. xv. 24; 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 11).

'y4f/&>9 Tov @eov has its explanation in ver. 7.

'Trrep <yap tov ovofiaTO^; i^7]X6ov, soil, tov ovofxaTO^ tov Oeov

(Bengel) ; not tov XpiaTov (Grotius, Liicke), which in this

connection, where tov Geov immediately precedes, seems forced.

The expression—whether Oeov or Xpiarov be supplied—indi-

cates generally this, that they made their journey, not for their

own occasions and earthly interests, but in the interest of the

kingdom of God. Viewed in themselves, the words would

permit us to think of a mission to convert the Gentiles, or of a

flight through persecution (in which case we must, with Beza,

Bengel, and Olshausen, force utto twv iOvLKwv into dependence

upon i^P]\6ov) ; but they do not constrain us to any such sup-

position, and the context of the whole Epistle leads to a different

conclusion. For, it is evident from ver. 10, that " the brethren"

spoken of from ver. 3 onwards had been sent by the author to

Diotrephes with an Epistle, and that they had been refused re-

ception and hospitality. Thus the words, " receiving nothing

from the Gentiles," obtain a specific meaning. Among the

Christians in the place where Diotrephes dwelt, they found no

hospitable reception ; lay claim to the hospitality of the Gentiles

dwelling there, they would not : then they turned to the (not very

distant) dwelling-place of Gaius ; and thus what Gaius did to

them was done " worthily of God^^ that is, done in a manner
worthy of God, in whose service they had made the journey, and

inwhose honour they had declined all fellowship with the Gentiles.

^ If we suppose the E to have been overlooked, we have the reading

vor/jaot; of Cod. C. But, as the two Participles without a finite verb

yielded no sense, it would be natural to correct tliis again into Troir.aeis

(Rec),— especially as ver. 8 was supposed to contain an exhortation for

the future.

2o
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But now it becomes perfectly clear, that the words ov<;

Aca\(M9, K.T.\., cannot contain any exhortation for the future, but

must be referred to the past. For, that which is said in ver. 7

in explanation of " worthy of God," was among the transac-

tions that had taken place.

In ver. 8 the author utters the general proposition, " We
are bound to receive such," in order to exhibit the conduct

of Diotrephes, who received them not, as an unrighteous and

self-condemned procedure, directly contrary to this 6(f)eiko/x€v.

Overlooking this transitional point between the praise of Gains,

vers. 5-7, and the blame of Diotrephes, vers. 9, 10, it has

been thought that ver. 8 contained a silent hint for Gains ; and

hence, in ver. 6, the 7roir}(Ta<i^ which slipped in, instead of the

original eTroLrjaa^, was changed into a 'KOLr}aei<;.

We (universally : all Christians) are bound to receive such

persons (persons of such a mind as these, according to ver. 7,

had approved themselves by acts to possess), that we may be

fellow-labourers for the truth. ' TTroXaix^dveiv, occurring only

here in the New Testament, means in profane Greek both to

receive and to support. The context here decides for the for-

mer meaning, ^vvepjol (comp. 1 Thess. iii. 2 ; 2 Cor. viii. 21

;

Col. iv. 11) yiyveaOat rfj akrjOeia, might, viewed in itself, be

understood of a co-operation in the service of the conversion of

the Gentiles, if the context were speaking of this matter. But

it means only to become fellow-labourers of the raovToc Avho

were for the ak^jOeia ; and, according to the context, those

aSe\(f)ol were in this way active in serving the truth, that they

brought a letter and oral exhortations to Diotrephes, in order to

obviate the threatening schism. (Compare the Introduction.)

Ver. 9. The writer goes on without any pause or internip-

tion :
" I wrote something to the Church, but, etc." It is a

needless assumption, that from ver. 9 onwards another circum-

stance is suddenly entered upon, different from what is supposed

to occupy the previous part.

While the context establishes that the " Church" above in

ver. 6 meant the Ephesian Church, here the words imply that

that Church is meant to which Diotrephes belonged. And, as

that is called simply "the Church," we may infer— as also from

the circumstance that those brethren whom Diotrephes rejected

were able (on the same day or evening) to repair to Gains, who
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thus must have dwelt in the neighbourhood of Diotreplies— that

Gaius also was a member of the same Church. (See the Intro-

duction.)

"Eypayp-d rt is the reading of A.B.C. But the writer

does not intend by this expression to intimate—as Diisterdieck

sti'angely thinks—that his Epistle was an " insignificant" (!) one,

the slender results of \\hich he himself foresaw. It is far bet-

ter to regard this re as a most significant aposiopesis. " I had

written something to the Church,"—something which, if it had

been publicly read, would not have failed of its effect ; " but

Diotreplies, who will be the first among them" (see the Intro-

duction), " receiveth us not." What the conduct was which is

meant by this expression, is explained, 1. by the antithesis to

" I wrote," which the " but" establishes (a not-receiving of the

Epistle) ; and 2. by ver. 10 (a rejection of the brethren who
brought the Epistle). In not receiving the Epistle, and in

denying hospitality to those who brought it themselves, he re-

ceiveth r)iJLd<i—the Presbyter John himself with the messengers

— not. To assign to iircSe'^ea-Oac the vague meaning of " reckon,

or hold valid" (Liicke), is to weaken the definite sense attached

to it by ver. 10.

Thus it was the purpose of Diotreplies no longer to receive

any instructions from that member of the Ephesian Presbytery

to whom his (young, commencing) Church had been hitherto sub-

missive : he would govern it himself; and that Church was, under

his direction, to assume the position of an independent Church.

In ver. 9 the writer makes very brief allusion to something

which had been no doubt more explicitly narrated to Gaius by

those brethren who, rejected by Diotreplies, had received his

hospitality. But he nevertheless touches these circumstances

here, in order to express to Gaius in what light these things

appeared to him (the Presbyter), and to exhibit to him the un-

warrantable sharaelessness of the conduct of Diotreplies. In the

word (f)i\.o7rpo)Tevetv he unveils his sinful motive ; in the words
" receiveth iis not," he suggests to Gaius, that Diotrephes had

outraged, not only tliese brethren, but himself, the Presbyter

also. And both he says, in order that Gaius may all the more

carefully guard against being involved in, or inveigled into, his

schismatical proceedings.

To the same end, he tells him in ver. 10 that he purposes
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himself to come, and to detect Diotreplies and expose him.

Hence ho enters upon the individual aspects of his wickedness.

'Tirofivrjcro) must not be translated by punianif arguam, unless

we are willing to sacrifice all the delicacy of the expression. It

is a great thought, that only to mention that which Diotrephes

had done would be sufficient to annihilate him. ^Xvapico is a

word of contempt : it does not mean " slander," \ot,Sopeco, but

(according to Eustathius on Iliad 21, 361) to iv ov Beovri

\6yov^ irpoLevaL, to speak nought, " babble and prate," plaudern,

as Luther well hits it off. Here it stands with the Objective

Accusative, equivalent to " prate at any one." In the addition

\6yoL<i TTOvripoi'i lies the wickedness, in the (fAvapcov the wretched

nullity, of the words which Diotrephes spoke against the Pres-

byter.

The following words need no explanation ; as to the fact

itself, see the remai'ks in the Introduction. Tov<i aBe\(f)ov<; is,

as in ver. 5, " the brethren," those mentioned above. 'Ek t?}?

iKKkr](7La<i eK^dWei is to be understood of the excommunication

which Diotrephes threatened against those who had been ready

to receive with hospitality those " brethren," and by means of

which they had been restrained from doing so.—In order to

avoid tlie worst evil, a schism within the Church, they had for

the time receded.—But still the categorical eK^aXkei seems to

show that the excommunication actually took effect on some

who did not at once accommodate themselves. Compare also

below on ver. 12.

In VERS. 11, 12 follows the main exhortation, which con-

tains the scope of the whole Epistle. Gains must not imitate

the KaKov described in vers. 9, 10 (the wickedness of Diotrephes,

and the weakness of those who succumbed to his terrors) ; he

must not be persuaded to go over to the party of Diotrephes

;

but he must imitate that which is good. And, as a pattern of

the "good," Demetrius is in ver. 12 set before him,—who,

therefore, was by no means a member of the Ephesian Church,

and a bearer of the letter, but a man of Diotrephes' own Church,

who firmly withstood him in all his pretensions.

Before, however, Gaius is referred to the example of this

Demetrius, the writer grounds his exhortation, "Follow not,

etc.," on the general proposition, "He that doeth good, etc.,"
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which contains an undeniable allusion to 1 John iii. 6. The
thought is there the same : that he who is a child of God sinneth

not, but purifieth himself (consequently, he who doeth good ap-

proves himself as " being of God") ; on the other hand, he who
sinneth hath not seen Him. But, in harmony with the context,

in which had occurred to arjaQov—to KaKov, the Presbyter

employs here the words ayaOoTrotelv and KaKOTroielv. Thus he

treats the passage 1 John iii. 6 just in the way in wdiich he had

treated the individual passages of the apostolical Epistle in his

own Second Epistle.

Ver. 12. " To Demetrius (good) testimony is given of all"

(that is, of all the a8e\(f)ot<;, vers. 3, 5, 10), " and of the truth

itself." But Avhat does this mean ? The truth in the objective

sense, the Christian doctrine, cannot be intended. Huther and

Diisterdieck think that " the good testimony of the ircivTe^ is

represented as one not having its foundation in their human
judgment, but in the testimony given them by the ttXr\OeLa

dwelling in them." But avTr] t] a\rj6eia, in opposition to the

TrdvTe<i, cannot possibly be the truth which uttered itself in the

testimony of the " all." B.-Crusius refers it to the ti*uth of

Christianity, which had been advanced by the earlier labours of

Demetrius ; but his earlier missionary activity could scarcely

bear testimony to his present deportment, apart from the harsh-

ness of the metonymy which this explanation requires. Liicke

expounds that the truth itself would bear testimony to him, if

it were asked (that is, if it could speak). Beausobre, Grotius,

etc., think of the truth which manifested itself as a living power

in the life of Demetrius. And this is the only correct inter-

pretation ; though we must not limit it to the " truth" which

manifested itself generally in his life, but think of the truth

which, in these days, in his conduct towards Diotrephes, had so

mightily shown its power. Doubtless for its sake he had suffered

wrong, and had been content to submit to ill-treatment and per-

secution (probably the excommunication mentioned in ver. 10).

Thus it might be said that the truth {ev
fi

TrepnraTel, comp.

ver. 4) bore testimony in his behalf.

Finally, the Presbyter appends his own testimony for him

;

and it was needful to explain on what it was founded. It is

enough to utter his ^^ avTo<; e</>a," and he writes, "And thou

knowcst that our testimony is true."
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Vers. 13-15. Conclusion.—Tlie idea of vers. 13, 14 is

perfectly like that of 2 John 12, but the expression differs from

it in certain minute points : IloWa el^ov f^pa-^ai croi is the

reading of A.B.C. and others, in opposition to the Text. Rec.

ypdcfieiv, which is slenderly authenticated by G.I., and doubt-

less owed its orioin to the wish to conform it with 2 John 12.

On the other hand, we have in Cod. A. a similarly originating

various reading, ovk il3ov\/]dr]v, instead of the correct Text.

Eec. ov OeXo), which is authenticated by B.C. and others. At
the close of the verse we must read ctol fypdcpetv (B.C.).

Thus the distinction between this and 2 John 12 lies in this,

first, that the writer does not employ the participial construction

(TToWd e'^cov), but two clauses (et%oi/—aXV ov deXco) are op-

posed to each other; secondly, he uses el^ov as Imperfect

(comp. Acts XXV. 22 ; Eom. ix. 3), and accorchngly employs

the Inf. Aor. ypd-yjraL ; thirdly, with ov OeKo) the A"erb jpdcpetv

is repeated ; and, fourthly, he attaches the clause ikTri^co, k.t.\.,

by Be. (^AWd would here have been unsuitable ; rather ydp,

but no codex inserts that.) Thus Se has the meaning of " on

the other hand."

The idea itself has been explained, partly on 2 John 12,

and partly in the Introduction.—Huther erroneously thinks an

av wanting to el^ov. El^ov aV would mean, "I should have

had much to write (scil. unless) ;" but the AVTiter would say, "I
had much to write."

The final salutation, ver. 14, begins with the specific Chris-

tian wish of peace (instead of the profane eppaao), with which

we may compare Gal. vi. 16, Eph. vi. 23, 1 Pet. v. 14,

2 Thess. iii. 16, and others, including 2 John 3. Then the

writer sends Gaius salutations from the friends, and charges

him to greet " the friends bi/ name,^'—which latter commission,

as well as the expression (f)i\oi ("friends," in opposition to

enemies), is to be explained by the existing relations between

Gaius and Diotrephes. Gaius was to greet every one from the

Presbyter by name, who had kept aloof from the schism and

wickedness of Diotrephes, and thus confirm them in their

fidehty.
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The Presbyter to Kjria, the elect, and her children, whom 1

love in truth ; and not I only, but also all they that have known
the truth : for the truth's sake which dwelleth in us ; and it

will be with us for ever. Grace, mercy, and peace be with you
from God the Father, and from Jesus Christ the Son of the

Father, in truth and love.

I rejoiced greatly that I found among thy children those

who walk in (the) truth, as we have received a commandment
from the Father. And now I beseech thee, Kyria (not as

though I wrote a new commandment unto thee, but that which

we had from the beginning), that we love one another. And
this is love, that we walk after His commandments : this is His

commandment, as ye have heard from the beginning, that ye

should walk in it.—For " many deceivers are entered into the

world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh."

" This is the deceiver and the Antichrist." Look to yourselves,

that ye lose not what we have wrought, but that ye may receive

a full reward. Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in

the doctrine of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the

doctrine, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come

any unto you, and bringeth not (with him) this doctrine, receive

him not into your house, and greet him not. For he that

greeteth him is partaker of his evil deeds.

Having many things to write unto you, I would not (write)

with paper and ink ; but I trust to come unto you, and speak

face to face, " that your joy might be full." The children of

thy elect sister greet thee.
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n.

The Presbyter unto the well-beloved Gaius, whom I love in

(the) truth.

Beloved, I wish that in every respect thou mayest prosper

and be in health, even as thy soul doth prosper. For I rejoiced

greatly when brethren came and testified of thy truth, even as

thou walkest in (the) truth. I have no greater joy than to hear

that my children walk in truth.

Beloved, thou givest token of thy fidelity in whatsoever thou

hast done to the brethren, and that to strangers, who have borne

witness of thy charity before the Church ; and in regard to

whom thou hast done well that thou hast sent them forward on

their journey in a way worthy of God. Because for His name's

sake they went forth, and took nothing from the Gentiles. We
therefore ought to receive such, that we might be fellow-helpers

to the truth. I wrote something to the Church ; but Diotrephes,

who will be first among them, receiveth us not. Wherefore,

when I come, I will remind him of the works which he doeth,

prating against us Avith malicious words : and, not content there-

with, neither doth he himself receive the brethren, and forbid-

deth them that would, and casteth them out of the Church.

Beloved, follow not the evil, but the good. He that doeth

good, is of God: he that doeth evil, hath not seen God. Demetrius

hath good report of all men, and of the truth itself : but we
also bear record ; and thou knowest that our testimony is true.

I had many things to write ; but I will not with ink and

pen write unto thee : however, I hope I shall shortly see thee,

and we shall speak face to face. Peace be to thee. Our friends

salute thee. Greet the friends by name.
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THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES.

^IIE seven Epistles in the New-Testament canon which

PI were distinctively not Pauline—that is, the Epistle of

St James, two of St Peter, three of St John, and that

of St Jude—were in the time of Eusebias (ii. 23) already wont

to be collected together under the name of the " Catholic Epis-

tles." But it is doubtful what the precise meaning was which

this expression was meant to convey ; and that meaning can be

found only by a specific and close investigation. The word,

derived from Kad^ o\ov, means of itself generalis, general, uni-

versal : used concerning an Epistle, it may be designed to ex-

press that the Epistle was written hy many authors in common

;

or, that it loas directed to several Churches in common; or,

finally, that it was universally acknowledged as canonical. Each

of these three interpretations of the expression Ka6oXcKal eVt-

aro\ai has had its defenders.

But the first of them at once declares itself to be inappro-

priate. If the designation, at KaOoXiKol iTriaToXaiy were ap-

plied only to the whole Collection of the seven Epistles, it

must of course be presumed that that Collection was called

" Catholic " because as a whole it sprang not from one, but

from a community of authors,—in opposition to the Collection

of Pauline Epistles, which sprang from one author alone. But,

even in that case, the expression would be somewhat strange

and inexact. For it would necessarily point to a common pro-
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duction of tlie whole ; wliereas the several authors did not by

any means co-operate to a common authorship of a compilation

of Epistles which aimed at unity as a whole/ but every one of

them wrote his own Epistle apart from the rest, with its own
specific aim, and on its own specific occasion, and the whole

were collected together into one only after the death of the

individual writers. And, in fact, we find that it was not merely

the Collection which bore the name " Catholic," but that, as we
shall presently see, each of the individual Epistles was itself

designated a KadokiKr] iina-To'k't]. At most, we should have to

assume that the name " Catholic," after it had once become

firmly established for the Collection as such, was afterwards

also transferred to its individual component parts (so that kuOo-

Xlktj eTTio-ToXr} would be equivalent to " an Epistle belonging to

the Collection of the Catholic Epistles"). But such an as-

sumption contradicts the reality of history. For we find the

designation " Catholic" applied ^irs^ to the individual Epistles

—

to wit, by Dionysius Alexandrinus (in Eusebius 7, 25), Origen

(Select, in. Ps. 3 ; Comment, on John, concerning 1 Peter ; de

Orat. and Comm. on John, concerning 1 John, and elsewhere

concerning the Epistle of Jude)— before it was transferred

by Eusebius (2, 23 ; 6, 13) to the entire Collection.—But, gene-

rally speaking, the expression " Catholic" never occurs, through-

out the whole of patristic literature, as the designation of the

conjoint work of many several authors. The only exception

seems to be the passage in Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. 4,

where the Epistle in Acts xv. is mentioned in the words Kara

TTjv iTTiaroXrjv ttjv KaOoXtKrjv tcov aTroaroXcov airavTcov ;^ but

here an Epistle is referred to which was actually decreed and

accepted by a whole assembly. But how, on the other hand,

the seven Epistles in question could have been termed " Catho-

lic" in this sense— as the common production of several authors

together,—and how each of these Epistles could have been

^ Just as wlien several writers combine in a common work, e.g.^ an

encyclopaedia ; in which case we should certainly describe this encyclopaedia

as their "joint work."
^ Even here the word might bear the elsewhere customary signification

of encyclical (directed to several Churches); nevertheless, the juxtaposition

of Kotdo'KiKog and ro)i> d'TroaTohuu dircturay makes it more natural to refer

the former to the common co-operation of the autJiors.
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termed " a joint production," we cannot understand. Hence, we
must regard the view of Plug and others, who refer Ka6oXiK6<;

to the community of several authors, as altogether set aside.

It is not so easy to determine the question, whether the ex-

pression " Catholic" was applied to our Epistles by the Fathers

in the sense of encyclical, or of acknowledged canonical} The
former predicate seems at the first glance too narrow for them

;

since, while it suits the Epistle of St James, and the First of St

John, the First and Second of St Peter, and that of St Jude,

it does not suit the Second and Third Epistles of St John.

The latter predicate seems, on the one hand, too broad, since

there were many other Epistles besides these seven which were

certainly held to be canonical ; and, on the other, it does not

seem properly suitable, since 2 Peter, 2-3 John, Jude, and even

James, were not found originally in the catalogues (or Kavoves:)

of all Churches, and on that account were termed avTiXeyo/jievai.

Meanwhile, it is only a more exact investigation which will lead

to any certain result.

Dionysius of Alexandria (in Euseb. vii. 25) attempted to

establish that the Apocalypse must have been written by another

John, and not the Apostle, because the Apostle does not men-

tion his name in his writings. After appealing to the Gospel,

he goes on, o Be evayyeX.La-rrjf; ovSe t?}? Ka6o\t,Kri<i eincrTo-

\rj<i Trpoeypayfrev eavrov ro ovojxa ; and, after having quoted

the beginning of 1 John, he proceeds, a\V ovhe iv if} Sevrepa

(fiepofxevTj ^Iwdwov koI rpirr), KairoL j3pa-)(eiaL<i oi>aat<; eVtcrro-

\al<i, ^IcodvvTj^; ovo/xaarl "TrpoKeiTai. It would seem here

obvious enough that Ka6o\iK6<; must be taken as the antithesis

of (pepofMevo^;. Hug indeed thinks that the particle aXXd stand-

ing between the two words makes it impossible to regard

KaOoXiKo^ and ^epo/xew? as antithetical ideas. Kirchhofer

goes so far as to maintain that Dionysius, " by the word (pepo-

fievc;, distinguishes the Second and Third Epistles from the

First, because these were not addressed to several Churches

;

but not because he wished to describe them as only by report

assigned to St John, for he held St John as their author."

Dionysius nowhere says that he positively held St John to

be author of 2 and 3 John : he takes care not to write

^ The latter is the view of Nosselt, Hammond, and others ; the former,

that of Grotius, Wolf, and Wetstein.
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a}OC ovSe ev Trj hevTepa ^epofiivrj kou rpvrr) irpoe>ypa'>^ev

eavTov Tov ovo/xa, bat discreetly says, aXV ovBe o ^Icodv-

VT)<; ovofJiacnX TrpoKelrav; and again, further on, crvvdBova-t

fiev yap dWi]\oi,<; to evayyeXiov Kol rj eirLCTToXrj (not eTnaro-

Xai). But, that (^epojxevo^ should bear the meaning of " not

addressed to several Churches," is an absurdity which needs no

refutation. When Dionysius applies the predicate ^epo/jbivrj to

the Second and Third Epistles, he clearly and unambiguously

declares that for his own part he was very far from being con-

vinced of their apostolical origin. But that did not prevent

his turning these two Epistles to the account of his assei'tion.

Granted, he would say, that these Epistles were apostolical (or,

that the readers held them for apostolical), even then the

proposition, that the Apostle did not mention himself by name,

would be unaffected. Thus we see also (against Hug) that

Kado\iK7] may be logically used as the antithesis to ^epofievrj.

It was quite logical to write :
" The Apostle, even in his ac-

knowledged genuine document, did not prefix his name, but

began without preliminaries with the mystery of the Divine

revelation, etc. But also in the sujjposed Second and Third

Epistles, John is not mentioned by name." Ka66kLK6<i, there-

fore, may here form the antithesis of (pepofievo^.

Not that it micst, however, form any such antithesis. The
two expressions are divided by too great an interval to allow of

our sa^'ing that Ka9o\tK6<; must here be viewed as the antithesis

of <jiep6fi£vo<i. It is quite as conceivable that KadoXcKo^; is used

here in that meaning of encyclical which, as we shall presently

see, was its common meaning in the more ancient patristic

period. The First Epistle of St John was an encyclical docu-

ment addressed to the Church of Ephesus, and to the surround-

ing Churches of Asia Proconsularis. Dionysius may therefore

either have applied to it the epitJieton naturale of " Catholic,"

as the only Epistle of St John Avhich he regarded as genuine,

just as Origen does in passages where he has no thought of

any antithesis to KadoXcKo^;,^—or he might have had this inten-

^ JS. g., Selecta in Ps 3 : Kxl ra, 'hsyo^u.svcc h rri Kct.do'htx.Yi Ivtaro'Kri Tru.poi

ru Uirpeo (then follows 1 Pet. iii. 19). Here, the First Epistle of St Peter

is not called encyclical that it might be opposed to another not encyclical

;

for the Second Epistle of St Peter was encyclical. But Kudo'htyJ; is here

simply epitheton naturale.
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tion, to say tliat the Second and Third Epistles of St John,

apart from the doubtful question of their apostolical origin,

were in all cases, and indubitably, not encyclical documents.

But it was not necessary that he should express more positively

this antithesis to encyclical (if he had it in view) ; it was under-

stood of itself. Now, when he applies to the Second and

Third Epistles the predicate ^epofjuevo^i, he does not take up

again that antithesis between encyclical and not-encyclical ; but

he intends to express the new and independent thought, that he

did not confidently hold these Epistles to be apostolical. This

view of the KadoXtKo^ is logically tenable. It was strictly

logical for Dionysius to write :
" Even to his encyclical ivrit-

ing [on writing the emphasis lies] the Evangelist did not prefix

his name, but without any preliminary began with the mystery

of the Divine revelation. That which was from the beginning,

he says, that which we have heard, that which we have seen

with our eyes. For, on account of this revelation, the Lord

pronounced Peter blessed : Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona,

for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but My Father

in heaven. But also in the supposed Second and Tldrd Epistles

[on ' Second and Third' lies the emphasis], the name John is

not mentioned." The fidl citation of the passage shows that

we are not constrained to regard Ka6okiK6<i as the antithesis of

(^epo^evo'i.

Thus, this much-contested passage of Dionysius establishes

no more than this, that KaOokiKo^ may be taken, as well with the

meaning " acknowledged as apostolical," as with the meaning
" encyclical." Nothing more definite can be derived from this

passage, but must be looked for elsewhere.

And now, at the outset, it is remarkable that in none of the

old canons does the word occur in the sense of kuvovlko^ or

ivSidd7]Ko<;. Cassiodorus (de Instit. DIv. lect. c. 8) was the first

to describe the Epistles, 1 Pet., 1 and 2 John, 2 Pet., 3 John,

and James, as epistola; canonical ; whence it has been rightly

argued (as Cassiodorus could not have held 2 Pet., 3 John, and

Jude as apocryphal) that he had in his mind the collection of

the seven Epistles, and took the current word KaOo\iK6<; In the

sense of KavoviK6<i. Similarly, Theophylact explains Ka6o\iK6<:

as the antithesis of a7roKpv<^o^.

In the more ancient patristic period, on the other hand, we
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never meet with this use of KaOoXiKo^ as equivalent to Kavovv-

K6<i. It is not right to appeal to Euseb. 3, 3. Here we read :

TIerpov fxev ovv iTrcardkr) fiia r] Xeyofjuevr) avrov ttporepa avco-

/jLoXoyrjTaL ravrrj he Kol oi iraXaL Trpecr/SvrepoL <w? a/x(f)L\eKTq)

iu T0t9 cr(j)Ct)V avTcov KaKeKe'^prjvraL crvyypd/ji/ji.aar njv Se cfiepo-

fj>ev7]v avTov Zevrepav ovk ivSidOTjKov fiev eivat TrapeiXijcfyafiev

Ojiico'i Se 7roXkol<i ^pyat/xo^ (fjavetaa fiera dXkaiv ea-TrovSdaOr)

<ypa(p(ov. To <ye firjv rcov eiTLKeKkripbevcov avTOv Trpd^ecov, koI

TO Kar avTov wvofxaaixevov evayyeXiov, to Be Xeyofievov avTov

K/jpvy/j^a, Kol Tr]V KaXovfjbevTjv aTroKdXv^Lv ovh ok(o<^ ev Ka6o\i-

Kal<; iCTfiev TrapaSeSofieva, otl. fi7]Te dp'^aicov pLi)Te tmv KaO^

rjfjbdf; Ti9 eKtckqcnacTTiKO^ (Tiryypa(pev<i Tat9 i^ avTwv avve'^prjaaTO

fxapTvpiai^. It is customary to supply 'Ypa(j)ai<; to KaddXiKoi'i—
needlessly, however, for €KKXr)aiai<i might as well be suj^plied

;

but even then, KaddXiKo^ does not stand simply and as such in

the sense of " canonical." Tliev are called " catholic writings,"

as the clause with otl shows, because use was made of them in

the Kado\iK7] eKKKfrjaia.

But this usage

—

if indeed iKK\r]aiaL<; is not to be supplied

—

stands almost isolated, and must simply be explained by the

context. Where, on the other hand, a single New-Testament

document receives the predicate rj KaOoXiK^ {^-9^ eTncrToXrj),

this predicate stands in the Fathers decidedly in the sense of

encyclical. This is manifestly the fact ; for, five of the seven

Epistles which were customarily called KaOoXcKal were no other

than those concerning which the " ovk ivSiadr]Kov<; avTd<i irapei-

Xr](^a[ji€v^^ held good. But it would have been exceeding

strange, if those very writings which, being the majority, were

not yet universally acknowledged as canonical, had been de-

scribed as " universally acknowledged," in opposition to the

remainder. And then, Eusebius places the ideas avTiXeyo/ieva

and KaOoXiKd even in strict juxtaposition, when he (6, 14) writes

concerning Clemens Alexandrinus : ev he Tat<i 'TiroTvirdiaecn,

^vveXovTa elirelv, iracrrj^ t?}? evhiaOrjKov <ypa(j)i']^ k7nTeTfj,'r}/j.eva<;

TreTTOLrjTac huj'y/jaei^i, firjhe Td<; dvTi,\eyo/jLeva<; irapeXOcov, Tyv

^lovha Xeyco koI to.? \ot7rd<; Kado\iKd<i i7naTo\d<;. Thus, he

comprises the Epistle of St Jude, with the other " Catholic"

Epistles, among " the not universally acknowledged"'— a plain

proof that KaOoXiKal eina-ToXal had not to him the meaning of

" universally-acknowledged Epistles." So also he speaks (3,
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23) of the Epistle of St James as the Trpcorr) rcov ovo/na^o/xivcov

KaOoXiKcbv, and adds laTeov Be 009 voOeverai}

To these negative arguments (that KaOdXiKof did not mean
" canonical") may be added the following positive arguments

(that it had the meaning of " encyclical"). Apollonius (in

Euseb. 5, 18) relates of the Montanist Themisus : eVoX/xT/o-e

fit/u,ovfj,6vo<i Tov aTToaroXov, Kado\iK7]v riva o-vvra^dfi€vo<; im-
<xro\7]v Karrj^eiv rov<i afieivov aurov 7re'marevK0Ta<i. Themisus

could not have written an Epistle made up of several, nor an

Epistle acknowledged canonical, but only a circular-letter meant

for the several Phrygian Churches. To the same interpretation

we are led by the words of Eusebius himself (4, 23) : {Alovv-

(no<i) '^pTjatficoTarov airaaiv eavrov /ca^tcrra? iv al^ vTrervirovro

fca6o\iKat<; Trpo? ra<; eKKXrjaia^ eiTLcrToXal'i. We see

what Avas the meaning which was universally at that time con-

nected with the expression KaOoXtKr} eVtcrroX.?;. Thus also

GEcumenius (Prolegomena in Epist. Jac.) explains the current

designation of our seven Epistles in the following way : Kado-

\iKal XeyovTUt avrat, olovel eyKVKXiOi' ov fyap a(f)npi(T/ji€vco<;

edvei evl 17 TroXei, &)? 6eio<; IIav\o<; toi<; 'P(Ojj.aiot<; rj KopLvdLoi<;

7rpoa(f)(ovei TavTa<; to.? e'mard\a<; o tmv tolovtcov tov Kvpiov

fjLaOrjrcov 6iaaG<;, aXka KaOokov toI<; 7ri.aT0t<y, 7]toi ^IovSalot<; rot?

ev TTj BtacTTropa, 0)9 koI 6 Il6Tpo<;, rj koL iraai TOt<i vtto ttjv avrrjv

Trtariv ^piariavolf; TeKovcnv. When Origen (cont. Cels. i. 63)

calls the Epistle of Barnabas a KaOoktKr] eiriarokri— so terming

it, obviously, as intending to designate it an encyclical Epistle,

for it could not be his wish to represent it as canonical—we see

plainly in what sense he terms the First Epistles of St Peter

and St John "Catholic Epistles," in the passages above quoted.

Just as they were wont to quote thus, " St Paul says in his

Epistle to the Romans" so, in the case of an Epistle which had

no specific designation, they quoted by the formula, " St John
says in his general (that is, encyclical) writing." This was the

origin of the term : first, they denominated the First Epistle of

St John, the First and Second of St Peter, those of St James
and St Jude, " Catholic Epistles ;" then this designation was

1 Whoever reads the passage in its connection, and without bias, will

see plainly that this remark is not made with the design to limit the idea

of Kxdo'Aix.os, or to annul it,— that, in other words, 6i/o/ii»^6,uivo; is not used

in the pregnant sense of " only so called, but not actually being.''''
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applied to the collection as such, although in the meantime thes

two small Epistles, addressed to private persons, had been re-

ceived into the number—which, however, obviously could not

prevent the whole collection from being a potiori designated as

the Encyclical Epistles. It was not until the Arian and sub-

sequent controversies had brought into more frequent and more

definite use the distinction between the KaOoXiKT) iKKkrjo-ia and

the aiperiKol'i, that the old signification of KaOoXiKO'?, as equi-

valent to encyclical, vanished entirely from the minds of men.

Then they began (Theodoret, Cassiodorus) erroneously to un-

derstand the word, even when found as the predicate of an

Epistle or collection of Epistles, in the sense " of being acknow-

ledged orthodox and canonical by the Catholic Church." This

could not have been possible till a time when the remembrance

of the antilegomenon character of five among the " Catholic

Epistles" had passed away.^

1 The first who recognised this cTiange in the signification of xxdoT^Dcos

was Bertholdt (Einleitung, I. S. 221). But he erroneously refers that

change of signification to a period as early as the end of the third century.

That x«^oX/x.oV originally meant " encyclical," and only afterwards ob-

tained the meaning of " canonical," has been assumed, after Bertholdt, by
De Wette and Olshausen, and most of the moderns.
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John xvii. 21, .
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XX. 31,
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70
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xxiv. 15, ^

17
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III. PRINCIPAL MATTERS.

Abiding in love, 299.

Advent of Christ, expected by the Apostles in the immediate future, 179,

etc.

Advocate with the Father, our, 118, 120.

Anointing, the, which believers receive, 185, 186, 198.

Antichrist, and many Antichrists, 180-183, 191, l!t2
;
the spirit of, 279.

Antithesis, the, between the children of God and the children of the devil,

229, 230.

Beginning, that which was from the, 46.

Beginning, from the, 139, 140.

Believing in God's love, 298.

Blinding the eyes, darkness, 150, etc.

Blood of Christ, its cleansing power, 93, 95, 96.

Blood, and water, which Jesus came by, 316-319.
Born of God, 311 ; he that is, sins not, 232, 235
Bowels, to shut up the, 255.

Brethren, 146.

Brother, hatred of one's, inconsistent with love to God, 308, etc.

Brotherly-love, 237.

Cain, 240, 241.

Calling, the, of John, 14, etc.

Catholic, meaning of the term, 409 ; how applied to the Epistles so called

—the question investigated, 409-416 ; origin of the term, 415, 416.

Cerinthic Gnosis, the, 277, 288, 296.
Cerinthus, the most ancient, actual Gnostic, 17 , the doctrines of, 17, etc.

;

the God of, 85 ; the Ue of, 191, 277.
Children, 154, 176, 177, 178.
Children of God, and children of the devil, 229, 230, 236.
Children, little, 116.

Christ, that Jesus is the, the kernel of all truth, 188, 189 ; the rationalistic

and pantheistic, 191 ; denying that Jesus is the, 191, 193 ; the con-

fession of, 193, etc. ; became incarnate to take away sin, 223-225

;

without sin, 225 ; manifested to destroy the works of the devil, 232 ;

the true God, 348.

Coming of Christ, expected by the Apostles as at hand, 179.

Commandment, the old and the new, 134, etc., 138, etc.

Commandments, God's, a standard to regulate the believer's walk and spirit,

125 ; their nature, 128.

Confession of Christ, 193, etc., 297.

Confession of sin, 96, 101, 102.

Construction and style of John's Gospel and Epistle, 6, etc.

Conversion, true, 227.

Darkness, none in God, 83, etc.

Darkness, walking in, 89, 149, 150 ; blinding the eyes, 150.

Darkness, passing away, 144.

Death, passing from, unto life, 244.

Death, a sin unto, 337-342.
Demetrius, 404, 405.

Denying the Father and the Son, 192 ; that Jesus is the Christ, 191, 193.

Diotrephes, 404, 405.

Devil, the, 232 ; the works of, 232 ; the children of, 229, 230, 236.
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Ebionitisin. 15. etc.

Epistle, the First, of St Jolin.— is it an Epistle? 1 : addi>?ssed to specific

K^ders, 1' : iss in ess«?no«?, not in form, an Epistle, o ; vrhr all gn?eting

and benediction are absent from it, 5. etc. ; never doubted to be the

TOvxluction of John. 6 : style and construction the same as of the

(.Tx^pel. 6 : circle of ideas jvlso the same. 7. etc. ; dogmatic views of

both the same, S. etc. : genuineness of. 11. etc. ; relation of. to the

Gospel. 14:. etc. : belongs to the same time as the Gospel. 25. etc
;

rests upon the Gc^pel. 26. etc. ; time and place of its composition. 34.

etc
;
patristic traditiou respecting its having been -vn-itten in Patmos,

87 ; readers of, ?S : Augustine's assertion, diat it -was written to the
Parthians, and ground c5 the mistake, S8, 39 ; diction and tone of. 40 ;

literature of. 41. 42.

Bpistle. Second and Third, of John. 359 ; how distinguished from the First,

S59 : internal evidence in relation to its authorship. 359. 360, 361 ; ex-

ternal evidence, 361. etc. ; investigation of the claims of John the

Presbyter to the authorship of. 363-376 ; canonicity of, 376 ; readers,

377. 37S.
Eternal Life, the, 56. 60.

Evil One, the, toucheth him not. 344 ; the world lying in the. 344.

ExctTisr? on Kom. i. 17. 105-109.
Eye, lust of the, 167, etc.

Faith, the victory of. 311. etc.

Faith inamissibilis, 1S4.

Faithful and just to forgive sin. God is, 102-105.
Fall, can the regenerate ever ? 234.

False teachers, how to act towards them, 393-395.
Father, denying the, 192 : to have the, 192. 193 : the love of the,

2<>5. etc"

Fathers, 160.

Fear, none in love, 304 ; has torment, 305.
Fellowship. 72.

Fellowship with God, S8. 92.

Flesh, denying that Jesus is come in the, 277.
Resh. lost of the, 166. etc.

Forgiveness. 104 : upon confe^on, 155.

Gains, 397.

Genutnenes of the First Epistle of John, 11. etc.

Gnosis, the rrue. IS. etc.

Guccis, the Cerinthic. 277. 27S. 296.

Gnosticism. 16. etc. : John's opposition to. lS-23. 189, 229.

God is light, 79. etc. ; in the light. 91. etc. : is love, 288: no man hath
seen, at any time, 293 : how to demonstrate our love to, 293 ; His
love to us, 297 : the true. 347. 348.

God speed, not to be addressed to false teachers, 393, etc.

Gospel of St John, the style and construction of. the same as those of his

First Epistle. 6 : circle of ideas of. the same. 7 ; personality of. the
same. 7 ; directly referred to in the First Epistle. 28, 29.

Grace, mercy, and f.eace, 382.

Handling of the "Word of life. 48.

Hatred, and love, 252.

Hatred of one's brother. 149. 248 : inconsistent with the love of God, 308.
Hatred, the world's, of believers, 243. etc.

H«art, our. condemning, 259, etc. ; God greater than our, 263, 266.
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Hebraizing idiom in the ufse of 7v«. 102.

Hope, the purifying influence of Chriotian, 215.

Hour, the last, 178.

In God, 131.

Incarnation of Christ to take awaj sin, 223, etc. ; it« object in resject to

the xwr^oV- 29.S.

Intercession of Christ, 121.

Jesus is the Christ,—the kernel of all truth. 188, 189 : denying that.

191, 193.

John the Apostle, his calling, 14, etc,

John, the First Epistle of—is it an Epistle ? 1 ; addressed to specific readen?.

2 ; in essence, but not in form, an Epistle. 3, etc. : why all greeting

and Vjenediction are wanting in it, 5 : the style and coLustruction the

same as thc^e of the Gospel, 6 ; circle of ideas the .same. 7 : dogmatic
views the same, 8 ;

genuineness of, 11, etc. ; its relation to the Gospel,

14, etc. ; belongs to the same time as the Gospel, 2o, etc. : rests upon
the Gospel, 26 : time and place of writing, 34, etc. ; readers of, .>8 :

diction and tone, 40 ; literature, 41, 42.

John, the Second and Third EpLstLss of,—internal evidence as to their

authorship, 359-361 ; external evidence, 361-363 : claims of John the

Presbyter to the authorship of, investigated, 363-376.

John the Presbyter, 363.

Joy, full, 74, 75.

Keep oneself, to, 343.

Knowing God, 126.

Knowing all things, 186, 187.

Knowing and believing in God's love, 298.

Kyria, to whom the Second Epistle of John was addressed, 377, 380, 384.

Last hour, the, 178.

Liar, who Ls the. 188, 190.

Lie, the, 188, 189, 190.

Life, the, was manifested, 55, 62 ; the eternal, 56, 60 ; the Son of God
called, 64, 65.

Life, passing from death unto, 244, etc. ; and light, how related, 345.

Life, to lay down one's, 251.

Light, God is. 79, 80-83, 85 ; God is in the, 91.

Light, the, 80-83 ; walking in the, 87, 90, 91 : shineth. 146 : dwelling in

the, 147 ; and life, how related. 245.

Likeness to Christ. 213, 214.'*

Little cbildran, 116.

Logos, the, 49 ; with the Father, 62.

Love, God is, 288 ; source of, 287, 290. 291 : no fear in. 304
;

per-

fect, 305.

Love of God, the, meaning of the phrase, 128, 130, 165, 204.

Love of the Father, 205, etc.

Love to God, how to prove it, 293, 311. etc. ; to abide in, 299.

Love of one's brother, 238, etc. ; bound up in love to God, 307, etc.

Love of the world, 163, etc.

Love and hatred, 252.

Love-relation, the. between God and us, 298, 300, etc.

Loving in the truth, 380, 381.
Lusts of the flesh, and of the eye, 166-169.
Luxury, 170, 171.
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Man of Sin, the, 182.

Manifestation of the children of God, 211.

Manifestation of Christ in the flesh, 223.

Manifested, the Life was, 223.

Meritum de congruo^ 104.

Message, the, which John received, 77, 78.

Murderer, he who hates his brother is a, 248.

Nazarene element, the, of Christianity, 15.

New commandment, the, 138, etc.

Old commandment, the, 134, etc., 138, etc.

Only Son, and Only-begotten, 290.

Pantheistic Christ, the, 191.

Paraclete, 120.

Parthians, Augustine's assertion that the First Epistle of John was ad-

dressed to the, 39.

Patmos, the patristic tradition which refers the writing of John's Gospel

to the Isle of, 37 ; date of John's exile to, 38.

Perfect love, 305.

Perseverance of the saints, 234, 235.

PersonaUty of the Gospel and First Epistle of John, the same, 7.

Plural, the use of the, by John in his First Epistle, 45.

Prayer, the efficacy of, when according to God's wiU, 336 ; for one who
has not sinned unto death, 337, etc.

Predestination, and semi -Pelagianism, 115, note; absolute, 235.

Presbyter John, the, 363 ; the author of the Fu-st and Second Epistles of

John, 363-384.
Progress, true and false, 393.

Propitiation for the sin of the world, Christ the, 121, 122.

Purification, self-, produced by Christian hope, 216, etc., 218, 220.

Rationalistic Christ, the, 191.

Regenerate, the, cannot sin, 235.

Regeneration, 208.

Reward, a full, 390.

Righteous, who is, 230.

Righteous, Jesus Christ the, 120, etc.

Righteousness, to do, 201.

Righteousness of God, the, 105-109.

Seed of God, the, 233, etc. ^
Self-deception, 99.

Simon the magician, the firet exhibition of the gnostic nature seen in, 17.

Sin, 221 ; committing, 221, 222, 223 ; the incarnation of Christ designed

to take away, 223, 225 ; none in Christ, 225 ; the man born of God
does not commit, 22G ; renounced by the converted soul, 227.

Sin, the confession of, 96 ; to have, 97, 98.

Sin not unto death, 337-342.
Son, the Only-begotten, 290.

Son, denying the Father and the, 192.

Sons of God, 207.

Spirit, the biblical idea of, 275.

Spirit of Antichrist, 279.

Spirit of God, the, marks by which it may be known, 276, 292.

Spirit, the, and the water, and the blood, 330.
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Spirits, the injunction to try the, 274, etc.

Stumbling, 148, etc.

Style of John's First Epistle and his Gospel, 6, etc.

Taking away sin, 225.

Teachers, false, how to act towards them, 393-396.
Testimony of God, the, 331, 334.

Torment, fear has, 305.

Toucheth not him that is born of God, the Evil One, 344.

True, He that is, 346 ; God, 347.

Truth, the, 187, 188.

Truth, doing and speaking the, 89, etc. ; loving in the, 380, 381 ; walking
in the, 383.

Victory, faith the, which overcometh the world, 311.

Vocation, the, of John, 14, etc.

Walking as Christ walked, 132.

"Walking in darkness, 89.

Walking in the hght, 87, 90, 91.

Walking in the truth, 383.

Water and blood, Jesus came by, 316, etc., 319.
Water, the, and the spirit, and the blood, 330, etc.

Will of God, the blessedness of doing the, 174.

Witness of the Spirit, 319, etc., 322.

Witnesses, the three heavenly, 324-329.
Word of God, the, 112, 113.

Word of Life, the, 28, 52.

Works of the devil, the, 232.
World, the, 162 ; things of, 162, 163 ; love of the, 163, 165

;
passeth

away, 173, etc., 176 ; knows not Cbi-ist nor His people, 209, etc. ; its

hatred of the children of God, 243, etc. ; as the object of salvation,

295 ; as Christ is, so are we in the, 302, etc. ; the victory over, 314,
etc. ; heth in the Wicked One, 344.

Wrath of God revealed, 105, etc.

Young men, 160.

THE END.

MURRAY AND OIBB, PRINTERS, Zm>15URGlI.




